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

Statement by President 
THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): I have agreed that today, at 11.30 am, proceedings will be interrupted 
for a short 90-second period while an emergency evacuation familiarisation exercise is conducted. This will 
entail a series of announcements and alert tones over the public address system and no action will be required of 
members. Physical evacuation of the building will not take place. This is a trial to alert members to what really 
happens in an emergency. 

INDUSTRY FACILITATION AND SUPPORT PROGRAM —  
CHEVRON AUSTRALIA SPONSORSHIP 

Statement by Minister for Commerce 
HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Commerce) [10.02 am]: I would like to 
update Parliament regarding a recent decision by Chevron Australia to sponsor the state government’s industry 
facilitation and support program. The IFSP, introduced in October 2011, assists in raising the international 
competitiveness of local businesses so that they can more readily compete for work on resources projects and 
government contracts. Funding is provided to successful recipients on a dollar-for-dollar basis for activities such 
as upgrading occupational health, safety and quality systems; equipment purchases; and engaging temporary 
expert assistance. Some $2.8 million has already been committed to 138 companies throughout the state—116 
recipients from the first round, and 22 from the royalties for regions–funded regional round two. Thus far, 49 of 
these companies have reported that IFSP assistance has led to contract awards of over $90 million; 175 new 
employment opportunities, including 14 apprentices; increased turnover; and improved productivity and 
efficiency. Chevron has agreed to provide funding of up to $100 000, matched by state government funding, for 
the third IFSP round available to eligible Onslow-based businesses. Applications for this round opened today. 
This new IFSP round is a pilot program focusing on building business capability in a specific regional location 
with financial support from the private sector. Chevron’s funding commitment is a resounding endorsement of 
the success, reach and effectiveness of the IFSP, which is a key initiative under the Western Australian 
government’s local industry participation framework introduced in July 2011 in response to a local content 
market becoming more competitive and complex. Industry co-funding of the IFSP was announced as a state 
government objective in the November 2012 “Local Content Report” presented to Parliament. I congratulate 
Chevron on being the first project proponent to sponsor this valuable program. I trust that other project 
proponents will follow its lead. I also thank Chevron for its commitment to the economic development of the 
town of Onslow, which is located just 12 kilometres from the $29 billion Chevron-operated Wheatstone LNG 
project. 

STANDING COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES 
Twenty-seventh Report — “Section 23 of the Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1971 (WA)” — Tabling 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): I am directed to present the twenty-seventh report of the Standing 
Committee on Procedure and Privileges in relation to section 23 of the Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1971. 
[See paper 522.] 

Twenty-eighth Report — “Further Review of the Standing Orders (No. 2)” — Tabling and Adoption 
The PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): I am also directed to present the twenty-eighth report of the Standing 
Committee on Procedure and Privileges entitled “Further Review of the Standing Orders (No. 2)”. 
[See paper 523.] 

Motion 
HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [10.05 am] — without notice: I move — 

That the twenty-eighth report of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, “Further Review 
of the Standing Orders (No. 2)”, be adopted and agreed to. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House). 
PAPERS TABLED 

Papers were tabled and ordered to lie upon the table of the house. 
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JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION 
Fourth Report — “The timeliness of misconduct investigations undertaken or overseen by the CCC:  

An interim report” — Tabling 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [10.06 am]: I am directed to present the fourth report of the Joint 
Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission titled “The timeliness of misconduct 
investigations undertaken or overseen by the CCC: An interim report”. 

[See paper 528.] 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Late in the thirty-eighth Parliament, in November 2012, the committee was surprised to 
be told during a hearing with the Corruption and Crime Commission that it did not have guidelines for how long 
it should take to investigate a complaint into misconduct. With the prorogation of Parliament imminent, the 
committee referred this issue of timeliness to the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime 
Commission for inquiry, rather than see the matter delayed some six months courtesy of the state election. The 
report outlines that the CCC provided information to the parliamentary inspector on 13 recent investigations that 
had been underway for at least 15 months. One inquiry by the Department of Corrective Services took three 
years to complete. This length of time is unsatisfactory and, to the credit of Corruption and Crime 
Commissioner, Mr Macknay, the CCC acknowledges this. According to the report, he responded to the 
parliamentary inspector that he — 

… forthrightly accepted that the failures on the part of the Commission … were unacceptable by its 
own standards, and cannot be justified 

Commissioner Macknay told the parliamentary inspector that one outcome of this inquiry was that he had caused 
four major changes to be made to the CCC’s procedures. The committee has recommended that the 
commissioner review his new processes to ensure that the number of inquiries that are delayed beyond 
12 months is substantially lower than at present.  
An unfortunate aspect of the parliamentary inspector’s inquiry is that both the CCC and WA Police were given 
draft copies of his report, and in their responses both blamed the other agency for delays in completing 
investigations. As set out in the report, the parliamentary inspector stated that — 

… the Police do not accept that they have unnecessarily or intentionally delayed responses to requests 
for information from the Commission … 

One matter remains outstanding from the parliamentary inspector’s inquiry; that is, the remote electronic access 
granted by WA Police to the CCC in 2007 to its complaint investigation management system. The committee 
supports the parliamentary inspector continuing his investigations on this matter. Hence, this is an interim report 
and the committee aims to table a final report later in 2013 when the parliamentary inspector has concluded his 
inquiry.  

STANDING COMMITTEE ON ESTIMATES AND FINANCIAL OPERATIONS 
Forty-second Report — “2013/14 Estimates Hearings—Sittings Schedule” — Tabling 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [10.10 am]: I have been instructed by the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations to table the forty-second report “2013/14 Estimates Hearings—Sittings 
Schedule”.  

[See paper 529.]  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The report advises the house that the 2013–14 budget estimates will take place from 
Tuesday, 24 September to Friday, 27 September 2013, with hearing times detailed in the report. The committee 
has determined not to survey members this year to select which departments and agencies shall appear, but 
welcomes suggestions from members regarding the departments and agencies they would like to appear. The 
committee has given priority to holding hearings with the departments and agencies that fall under the portfolios 
of the ministers of this house. The schedule will be made available once it is finalised. The committee intends to 
hold further hearings later in the year, which will consider matters relating to both the annual budget and the 
annual reports. The committee welcomes suggestions from members on the departments and agencies they 
would like to appear at these hearings. I commend the report to the house. 

DISALLOWANCE MOTIONS 
Notice of Motion 

1. Town of Claremont Parking Local Law 2013. 

2. Fire Brigades Amendment Regulations 2013. 

Notice of motions given by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich.  
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ENERGY PORTFOLIO — MANAGEMENT 
Motion 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [10.12 am] — without 
notice: I move — 

That this Council condemns the former Minister for Energy, Hon Peter Collier, for his many failures in 
the energy portfolio.  

We move this motion today because we have seen in this last week, with the budget having been brought in, one 
of the most spectacular and expensive backflips this government has made in its four and a half years. It has had 
to reverse the decision on the cutback to the solar feed-in tariff because of the public outcry and obviously 
because of the outcry from members of its backbench at the impact on their electorates. We felt that, although 
the current minister, Nahan, and the Premier have taken some heat, the architect of the solar feed-in tariff has 
been sitting quietly and letting it all wash over him. We thought it appropriate to raise the many failures of the 
former Minister for Energy, Hon Peter Collier, as we are now seeing the chickens coming home to roost and the 
current minister having to bear the folly of the problems associated with the failure of the minister to manage his 
portfolio. In fact, if we go back through the many, many failures of Hon Peter Collier in that portfolio and tot up 
the cost of those failures to this government and to the community, we can see that he is one of the most 
expensive men sitting in the cabinet room, because every time he has made a decision it has been a failure and it 
has cost this community enormously. 
There are many aspects of his failures and I will start with the feed-in tariff. He picked up the Labor idea of the 
feed-in tariff, but because he did not do his homework on the modelling, he thought he would introduce a 60c 
per kilowatt hour gross feed-in tariff. That very quickly changed to a net feed-in tariff that was very quickly 
dropped to 40c. The government then discovered that the pick-up of the program was so enormous—because 
people wanted to do the right thing, save money and manage their ever-increasing power bills—that people were 
caught short when the government took two years after introduction of the program to set a cap. As we now 
know, this minister was fully aware of how these things were tracking. He did not alert his colleagues or the 
Premier. He sat quietly and only when the opposition raised this issue and brought it to the public’s attention did 
he actually take any action. 
I remember he went on radio on 1 August and on one radio station said, “No, no, no, it’s all fine, we’ll sort it all 
out.” Five minutes later he went on another radio station and said, “We’ve just shut the scheme down.” The 
government obviously did not buy a rubber date stamp. There was such a great rush of people purchasing solar 
panels and getting their applications into the Public Utilities Office for the feed-in tariff that it was overwhelmed 
with them and did not date stamp them. Those people who would have been caught out with the change therefore 
had to be picked up in the scheme. That little fiasco created a significant dollar blowout in the scheme of more 
than $125 million. 
We now know from documents provided in April last year that cabinet decided Synergy would absorb the feed-
in tariff. The then minister, Hon Peter Collier, consulted with Synergy on the proposed direction that he was 
required to table in both houses of Parliament. Synergy advised that implementation of the direction would be 
contrary to its commercial interest. The then Minister for Energy received the Treasurer’s concurrence with the 
proposed direction in August 2012. A draft ministerial direction for Synergy to absorb costs was provided to the 
former Minister for Energy, Hon Peter Collier, in September 2012, but was not issued prior to the March 2013 
election. 
This minister has a track record of sticking reports on his desk and not dealing with them. We now know he hid, 
delayed and did nothing about a very significant direction that was required to be tabled in both houses of 
Parliament. That direction would have created a significant change and the public would have been aware of it. 
The reaction this week from the public about the cutbacks to the feed-in tariff would have happened prior to the 
election. I dare say the minister was so afraid of the impact on the vote from the community that he sat on it and 
hid it. He deliberately did not do what he was required to do and make public those directions. It is a significant 
failure on his part that has now cost this government more money. Every time the minister got involved in that 
program, it cost this government money and it cost the consumers of Western Australia dollars from their hip 
pocket. That is one significant failure, which we will come back to time and again. 

That, I think, minister, will be part of your epitaph. If you were in the private sector, you would not be employed 
now. I do not know how you continue to survive. We have recently seen an example of one of your colleagues, 
Hon Kim Hames, who fessed up to making a mistake with his allowances. For a paltry thousand dollars or a little 
more, he got dumped from the portfolio. You? You go down and blow money in the tens and hundreds of 
millions of dollars and you get promoted. 

Point of Order 
Hon HELEN MORTON: I understand that a speaker is not permitted to refer to “you” and “you did this” and 
“you said that”, and that we prefer that the speaker refer to the member by his appropriate title. 
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Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! The reference to somebody as “you” is not unparliamentary. But when it is said 
directly with a pointing finger, which it was not in that case, I think it would be borderline. If the member on her 
feet directs comments through the Chair, I do not think there is any point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you, Mr President. I will say that the former Minister for Energy, 
Hon Peter Collier, indeed has cost this state government and the community an excess of money. As I said, his 
other colleague gets demoted; he gets promoted. I do not understand the thinking, but if he were in the private 
sector, he would be out the door. That is one issue. 

We then move to other issues around things like the 330-kilovolt transmission line from Perth to Geraldton. That 
is a disgrace and we have talked about it a lot. The former energy minister constantly delayed his decisions in 
that area, which led to further blowouts. I do not even know whether the poles and wires have actually gone up 
on that project; after four and a half years, the project is certainly not completed. The former minister, now 
Leader of the House, made consistent promises. That is another cost blowout. 

Let us have a talk about Muja A and B. Whenever questions were asked in this or the other place when he was 
the minister, he would hide behind commercial-in-confidence or dance around the answers—in fact, there were 
some questions he simply did not answer. We do not think he really understood what was happening with that 
project that he was signing off on. He initially made the grand announcement that the project would cost 
$100 million, and a couple of months ago we discovered it would be more than $250 million—keep totting these 
figures up, colleagues, because we have a very expensive man in this chamber—and we now understand that the 
cost blowout is more than $300 million. The former Minister for Energy signed off on this and cannot blame 
anyone else. I will not point the finger; I will just say he cannot blame anyone else. He had the stewardship of 
the decision making on this, and every decision he made as a minister in that portfolio led to cost blowouts and 
failure. His government now has to bear the brunt of the decisions he made or, in some cases, his lack of activity 
in delivering the outcomes of those decisions. I think the Muja A and B situation will continue to haunt the 
current minister, who quite often has not been provided with significant information about what the former 
minister was doing at that point in time. Information provided to The West Australian shows that those cost 
details were indeed provided to the former minister and Treasurer, and that the former minister instigated an 
independent inquiry—an independent review—into the circumstances leading to the cost overruns. So, at every 
stage of the process he should have been fully aware of what was happening down there, but he gleefully 
allowed it to continue. Every time questions were asked about what was happening with Muja A and B, he 
would quite blithely try to pass it off, which has ended up with Western Australian taxpayers having to deal with 
that massive blowout in that project he signed off on.  

Let us have a look at the Bunbury to Albany gas pipeline—another project this minister repeatedly talked up. He 
talked about committing funding to a project that I know the National Party has also been quite keen to get 
moving. It still has not happened, and I know there are cost blowouts with that one as well.  

Let us have a look at the 70 per cent price increases over the past four years, and the proposed 22 per cent 
increase that has been flagged in this budget. Gas prices have gone up. This minister signed off on the ever-
increasing burden upon families in this state. He will get to his feet at some point to try to lay the blame at the 
feet of everyone else, because that is how he conducts himself. He never takes responsibility for his own actions, 
and his decisions or lack of activity have led to blowouts and failures in all these areas that will continue to haunt 
this government until it is removed in 2017.  

I turn to that very significant inquiry into power poles in this state that had to happen. That resulted in a damning 
report from the Standing Committee on Public Administration on how Western Power had managed power pole 
maintenance and replacement under the former minister’s stewardship. What happened there? The chief 
executive officer of Western Power went; the former minister stayed. The CEO’s head rolled and the minister 
stayed. We still have not worked out how many power poles need to be upgraded and the huge amount of money 
that will need to go into it.  
I turn to the energy plan that the former minister took three years to get up. He finally tabled a report that, quite 
frankly, was full of motherhood statements and did not really address the issue of renewables, did not have a 
clear plan and was not fully accepted by industry. The one clear thing the former minister did pay for out of 
taxpayers’ money was an inquiry into the re-merger of Synergy and Verve. I know that was also touched on in 
the government’s plan for the future of energy, so that was a significant matter during the former minister’s past 
four and a half years on which he took one line and agreed that it would not go ahead. But now, after being 
returned to government, the Premier finally gets his way, even though on one occasion the former minister said 
the Premier should take a Bex, have a lie down and chill out on that issue. The Premier is finally getting his way, 
and the former minister has reversed his position and is now saying that maybe it is a good thing, against all the 
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advice of industry. There has been no modelling or costing done on how much taxpayers will have to stump up 
for that type of change. In the long term, that will be another significant failure for this state.  

We then move on and look at another enormous failure that he presided over: the Synergy billing system. Tens 
of millions of dollars went into that particular — 

Hon Sue Ellery: Debacle. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Debacle—I thank Hon Sue Ellery very much. 

Hon Sue Ellery: My pleasure. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Consumers’ bills were delayed by months and months and months and massive costs were 
imposed on people over short periods of time. I think we were arguing about that one for more than a year and 
trying to find out how many people were still having to pay their bills.  

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! I do not want this debate to be crowded out by interjections. Serious accusations are 
being made and there will be opportunities for responses. Let us do it that way, civilly.  
Hon KATE DOUST: I am trying to do it that way; I am just ignoring all the rabble yelling at me. 

The Synergy billing system failure was, again, a matter that the former minister, Hon Peter Collier, presided 
over. He kept saying he was going to fix it, but it took months and months and months, and people in our 
community suffered for that.  

I turn to the issues around the regular Economic Regulation Authority reports into the poor service provided by 
the utilities he presided over. He would get up in this place and do his song and dance and talk about how it 
would be fixed and that he would speak to these utilities and make sure these problems did not happen—well, 
they continued to happen. I have not seen the latest Economic Regulation Authority report, but I do not think 
things would have changed too much.  
But the one thing this minister did well was — 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Facebook! 

Hon KATE DOUST: No, no; due credit must always be given. He did manage to make sure that this 
government leached out of the utilities significantly high dividend payments back into the government coffers—
the highest ever. He made sure that consumers paid extremely high power bills, but ensured that the government 
got its part of it back into government coffers.  
Another issue I had almost forgotten about was the outsourcing of call centres, and another problem I have 
already referred to is his failure to issue directions. We have to ask ourselves, if a minister has received advice 
that there is a significant problem with a major program that is going to impact on more than 70 000 consumers, 
and he knew that in August of last year and he was advised to take action and give notice in both houses of 
Parliament so that changes could be enacted to resolve the concerns, then why would not he do it? Why would 
he not, as a minister of the Crown, do his job? What was he afraid of? What was he hiding from the public? We 
now know what he was hiding: the government wanted to cut back. We now see that, because of this, the 
Premier is already talking about changing the electricity structure system and imposing a fixed cost on those 
people who have a feed-in tariff. So, no matter which way they go, because of his stuff-ups in that portfolio the 
Western Australian consumer is going to continue to pay and pay hard.  

All these things come together. I dare say that the Premier was so frustrated—although for whatever reason he 
was not prepared to demote him after his portfolio failures—that he decided to remove the Office of Energy 
from the former minister’s jurisdiction and put it into the Department of Finance, so that the Premier and the 
Treasurer could have some direct oversight as to what was happening with policy and advice. The Premier was 
doing whatever he could to try to pull things back up, because I do not believe the Premier had confidence in the 
former minister’s ability to do the job. We all know that the person who was really managing the energy 
portfolio was the Premier, because he is the one who is usually driving the initiatives in this state. 

The final thing, of course, is the way in which the minister managed the debacle with the Toodyay fires and the 
power poles, and I am sure my colleagues will go to that. 

Sometimes there are only one or two issues on which we might point to a particular minister and say, “You 
really buggered that up, didn’t you, and made a mistake.” But we have had a litany of issues over the past four 
and a half years from this minister. Every time this minister made a decision, it was a bad decision that cost the 
taxpayers. It did not cost the taxpayers just a few dollars; it cost them tens of millions of dollars. That has all 
added up. When I was a kid, I used to watch The Six Million Dollar Man. This minister is probably the one 
billion-dollar man or the multibillion-dollar man. At the end of the day, it is the consumers of this state who have 
had to bear the burden of the bad decisions made by this minister. 



3470 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 15 August 2013] 

 

This photo in The West Australian last week said it all. It shows how frustrated the Premier and the current 
Minister for Energy must be, because they have to bear the cost and the public criticism for the bad decisions and 
the poor management of the energy portfolio under the former Minister for Energy. Today in The West 
Australian there is an article by Gareth Parker headed, “Education in $59m blowout”. The first paragraph of the 
article states — 

The Education Department blew its budget by $$59 million last financial year, putting more pressure on 
Education Minister Peter Collier’s financial management credentials. 

So not only have we seen this minister’s poor financial management and oversight of the energy portfolio in the 
past four and a half years, which has now come to a head with the decisions that have been made in the past 
week, but in this significant portfolio of education, which this minister so desired, we are now also seeing the 
minister’s failure to deliver and poor financial management. I would hate to think what would happen if this 
minister were ever given the Treasury portfolio. We would probably all be living in tents! 

I know that the minister will get up and talk about the Labor Party and about what other people have done and 
about the past. For the past four and a half years, the minister had carriage of and responsibility for the energy 
portfolio. However, every project for which this minister was responsible, and every decision that he made, is a 
cost that this government and the taxpayers of this state will have to bear. It will take a long time to recover from 
that. I am just amazed that the minister is still in the position that he is in. I do not know how the minister 
continues to survive.  

Hon Sue Ellery: It all comes down to numbers. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Maybe it does come down to numbers. But this minister stands condemned, not only for 
the decisions that he made, but also for his lack of action when he should have been active. Those decisions have 
come back to haunt the Western Australian community. I am not even going to talk about the blokes who are 
selling solar panels and who have lost out big time because of the decision to shut down the feed-in tariff, nor 
about the loss of jobs that has happened there. This minister has presided over a failure in the energy portfolio in 
this state. The minister’s successor will now have to pick up the pieces, and the consumers of this state will now 
have to bear the cost of this minister’s poor financial management and his poor decision making. I hope to God 
the Premier sees the light and dumps this minister from cabinet. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [10.33 pm]: We certainly will not be 
supporting this motion, and with only 15 minutes in which to speak — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Sorry, but I sat in silence, and I will not be accepting interjections. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! One person has the call, and therefore one person gets the right to speak. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Thank you, Mr President. Normally I do not mind interjections, but I have far too 
much to get through. 

I have no problem in responding to everything that Hon Kate Doust has said. Unfortunately, with only 15 
minutes in which to speak, that will be very difficult. I would like to spend about five minutes doing a compare 
and contrast, and I will then respond specifically to some of the issues that Hon Kate Doust has raised. 

I am absolutely staggered that the Labor Party can come into this place and pass judgement on my management 
of the energy portfolio after the debacle that I inherited in 2008.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I have pencilled in the speakers who rose to indicate that they want to speak. But if 
they continually interject from their seats, I will classify that as their speech and I will pass over to someone else.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Thank you, Mr President. 

I will remind honourable members, and the public of Western Australia, what I inherited as Minister for Energy. 
When I took over the energy portfolio in 2008, we had run out of electricity under the Labor Party. In one of the 
hottest summers on record, we had run out of electricity, literally. Western Australians were asked to turn off 
their lights, because we had run out of generation. 

Secondly, we had had a trip in the gas pipeline from the north west. What contingency plan did the Labor Party 
have? It was to get consumers to turn off their gas stoves, and get industry to turn off its generators and lose 
hundreds of millions of dollars. That was the Labor Party’s contingency plan. It had absolutely no plan to deal 
with that.  
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The Labor Party had a disaggregation process that was completely and fundamentally flawed. In the three years 
prior to the disaggregation process, Western Power had made $1 billion. In the three years post disaggregation, 
Western Power made about $90 million. That is a $1 billion turnaround. And the Labor Party has the audacity to 
pass comment on my management of the energy portfolio!  
Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Excuse me, Leader of the Opposition! 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Double standards! I tell you! 
Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: The Leader of the Opposition cannot help it, can she?  
Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! If the minister will direct his comments through the Chair, there will be no excuse 
whatsoever for interjections.  
Hon PETER COLLIER: Thank you, Mr President. 

The disaggregation process was fundamentally flawed. It had this ridiculous netback pricing system under which 
all the costs were shovelled to Verve Energy. Verve was running at a loss of hundreds of millions of dollars 
every year. This is what I inherited as energy minister. So let us not gild the lily here. It was an absolute debacle.  

In addition, the Labor Party had not once, in all its years in government, increased electricity tariffs. So, quite 
frankly, in terms of electricity prices, we were living in a fool’s paradise. In April 2008, Alan Carpenter actually 
released a draft report on electricity price increases and said that this state needed to have a 77 per cent increase 
in electricity prices to get to cost-reflective levels. He said at the time that there would be 10 per cent annual 
increases from April 2009. Interestingly, that would have been one month after the state election. So the Labor 
Party was still going to have no electricity price increases. That put an enormous burden on the taxpayers of 
Western Australia, because they had to pay for the difference between what Synergy in those days recouped in 
electricity tariffs and what it cost for the generation and distribution of electricity. Again, that process was 
fundamentally flawed. The fact is that if the Labor Party had been responsible in government and had 
implemented CPI increases or five per cent increases on an annual basis, we would have needed either no 
increase, or only a minimal increase, in electricity tariffs when we took over the energy portfolio. The Labor 
Party when in government was highly irresponsible and completely short-sighted, and that goes hand in hand 
with the litany of issues that I inherited.   

I am man enough to say that over the past four and a half or five years, yes, I have made mistakes, and we have 
made mistakes. I have said that publicly. However, I would like to contrast the record of the Labor government 
on energy with the record of the Liberal–National government over the past four years, based on that litany of 
issues that I have mentioned. Before the last election, Western Australians had enjoyed the hottest summer on 
record. Did we ever run out of electricity generation? Never. That is because we plan for the future. We installed 
the 200-megawatt, high-efficiency gas turbines. In addition, we moved to new types of generation and new 
technologies. We now have the wave power plant at Garden Island, a $12.5 million project. We have geothermal 
technology in the midwest. We have the largest solar farm in Australia in the midwest, with 10 megawatts of 
capacity. I opened it last year. That has done an enormous amount for the midwest and the whole of Western 
Australia. We have the Collgar Wind Farm in the wheatbelt, with 111 turbines and 200 megawatts of capacity. 
We diversified our electricity generation. As I said, we are thinking about the future. 

The midwest power project is a wonderful project. The reason we have delayed that project is that when we first 
came into government, we were told it would cost $600 million. The cost then inflated by about 300 per cent in a 
matter of 12 to 18 months. I could not in all conscience agree to that so we have staged the project, and at the 
moment it is in its construction phase. We have looked after the future generation capacity of Western 
Australians. 

The first thing I did with gas was that in January 2009 I brought all of the gas industry together. I met with the 
upstream guys and the downstream guys and I said, “Guys, we can’t let this happen again. I want a vibrant, 
dynamic gas market. I want to make sure that we have a contingency plan so that if we have a trip in the pipeline 
between the north west and the south west of Western Australia, we have something to do about it.” They went 
away and met very productively. As I came to learn, it was not very common for the upstream guys and the 
downstream guys in the gas industry to do anything cooperatively, but they did. They gave me the report “Gas 
Supply and Emergency Management Committee: Report to Government”, which I tabled in Parliament. It is a 
very good report that looks at the long-term future of the gas industry in Western Australia. One of its 
recommendations was to look towards gas storage supply in case we had a trip. We accepted and acted on that 
recommendation. As a direct result of that, there is now an arrangement between Verve and the APA Group for 
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the Mondarra gas supply facility in the midwest, which will supply 90 terajoules of gas a day. That means that 
we will have 60 days of gas if there is ever a trip in the gas pipeline. The Liberal–National government has done 
something about it. I was proud to be the Minister for Energy who led that. We did do it. 

The gas industry also wanted more transparency and a more vibrant gas industry. It wanted a bulletin board and 
a statement of opportunities, which is done on the east coast. There were no problems with that; I passed that 
legislation last year. We now have a bulletin board and a statement of opportunities. The gas industry wanted a 
management plan instituted, which we did. We constructed a management plan, and it has been operational on a 
number of occasions to ensure that we have safety of gas supply in Western Australia. The Liberal–National 
government and the energy minister have implemented all the recommendations of that committee. That has now 
provided for gas security if there is another trip in the gas pipeline. 

As I have said, the disaggregation process was fundamentally flawed. Under the disaggregation, we had stranded 
assets. It is good to bring in the private sector, but not at the expense of state-owned generation. And that is what 
we had; we had stranded assets. The CEO of Verve would often ring me and say, “Minister, we are going to 
have to turn off Kwinana or Collie, because we don’t need that generation.” Why? It was because there was an 
oversupply; there were about 500 megawatts of excess capacity in the market. We were paying capacity credits 
to the private sector while our state-owned baseload generators were turned off, but they should have been going 
24/7. It was not good for maintenance. That was a result of the flawed disaggregation process. What did I do as 
energy minister and what did we do as a government? We looked at the situation to try to refine it and make it 
better. We brought in Peter Oates, an expert in the field, who produced the Oates report. He said that there were 
two options: re-merge Verve and Synergy or keep them as separate entities but make some significant changes to 
both the vesting contract and the market rules. We did both. It saved Western Australians hundreds of millions of 
dollars. It completely changed the netback pricing system and, at the same time, slowed down the displacement 
process so that we will not have another situation in which there is a blowout of private sector investment, 
private energy companies are paid capacity credits to the tune of hundreds of millions of dollars and our assets 
are turned off. Do members think that the people of Western Australia do not appreciate that? They do. They 
now have security of supply in gas and electricity, and the flawed disaggregation process has, to a large degree, 
been rectified. There will always be issues with the power industry in the private and government sectors. I know 
that the new energy minister will continue to work through that. 

The tariffs were always a difficult thing. It was a difficult decision to make. We could have continued to live in a 
fool’s paradise whereby we had the lowest prices in Australia, and we could have continued to use taxpayers’ 
money to prop up the difference between generation, retail and distribution. Alternatively, we could have just 
bailed it out with that sort of money. That is money that could have been used for schools, hospitals, mental 
health services, housing et cetera. Again, it was only appropriate that at the same time we send a more 
responsible message to the people of Western Australia that it has to be a user-pays system; it has to be an 
energy system whereby the people of Western Australia pay for their electricity. Unfortunately, in a national 
comparison, the price of electricity in Western Australia is about mid-range of the price in the eastern states. We 
have slowed down the process, but, at the same time, we have increased the cost-of-living allowance to try to 
assist those who are least able to pay as best we possibly can and we have streamlined payment processes for 
those particularly in need to make sure that we can assist them. 

I would like to talk about the feed-in tariff. The feed-in tariff program was instituted through the Council of 
Australian Governments. All the national jurisdictions introduced a feed-in tariff. When we took office in 2008, 
we had matched the Labor Party commitment. It was not our commitment; it was a Labor Party commitment for 
a 60c gross feed-in tariff at a cost of $13.5 million. When we came to government, I assumed that that was a 
pretty good system because, of course, the Labor government had all the resources of government so why should 
it not do what was best for Western Australians? I soon found out that it was fundamentally flawed. To start 
with, a gross feed-in tariff is fundamentally flawed. Ask the people of New South Wales, who have a legacy of 
billions of dollars after introducing a 60c gross feed-in tariff. Alternatively, we looked at introducing a more 
modest feed-in tariff. We looked at a 40c tariff at that stage, and we were criticised for a 40c feed-in tariff. The 
environmental groups said that it was not large enough. We were criticised because it was not large enough! I 
find it extraordinary that the Labor Party can criticise us now and say that it was too generous, because that is 
what we were saying at the time. Suffice to say, cabinet made a decision to get to 150 megawatts. I did not make 
that decision in isolation. 
Several members interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Do you mind? 

I supported it. I was the energy minister and I take responsibility for it, but I am saying that it is ridiculous to 
assume that I did it in isolation. When we stopped it, did the Labor Party say that it was the economically 
responsible thing to do and that it was great, because of course members opposite have been critical of the fact 
that we have gone above the cap et cetera? No, they sent out a letter that states — 
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Help to re-instate WA’s Feed-in Tariff scheme 

Wouldn’t it be great if you could save money on your electricity bills, and help fight climate change at 
the same time? 

Well, many Western Australians have, by installing solar panels on their rooftops and selling any excess 
electricity they produce to the grid. 

The Feed-in Tariff scheme allowed for a fair price to be paid for excess energy produced, ensuring 
households did not have to wait decades to pay off their investment in solar panels. 

This is a win–win scheme for energy consumers, the environment and the Government, who won’t have 
to build as many expensive power stations. 

That’s what makes Mr Barnett and his Government’s decision to suspend the Feed-in Tariff scheme so 
baffling. 

They say it’s been cancelled because it is too successful! 

WA Labor supports a Feed-in Tariff and needs your help to get the scheme restored by collecting 
signatures on the enclosed petition and returning it to my office. 

With your help we can show the Liberal/National Government that the Feed-in Tariff scheme needs to 
be restored. 

Did they endorse that scheme? No, they did not. Do members know who wrote this? Hon Kate Doust, the then 
shadow Minister for Energy, wrote it. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! You have had your fun. Let us get back to the one member on his feet who has the 
call. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I would dearly like to talk a lot longer on a number of other issues that 
Hon Kate Doust has mentioned but I simply do not have time. Suffice to say, as far as energy is concerned, 
Western Australians are much more secure now than they were when we took office in 2008.  

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (North Metropolitan) [10.49 am]: I was not going to rise to speak in support 
of this motion, but I cannot help myself! I want to put some names on the public record, and then I will tell 
members why I am doing so: Synergy managing director, Jim Mitchell; Western Power managing director, Doug 
Aberle; Western Power board chairmen, Mark Barnaba and Peter Mansell; Verve managing director, Shirley In’t 
Veld; Verve chairmen, Peter West and David Eiszele; Horizon managing director, Rod Hayes; and Office of 
Energy coordinators, Anne Hill and Jason Banks.  

This is a long list of significant people in respect of the energy portfolio. I have informed Parliament of that list 
of names because they are no longer with us; all of these people were removed by the former Minister for 
Energy, most of them in 2011 or thereabouts. They are all people with corporate knowledge and abilities, people 
with an understanding of the industry, and they were all removed by the former Minister for Energy. He did not 
stop there; there was more. He also removed the director general of the Department of Indigenous Affairs, 
Patrick Walker, and the Electoral Commissioner, Warwick Gately. The point I am trying to make is that there is 
a long list of people who were removed by the former Minister for Energy. Members opposite might think it is 
funny — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The point is that people who held key roles in the energy portfolio were all 
removed by the former Minister for Energy. Not only did he remove those people; he also removed people at 
speed from within his own office. A minister cannot be across his portfolio if he cannot keep his staff. A minister 
who cannot keep his staff is clearly not getting all the support he needs. For example, while he was Minister for 
Energy, Hon Peter Collier had a number of chiefs of staff. In fact, I will go through the list of his former chiefs 
of staff, and it might be — 

Point of Order 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I do not know what this has to do with the actual motion, which is condemning the 
minister specifically for his activities in the energy portfolio. 

The PRESIDENT: I am listening to the member on her feet and I am giving her the opportunity to draw the 
point she is making to the relevant point in terms of this motion; that is what I am interested in. 
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Debate Resumed 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The point I am making is that it is critical to have an efficient ministerial office, 
staffed with key people who are capable of performing their functions, including in the energy portfolio; it is 
critical for the minister’s ability to do his job with any degree of efficiency. I am also making the point that one 
cannot get rid of five chiefs of staff and expect to have continuity within one’s ministerial office and an 
understanding of what needs to be done. Colin Edwardes, Blair Stratton, Darren Brown, Richard Wilson and 
Peter Katsambanis all left as well. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I stand corrected; but, as I understand it, Hon Peter Katsambanis was still on the 
minister’s payroll while he was a candidate, and I want that clarified. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! That sort of behaviour is totally unacceptable, from all quarters. I think the 
Attorney General was going to take a point of order—does he still want to? 

Point of Order 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I know how much pointing the finger distresses Hon Sally Talbot; she has pulled 
me up in the past and I understand has even complained to you, Mr President, about that. I could see the anguish 
on her face as it was happening, so I think that is unparliamentary and should not be done. 

The PRESIDENT: I think that comment speaks for itself. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: On the point of order, Mr President, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has made a 
reflection upon me that is patently untrue and clearly unparliamentary, and I call on her to withdraw it because I 
believe that she ought to know, at the very least, that the statement she made about me supposedly being 
employed during the election campaign is patently false. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do not know that it is. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I cannot ask for a withdrawal, because from this position I do not know whether that 
is right or wrong, but the member who rose on the point of order can, at the end of Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s 
contribution, seek to make a personal explanation in regard to that allegation. I note that that particular member 
is on my list of members who want to contribute to the debate, so he might be able to set the record straight on 
those comments, if that is the case. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Five chiefs of staff, more than 45 staff — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Oh, calm down! 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Let the member on her feet have her say. Whether members like it or not, they have 
to listen to her. The member’s own advice just now was quite sensible: calm down. I expect she applies that 
advice to herself. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: On top of all of these disasters, let me continue. Approximately 45 people or 
thereabouts have passed through this office. How can it be a functioning office? How can this be a functioning 
portfolio? How can this minister have been informed, given these circumstances? 

I think I have touched on a number of points there; I want to put some other matters on the record. I understand 
that the tariff review that the minister promised never happened. The minister can correct me if I am wrong, but 
he never delivered on that promise, although he told the public that the review on the way energy is charged 
would happen; it never happened. The strategic energy initiative was years overdue, as I understand it, and 
obviously the minister was too busily engaged in other activities, which could include a wide range of things. 

We are dealing with some very, very serious issues. There have been allegations of this minister bullying staff, 
and in due course I will move a motion in this place to go, chapter and verse, into some of those allegations. The 
minister can shake his head; he does not scare me. I want to put these questions on the public record, in relation 
to the solar panel issue: When did the minister first become aware that concerns had been raised about the 
potential for the feed-in tariff cap to be exceeded? Was the minister made aware that his then chief of staff raised 
concerns about the potential for the cap to have been breached, at a meeting of all chiefs of staff on 27 June 
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2011? Present at that meeting was Mr Brian Pontifex, the Premier’s chief of staff. Did Mr Brian Pontifex raise 
this issue with the Premier; and, if not, why not? Did Mr Brian Pontifex raise this issue with the minister; and, if 
not, why not? Did the minister ever raise concerns at cabinet—probably he will not tell us this—similar to those 
his then chief of staff raised with his peers regarding that scheme and that it had already breached the cap? Will 
the minister table all briefing notes his office received in 2011 from the Office of Energy and Synergy regarding 
the feed-in tariff? Did the minister have clear plans regarding the process that was to be followed to close the 
feed-in tariff scheme when the cap was breached; and, if not, why not? Was it the Premier or the minister who 
made the decision to suspend the scheme on the morning that the breach was exposed on the front page of The 
West Australian? These are important questions that need to be answered.  

It is all well and good for the minister to stand and criticise what Labor did when it was in government. The fact 
is that the Liberal Party is in government now. The minister has presided over this portfolio. The minister has 
created absolute mayhem. The Western Australian public has a noose around its neck and at the end of it is a big 
rock called Pete’s tariff. Pete’s tariff is over the $1 billion mark. The former Minister for Energy alone was 
responsible for $1 billion worth of debt because of his total incompetence in the energy portfolio.  

If I have offended members on the other side, I apologise. However, having said that, I made a comment on the 
employment of Hon Peter Katsambanis and whether he was on the payroll of Hon Peter Collier during the 
election campaign while he was also campaigning. I do not resile—I do not know. This is what — 

Hon Nick Goiran: If you don’t know, why are you saying it? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Do not be so concerned. Members opposite worry me when they are so 
concerned.  

Hon Peter Katsambanis interjected.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am not saying anything outside. I understand parliamentary privilege.  

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Mr President, parliamentary privilege, as you know, exists so that we can come 
into this place and raise these issues, and that is exactly what I have done.  

HON PETER KATSAMBANIS (North Metropolitan) [11.02 am]: I rise to speak on this motion and 
obviously speak against this motion after that extraordinary contribution, which I will refer to later. The motion 
refers to failure in the energy portfolio. The motion has been brought to the house by the Australian Labor Party. 
The Australian Labor Party in Western Australia should be very well versed with failure in the energy portfolio. 
The people of Western Australia endured a lack of security in energy supply when the previous Labor 
government was in office. Unfortunately for the people of Western Australia, the power ran out under the former 
Labor government. When there was a slight hiccup — 

Hon Ken Travers: What year was that?  

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: It ran out in 2004 and it ran out again in 2008, Hon Ken Travers. I know 
the years that it happened. I thank the member for allowing me to let members know. I thank the member for 
giving me the opportunity to remind him and the people of Western Australia. When there was a trip in gas 
supply, the Labor Party’s solution, as Hon Peter Collier pointed out in his contribution, was to beg the people of 
Western Australia to turn off their appliances; to force businesses to stop operating; and to ensure that our state 
was kept back and kept in the dark. When the power and gas went out, jobs were lost, export income was lost 
and the state was going backwards at a great rate of knots. That is the litany of failure of the former Labor 
government, which the people of Western Australia certainly have not forgotten. The Labor Party comes in here 
today supposedly with clean hands. It does not. It should recognise failure because it set the rolled-gold standard 
in failure. Under the Liberal–National government, in the past almost five years, the power has not gone off; the 
lights have not gone off; and we have not begged the public to turn off their appliances. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected.  

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: We have not forced shutdowns because the government, led by the former 
Minister for Energy, was able to put in place proper plans to provide for energy security. The government did so, 
of course, at some cost after years and years of a lack of investment by the former Labor government. 
Unfortunately, those plans cost money. There is no doubt about that. We cannot create energy security by hoping 
for it. We have to invest in it. That is what the government did. That is what the minister did. As a result, we roll 
the clock forward to today, to 2013, and the public of Western Australia can with confidence expect that the 
lights will stay on. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected.  
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Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: They do not have to turn off their appliances to save gas. They can do that 
because of this minister’s actions to ensure energy security. Instead of condemning the minister for these actions, 
the Labor Party should condemn itself for its failure and congratulate the minister and the government for 
securing it, so that when we had record high temperatures last summer, as the minister pointed out, the lights did 
not go out and we did not have to turn off the air conditioning. The state continued to chug along as Australia’s 
economic powerhouse. That is something that the government needs to be congratulated for, not condemned.  

Let us go to the cost of power. For the entirety of the previous Labor government, under two Premiers, the 
government did not increase the electricity tariff.  
Hon Adele Farina interjected.  

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Did that mean it did not increase electricity prices? The real cost of electricity 
continued to rise and rise and rise. Electricity bills did not go up. The cost of electricity to the Western 
Australian public continued to go up but the former government hid it at the bottom of the budget books. 
Hon Adele Farina interjected.  

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: It hid it as a subsidy in the budget, rather than on to electricity bills. It was a 
con. It was the worst form — 

The PRESIDENT: I want to make a point. I point out to Hon Adele Farina that I do not think Hansard can 
record your interjections. They will just be recorded as continuous interjections.  

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Because of the short time we have on these types of debates, I am regretfully 
unable to pick up on some of those interjections even though I would like to do so.  
As I was saying, the Labor Party when it was in government indulged in the grossest form of retail political spin 
and subterfuge by continuing to subsidise electricity from the budget books and not including it on the bills that 
arrived in people’s letterboxes. Unless we believe in some form of magic pudding economics by which the 
government creates and owns its own money, we know that that is just a con. The money in the government 
budget belongs to the people of Western Australia. Whilst the electricity tariffs were subsidised through the 
budget, it meant less money to invest in roads, schools and hospitals. The Liberal–National government has been 
investing in those areas for the past four and a half to five years now to catch up on the past failures of the Labor 
government and to provide for the future growth of this state. We have done so by starting to move towards cost 
reflectivity. We are not all the way there and that is unfortunate. I will tell members why it is unfortunate. Whilst 
power prices are still subsidised by the taxpayer, it effectively means a wealth transfer from the poorest people in 
our community to the wealthiest people in our community. I would have thought that the Australian Labor Party, 
which talks a big game about providing for the underprivileged and providing for the poorest in our community, 
would have supported moves to remove that subsidy from the wealthiest people in the community. I can tell 
opposition members that the good people of Peppermint Grove, who are my constituents in my electorate, 
certainly do not need or deserve an electricity subsidy paid for by other people in this state who are in less 
fortunate circumstances. I do not need an electricity subsidy. I would argue that no member of Parliament needs 
an electricity subsidy. We need to make sure that electricity prices reflect true cost so then we can direct any 
subsidy or compensation payment to those most in need. If opposition members do not believe me, they should 
go and ask organisations like WACOSS what it thinks the real electricity price issues are. The people from 
WACOSS would point out that continuing to subsidise the wealthiest quartile at the expense of the poorest 
quartile is not a good thing. I would hope that nobody on the Australian Labor Party side would be able to argue 
with that.  

Hon Darren West: You’ve got to honour a contract! 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I think Hansard might have picked up Hon Darren West’s first interjection; there is 
no need to repeat it 10 times.  

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: As to the issues raised by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich—I am not sure what they 
have to do with this motion—relating to my supposed employment in the office of Hon Peter Collier during the 
last state election campaign, as I said in my interjection, I invite her to repeat her statements outside because they 
are patently false and patently unclear. She should not get her information from discredited sources on the 
internet.  
Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: I invite her to repeat her statements outside.  

In closing, I know the high jump bar for what was failure and what was success in the energy portfolio was not 
set very high by the Labor Party; I understand that. After all, the power went out and they were begging us to 
shut off appliances to save gas. But even on a fair measure, the previous Minister for Energy did a great job 
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setting up this state for the future. Under very difficult circumstances he secured supply of both electricity and 
gas in the way that he explained earlier; he invested in new capacity; heavily invested in renewable energy, 
which is something for which people of the future will thank us; and he has set this state on a future course in 
which we will have not only greater predictability of energy supply, but also an energy supply that will continue 
to grow our state. This man should not be condemned, he should be congratulated. That is why I do not support 
this motion.  

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [11.12 am]: In rising to speak to the motion today, I will 
comment on the words of the motion; that is — 

That this council condemns the former Minister for Energy, Hon Peter Collier, for his many failures in 
the energy portfolio.  

I think it should read —  
That this council condemns the Ministers for Energy for allowing themselves to be controlled by the 
Premier.  

Unfortunately, that seems to be the case. Whether it be with the previous feed-in tariff arrangements with the 
former minister or the current feed-in tariff arrangements with the current minister, we seem to have the Premier 
being the decision-maker over and above the issues. We also know that when it came to Muja A and B it was the 
Premier who was the decision-maker involved in cabinet and led that direction. I will talk about Muja A and B 
power stations in a minute, but what this motion allows is for members to canvass the issues of energy supply; 
the disaggregation of Western Power and many other issues that have come before this chamber.  
I will go back to the original disaggregation of Western Power. When the debate was on in this chamber over a 
number of years, we, the Greens, would not support the disaggregation of Western Power. For a long while the 
opposition leader, now the current Premier, would not support the disaggregation of Western Power either. I 
remember that Hon George Cash—I think the honourable gentleman actually stood here—argued vehemently in 
this chamber against the disaggregation of Western Power. 

Hon Adele Farina: And then he did a backflip! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Then he did a backflip! The reason is that he received a sheet of paper that was hand-
delivered to him in this chamber from the opposition leader at that time—that is, the now Premier—who had in 
2005 made a decision to support the legislation on the basis that the commitment was sought by the opposition 
and received from the government that there would be no increase in the electricity prices for residential or small 
business customers. Therefore, for the opposition—sorry, I mean for the government—I do apologise to 
government members because they do move around a bit! But for the government to actually say that the price 
rises could not occur under Labor because it was Labor’s fault is clearly incorrect.  

Hon Michael Mischin: Who was in government?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Because the deal was — 

Hon Michael Mischin: On what modelling was that based? Presumably the model that suggested there was 
going to be a decrease in power prices after the aggregation—was that not the case? That was the assurance by 
the then Labor government. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The opposition was arguing at that time that there would be massive increases.  

Hon Michael Mischin: That’s right, and the government was saying there wouldn’t be. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: That is right.  

Hon Michael Mischin: And all the opposition was doing was holding them to their word as it was false.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: But then the opposition under the leadership of Colin Barnett actually said that he 
agreed with the government. The deal was that the then opposition would support the government’s legislation as 
long as there was no increase, and that locked it in. Interestingly enough, when I go back to the fundamentals of 
splitting up what was inexorably the smallest electricity grid in Australia, the south west interconnected system, 
as it was proposed into four parts, it was actually going to be like splitting up the corner store into four elements. 
It was a really small system, and as we have seen over time, it has created massive economies of scale issues. 
But having got to that point we now have a disaggregated system. Unfortunately, the government, for all the 
wrong reasons, is now trying to put it all back together again, which will create another monolith because we 
have a contestable market out there now with private investors coming in and if Verve and Synergy are put back 
together, as we have seen from the direction that has come through this place, we will end up with another 
monolith—one that will not operate in the best interests of this state.  

I wanted to quickly refer to the energy price issues. Quite often we say that energy pricing has gone up 
significantly, but the point of the problem associated with that has nothing to do in the larger sense with the cost 
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of the provision of electricity, or indeed carbon tax or anything like that. It has gone up because of the cost of 
materials to supply that energy. My understanding is that energy pricing has gone up significantly in terms of the 
provision of that energy mainly by the cost of fuel. It is something like 65 per cent since around 2007, according 
to my recollection. I believe that whatever this or a future government does in the energy portfolio area will 
result in significant increases. Why is that the case? The state had the option to forward purchase 700 petajoules 
at $3 a gigajoule from the North West Shelf joint venture, but decided not to do that. This meant that when I 
asked a Synergy spokesperson in an estimates committee inquiry about a year and a half ago whether it had an 
energy supply beyond 2015, he answered no.  

Subsequently, Synergy and the utilities managed a deal with Gorgon for gas. That gas provides 60 per cent of 
our energy. It is my understanding, having had some discussions with people involved in the negotiation, that 
after the negotiations that came in at about six times the price of the deal that was to be struck on the North West 
Shelf project, the government reneged. This has been confirmed in recent days. The Minister for Energy, Mike 
Nahan, commented on the ABC that yes, he could see an increase in gas prices of at least 100 per cent. He has 
made that publicly known. If 60 per cent of our energy is coming from gas and it is going up by 100 per cent by 
2015, that means whoever is in government is going to have to put up prices because the energy being supplied 
by the fossil fuels sector is going up inexorably.  

There has been a comment from the other side that this government has had no power outages, and I congratulate 
it for that. The fundamental reason that no power outages have occurred is that while the government was trying 
to rebuild Muja power station as a stopgap to the problem, it was actually using Muja AB as a peaking power 
plant—on occasions ramping it up. This caused the problems in Muja AB. The metal structures became 
crystalline to the point where, notwithstanding how much money was put in, they could never ever work again.  
The uptake of renewable energy is another reason we have not had power outages. The subsidy the government 
provided to people, the feed-in tariff of the amounts noted by the former Minister for Energy, has actually saved 
the state from power outages—whether we like the old-fashioned fuel systems or the new ones. Something we 
have recently discovered, which I find to be terrible, is that the Esperance wind farm pumps its electricity into 
the ground because government contracts with gas-powered energy suppliers in Esperance mean that the energy 
supplied by the wind farm cannot go into the grid. It cannot happen because of commercial contracts that have to 
be met made with the dark side of energy in this state. 
HON LIZ BEHJAT (North Metropolitan) [11.22 am]: I stood here yesterday and talked about the three great 
lies surrounding the carbon tax. Today I have three words for the members on the opposite side of the chamber. 
Those three words are: pot; kettle; and black. Think about it. To come in here and to put at the feet of the former 
Minister for Energy accusations that he was a bad minister is absolutely atrocious and appalling. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: It was appalling! 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: You started it. You started on the interjections; I am going to start now myself.  

Let us talk about appalling ministers. Let us talk about the Sergeant Schultz of the Labor Party over there. An 
article in The Sunday Times of 29 November 2006 states — 

Ravlich maintains she wasn’t told … 

I know nothing. I know nothing — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order. 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Thank you Mr President, I will continue — 

EDUCATION Minister Ljiljanna Ravlich insists she wasn’t told about a corruption probe into 
her department until days before a damning report was released.  
The October Corruption and Crime Commission (CCC) report found the Department of Education and 
Training (DET) did not pay enough attention to managing the risks of sexual contact between teachers 
and students and attached more importance to employee welfare — 

Point of Order 
HON KEN TRAVERS: This motion was moved by the opposition to condemn the former Minister for Energy. 
I have sat here and let a little bit go on but to be talking about Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s record, in my view, is 
completely irrelevant to the motion. I can understand why the government do not want to talk about Hon Peter 
Collier’s record, or defend it, but that is the motion. If they do not have anything to say about that motion, they 
should sit down. 
The PRESIDENT: Members, a similar situation came up earlier in this debate when a point of order was taken 
on Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich when she was speaking about a list of names and events; I said that I was listening in 
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and waiting for it to be drawn to the motion. I instantly applied the same thought processes to what Hon Liz 
Behjat was saying and I am eagerly anticipating her comments to come to the point of the motion very soon. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Thank you, Mr President. I will take note of your words.  
I just want to say that members opposite should not come in here throwing stones; they should first look in their 
own backyards, at their own records, at what they were like when they were ministers. I will not go through the 
whole article but I will comments—“I just sort of shrugged it off … I did not know it was happening … I do not 
have a recollection of ever being briefed”—that we see that the record on the other side is just the same: 
ministers say “I do not know”. The Sergeant Schultz; “I know nothing.” 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Back to the motion at hand. 
The PRESIDENT: Yes, I am looking forward to you addressing the motion. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: We can talk about the Labor government energy policy—the mess we inherited in 2008. It 
was a system in complete and total disarray. There is only really one job for the Minister for Energy to do and 
that is to keep the lights on. That is what it comes down to at the end of the day—keep the lights on. Could the 
former government manage that? No it could not. The former government had to resort to things like — 
Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! We are going to get interrupted in a few minutes by a practice evacuation emergency 
procedure. Let us wait for that official interruption without all these unruly interruptions. 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Not only had the state run out of electricity in 2004, we were still recovering for the impact 
of Varanus Island. The minister in charge of the Varanus Island incident did not want to take responsibility for 
what they were doing. In the hearing of Senate Standing Committee on Economics on 2 October 2008 the former 
Minister for Energy, Fran Logan, was questioned by one of my excellent federal colleagues, Senator David 
Johnston, about his participation in the Varanus Island debacle and what happened there. What did we see was 
happening under the state government at that time? Price gouging. At a time when the state was in an energy 
crisis, the former government was involved in price gouging, and the former Minister for Energy’s response to 
that was, “Well, that was a commercial decision made by Verve and Synergy at the time”. The question is then, 
who owns Verve and Synergy? It is the state government. I am sorry but a rose by any other name, yet again. 
The former Minister for Energy made a complete mess of what he did and it was not until we came into 
government in 2008 to fix up all of those mistakes that the previous government could not manage. As Hon Peter 
Katsambanis said about the cost of power and falsely holding it down over a number of years, when we came in 
and tried to reach cost reflectivity, we had no choice other than to make price rises in energy. 

Hon Ken Travers: Why did you run the ads in 2008? Why did you mislead the public? 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Talk to the hand. While the former — 
Hon Kate Doust: That’s charming. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: I have stood here long enough now listening to it from that side of the chamber, why 
should I have to? 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Point of Order 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: Mr President, as you very well know, the Legislative Council is a debating chamber. I 
totally fail to see how “talk to the hand” is any part of conduct within a debating chamber. 
The PRESIDENT: It is a phrase used by a member. I would classify it in the same category as somebody taking 
exception to pointing the finger and saying “you”. It is a matter of conducting yourself in a courteous manner, 
and if some people take umbrage at that, you have to respect that. 

Debate Resumed 
The PRESIDENT: An evacuation familiarisation exercise will now be conducted. 
Now we know what to do in a real situation: follow me to the muster point and do not block the doorway. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Mr President, we will follow you wherever you want to lead us.  
In the short time I have left, I will talk about the billing system that we inherited from the former government. It 
was approved in December — 
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Hon Kate Doust interjected.  
The PRESIDENT: Order, members! You do not have to agree with everything that is said, but you do have to 
give the member the opportunity to say it.  

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Thanks, Mr President. The truth hurts. 

Point of Order 
Hon KATE DOUST: The member has referred to a billing system that was instituted by this minister. It was not 
an inherited billing system. The member must be correct in what she says.  

The PRESIDENT: It is not a point of order. The member has made her point in terms of an explanation of how 
she interprets the situation but, as before, while it is not exactly a point of order requiring a withdrawal, there are 
opportunities for correcting the record if she thinks the record has been stated incorrectly. I think by standing she 
has just done that. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: It was a billing system approved by the former Minister for Energy, Mr F.M. Logan, in 
December 2007. Following the implementation of that — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! On some things we have to agree to disagree. Obviously there is a 
disagreement about a certain point. Hansard has recorded those disagreements. Let us move on. 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Unfortunately, given the time now left, the only thing left for me to say is that we fully 
support the actions of our former Minister for Energy, Hon Peter Collier. He is a brilliant minister, a great leader 
of this house, and I am happy and very proud to stand here today and be a part of his team.  

Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders.  

GOODS AND SERVICES TAX — EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION 
Motion 

HON JACQUI BOYDELL (Mining and Pastoral) [11.36 am]: Today I will talk about the failure of the 
current GST — 

THE PRESIDENT: Order, member. Just before you start speaking to your motion, you must move your 
motion. You can do that in either one of two ways. You can stand and say, “I move the motion standing in my 
name” and then I would read the motion, or you move the motion and then read it out yourself.  

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Thank you. I move without notice — 

That this Council notes the failure of the current GST distribution to the state of Western Australia, and 
supports an immediate review of the GST arrangements with all states throughout Australia to ensure an 
equitable distribution of investment from the commonwealth government. 

The Commonwealth Grants Commission, established in 1933, recommends how the revenues raised from the 
goods and services tax should be distributed to the states and territories of Australia to achieve what is formally 
called horizontal fiscal equalisation. This is expressed in the form of GST relativities; that is, a state’s share of 
the national GST grants divided by its population share. The HFE model aims to ensure that all states have the 
capacity to provide services at a comparable standard. It acknowledges that some states and territories have 
weaker or stronger revenue-raising ability per capita than the average of all states and territories combined. 
However, this principle does not support interstate transfers of such significance that it would significantly 
distort economic behaviour and reduce productivity growth, but this is the exact position Western Australia is 
faced with and the context of my discussion today.  
Western Australia contributes much wealth to the national economy. This is a standard political narrative that we 
hear from our state, other states and the federal government, yet we increasingly see a lack of support and 
investment from the commonwealth government. I wonder if this is lip service to Western Australia. Is there 
really some belief that Western Australia is the driver of the nation’s economy? The state is growing rapidly. 
About 1 000 people a week come into Western Australia. On a state level, investment has most recently been 
directed to the development of new ports, public transport and sporting facilities. We have seen investment into 
regional development and agricultural expansion so that farmers can take advantage of the Asian market’s 
demand for fresh food from Australia. If the political rhetoric from Canberra that WA is the engine room of the 
national economy is to be believed, we must see some serious ongoing support from the commonwealth for the 
continued development of Western Australia. We cannot argue on one hand that WA supports the economic 
development of the country, and then starve it of any investment. Surely this is killing the goose that lays the 
golden egg over and over again. I note that successive federal governments of all persuasions have continued to 
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reap rewards from Western Australia but have not been willing to continue investing in WA to allow the ongoing 
economic development of the state. This simply cannot go on if we as a state are to continue to be the economic 
driver of the nation’s economy—which apparently we are! We in WA acknowledge that the royalties for regions 
program is about supporting not only those economic industries, but also the people in those communities who 
choose to live, work and invest in the economically important regions such as the Pilbara, the Kimberley, the 
Gascoyne and the goldfields. These not only are continuing to drive the Western Australian economy, but also 
are recognised as driving the nation’s economy. In essence, the Liberal–National government in Western 
Australia is investing heavily in both the economically essential social and education infrastructure that will 
continue to underpin the prosperity of the state and the nation, and that is because this government takes this 
matter seriously. 
The commonwealth government must understand that if it is not prepared to return a fairer share of GST to 
Western Australia, the assured source of revenue it has had so far from Western Australia will begin to dry up, 
because the state government alone cannot be expected to be responsible for the infrastructure build that this 
growing state continues to require. I asked myself when I read the budget delivered last week by the Treasurer: 
How do we find ourselves in this situation in which forward estimates predict only a seven per cent GST return 
by 2016–17, which will return only $500 million to Western Australia and a potential loss of $21.1 billon? Is 
Western Australia valued by the federal government or not? Those are the questions I am asking today. This is 
probably the most important issue facing Western Australia’s long-term economic and social development, and it 
is not the first time this critical issue facing the state has been identified. 
On 12 September 2011, Nationals member of Parliament Tony Crook, the federal member for O’Connor, raised 
this issue in private members’ business in the federal Parliament with the following motion — 

That this House: 
(1) notes that: 

(a) Goods and Services Tax … revenues are distributed to the States and Territories in 
accordance with a formula driven by Horizontal Fiscal Equalisation … principles and 
are legislated for in the Federal Financial Relations Act 2009; 

(b) for 2010–11, Western Australia received just 68 per cent of what it would have 
received if GST revenue was distributed across Australia on a per capita basis—the 
lowest relativity applied to any State since the formula was introduced; and 

(c) every other State and Territory, by contrast, received not less than 91 per cent of what 
it would have received if GST revenue was distributed evenly across Australia; and 

(2) calls on the Government to amend the Act to stipulate a minimum GST revenue–sharing 
relativity of 75 per cent, which would allow continuing respect for the principles of HFE, but 
with proper recognition for population, and without Western Australia being unfairly penalised 
for its disproportionate contribution to our national economic prosperity. 

On 10 November 2011 in the other place, the Minister for Regional Development, Hon Brendon Grylls, also 
called for a fairer GST distribution for Western Australia. He quoted those comments by Tony Crook and also 
called on federal members of Parliament for Western Australia to support the private member’s motion moved 
by Tony Crook for a fairer GST distribution. The motion on that day in the other place was wholeheartedly 
embraced without dissent. The opposition called for an even better return to WA than the 75 per cent share 
recommended by Minister Grylls. Members of this place and of the other place do not often stand united on 
issues, but on this issue on that day the Parliament of Western Australia stood united on the motion that federal 
members of Parliament representing WA should support the motion. 
The vote on Mr Crook’s original motion occurred on 24 November 2011, and only Independent MP Bob Katter, 
and Tony Crook voted in favour of that 75 per cent floor on the GST. On that day every single Western 
Australian representative in the federal Parliament, apart from Tony Crook, voted against the interests of 
Western Australia and crossed the floor to vote with their eastern states colleagues rather than support the 
motion, thereby supporting the situation we find ourselves in today. 

The members who voted against the interests of Western Australia on that day were Hon Julie Bishop, member 
for Curtin; Hon Gary Gray, member for Brand; Dr Dennis Jensen, member for Tangney; Michael Keenan, 
member for Stirling; Nola Marino, member for Forrest; Hon Melissa Parke, member for Fremantle; Hon Stephen 
Smith, member for Perth; Dr Mal Washer, member for Moore; and Ken Wyatt, member for Hasluck. Their lack 
of support for their electorates and their state on that day will see our state budget slashed and the results felt by 
every family, business and community in Western Australia. I assure members that David Wirrpanda, the 
Nationals candidate and hopefully member for the Senate; Shane Van Styn, the Nationals candidate for Durack; 
and Chub Witham, the Nationals candidate for O’Connor, if elected to the federal Parliament for the Nationals 
WA, will continue to represent in Canberra the interests of the people of Western Australia without fear or 
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favour. The Nationals WA at the federal and state levels have consistently fought for a fairer GST distribution 
and will continue to do so. 

The Western Australian government and Western Australian taxpayers are bearing an unfair burden for 
providing crucial infrastructure to support the expansion of the nation. Tony Abbott and Joe Hockey have made 
a commitment to review the taxation system, which includes the GST. However, I am disappointed that they 
made follow-up statements that the GST, although included in the proposed taxation review, will not change. I 
am not sure how they can commit to a review of the taxation system, including the GST, but prior to the review 
occurring state that the GST will not change. If this is the attitude of federal Parliament, what is the point of 
announcing a willingness to undertake or conduct a review in the first place? I hope to see the next federal 
government, be it the Labor Party or the coalition, take a wholehearted, honest approach to taxation review that 
will include a review of the GST without predicting the outcome of that review prior to it even occurring. 
There is simply no way that Western Australia can be expected to invest strongly in our resources sector, in our 
agricultural sector, in regional development and in health and education services while our GST share is being 
stripped from us in such a massive way. The nation’s economy needs Western Australia to ramp up its economic 
investment because that will lead to an increase in exports, which is what makes our nation’s economy strong. 
However, the current GST formula will see revenue to the Western Australian government decrease and our 
ability to stimulate private sector investment diminish. The current arrangements do not appear to appropriately 
acknowledge the substantial mining-related infrastructure costs, mining expenses and economic development 
costs that will continue to underpin the nation’s and the state’s prosperity. Western Australia will not be able to 
sustain the public sector investment necessary to support future growth in its resources sector and other sectors 
best placed to take advantage of the economic transformation occurring with our neighbours in Asia. This will 
result in a less prosperous Australian economy overall that is less able to afford, among other things, the large 
investments that this nation requires in health, disability services, education and Indigenous communities 
proposed or necessary to boost social outcomes for those people who need investment from the federal 
government as well as, and alongside, the state government. Western Australia is more than prepared to 
contribute to the wellbeing of the commonwealth—more than prepared—and has paid its fair share to the 
commonwealth. But a floor in the GST will underpin Western Australia’s development as a state if we truly 
believe that we are underpinning the nation’s economy.  

Today, I call on all Western Australian members of the federal Parliament and members in this house today to 
represent the best interests of Western Australia, which is what we were elected to do, and support a fairer share 
for Western Australia from the GST revenue.  

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [11.50 am]: I thought a government member might have got up 
to speak, because that was clearly a speech that was not part of the coalition comments today; it was a 
backbencher in the coalition expressing concern. I thought the government might have wanted to defend itself, 
but, fair enough, it can sit mute for a little while longer.  

I do not think we will get disagreement on the issue of Western Australia deserving a better deal from the 
commonwealth. We will get disagreement about when the last opportunity to fix it was and why it was not taken, 
even though members of the Liberal-National government of the time knew a problem was looming. Why did 
that not occur then? Also, why, when the GST was brought in, did the government not fulfil the aims that it said 
were required for tax reform in Australia before it signed off on the deal?  
I think the other thing that has to be acknowledged in this house today is that there are two ways in which 
Canberra can assist the state of Western Australia. The first is to reform the horizontal fiscal equalisation process 
around how the GST money is distributed, but it is broader than just the GST. The other way, of course, that a 
commonwealth government can assist the state of Western Australia is by direct investment in our infrastructure. 
Hon Helen Morton: Handouts.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Sorry, minister? 

Hon Helen Morton: Like handouts from Canberra.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am saying that if the first process cannot be reformed—according to Tony Abbott, 
your mob is not going to do it—the other way it can be done is by trying to invest in Western Australian 
infrastructure. I understand why a Liberal minister representing the state Treasurer will not want to talk about 
that today, because she has the problem that it is not in her knitting to fund rail projects in Western Australia, 
even though it is causing the government massive problems. If the minister does not understand the term 
“knitting”, she has not been listening to her exalted national leader!  

Hon Helen Morton: I actually made the comment that I can’t knit.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Nor can Tony Abbott when it comes to knitting rail funding! No Liberal can do it; no 
Liberal can fund rail projects! This government has never talked about it in any substantial way in Western 
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Australia. The Liberal Party has never funded any substantial improvements to the rail system of Western 
Australia. 

I went to a breakfast for the new managing director of Main Roads Western Australia this morning. He put up a 
very impressive list of road projects occurring in Western Australia at the moment and are likely to occur over 
the next few years. He talked about it being a record investment in road funding in Western Australia. What he 
did not mention was that every one of those projects had commitments from, or were funded by, the federal 
government by at least 50 per cent in most cases; in many cases up to 80 per cent. Last time I checked these 
things, I found that about 75 per cent of the major road projects in WA are funded by the current commonwealth 
Labor government. In fact, he put up projects that are included in the current federal budget that was brought 
down in May. We have still not heard from Tony Abbott whether he will commit to those projects as well—
important projects such as the Perth–Darwin highway, the upgrade of Great Northern Highway, the upgrade of 
North West Coastal Highway, and overpasses on Tonkin Highway. There has been not a single word from the 
federal Liberal Party or the National Party—because it is a coalition in the federal government, as it is here under 
the Westminster system. We still do not have a commitment. We do know that if Mr Abbott is elected on 
7 September, the problem this state government is going to have is that it will need to find another $500 million, 
at least, to fund its election commitments made in March. That is what is on the table from the federal Labor 
government, and we know that Mr Abbott will not put that money into Western Australia.  

Governments at the federal level can assist us in two ways, and there is no doubt that the current federal Labor 
government has been assisting by investing in that infrastructure. Can members go around Western Australia—
National Party members all represent regional seats—and name for me a single major road project in regional 
Western Australia that does not have funding contributed by the commonwealth government? It does not matter 
whether we go to Mandurah, Bunbury, Esperance, Port Hedland or Karratha; money has come from the federal 
Labor government to do it; money had even been contributed for Perth infrastructure. It is assisting us.  

Let us go back to the dark days of the Howard–Costello government—the same people who gave us the current 
GST system we live with—and remember what it was like then. How much did the Howard–Costello 
government, which was again a Liberal–National coalition government, give us for the greatest piece of Perth 
transport infrastructure ever built in the last 100 years—the Mandurah railway line?  

Hon Alanna Clohesy: Zip.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: How much did it give us? Hon Alanna Clohesy is absolutely right—zip! Not a single 
cent.  
Hon Helen Morton: That is a favourite word of the Labor Party, isn’t it? Zip, zip, zip, zip! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Helen Morton should zip it until I finish my speech! 

Let us talk about the horizontal fiscal equalisation process, which is not a new problem for Western Australia. In 
1999, it was identified that vertical fiscal imbalance was a major problem for the state of Western Australia, and, 
leading from the vertical fiscal imbalance, there were problems with the horizontal fiscal equalisation process. 
That was known. Clearly, people were not listening to my speech before we adjourned for the break, because I 
outlined some of the problems that were occurring. The early cabinet submissions that dealt with GST reform in 
1999 were made when I think Hon Hendy Cowan—a National Party member—was Deputy Premier of that 
coalition government, along with Colin Barnett as deputy Liberal leader. They recognised the problems. They 
said, “What we need out of tax reform in this country is to remove the vertical fiscal imbalance and improve the 
horizontal fiscal equalisation program, particularly as we continue to see growth in Western Australia.” They 
identified that as being what they required out of that process before they went to the task of doing it.  

What did they get out of it at the end? What did they achieve for Western Australia at the end of that process? It 
was an enhanced vertical fiscal imbalance. Western Australia had a reduction in its own source revenue streams 
that made the whole horizontal fiscal equalisation process worse! In the previous debate we were told that 
members on the other side wanted to look at history; I will tell members the history on this matter! Members 
opposite are all culpable—their parties are all culpable! Their current Premier was personally culpable for the 
problems we face today with tax reform. Do not come into this place and lecture us about the problems. For 
three years we were told it would all be fixed by the Liberal Party when it was elected federally. That was until 
we saw in The Examiner in Tasmania on 11 May that Mr Abbott had made it clear that he was not going to fix it 
for Western Australia.  

For years, Premier Barnett has been complaining about Kevin Rudd and the GST. We have not heard a peep out 
of him about Tony Abbott and the GST. The Premier has zipped it when it comes to attacking federal leaders. 
We have not heard the Premier come out against Tony Abbott with the same venom and aggression that he had 
for Kevin Rudd. He has played politics on the GST. The Premier had a federal government that was giving him 
money, and he was abusing that and playing politics with it, without even acknowledging that. The Treasurer 
was constantly announcing projects as though they had been paid for out of his own money. He was constantly 
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failing to acknowledge the contribution of the federal Labor government. That is the record of this government. 
It is very clear in the cabinet submissions on the GST that when it came to crunch time, the Liberal Party in 
Western Australia folded and agreed to a system that would reduce this state’s capacity for own-source revenue 
and would worsen the horizontal fiscal equalisation. The Liberal Party in this state agreed to that. Why did it not 
side with New South Wales, which wanted a per-capita distribution of the GST money? It is because it thought it 
was more important to help John Howard get his tax reform package up. It was more important to help little 
Johnny Howard get what he wanted than it was to look after the interests of Western Australia. That is the sad 
history of the Liberal Party in Western Australia. Never forget that Colin Barnett sat at the table during those 
discussions and got briefings on these matters. But he did nothing about it. At that time, he was Deputy Leader 
of the Liberal Party. He is now the Premier. 
HON COL HOLT (South West — Parliamentary Secretary) [12.01 pm]: I thank Hon Jacqui Boydell for 
bringing this motion to the house. The intent of this motion is to point out that the Western Australian state 
Parliament has some issues with the distribution of the goods and services tax revenue to this state. I thank Hon 
Ken Travers for his contribution. At the beginning of his speech—maybe just for half a sentence; I will have to 
check the Hansard—he actually said, yes, there is a problem with the GST. But he then went off into a history 
lesson and a rant around what people are not doing.  
Hon Ken Travers: I actually agreed with the motion. 

Hon COL HOLT: Thank you! Good! The remainder of Hon Ken Travers’ speech was all about the same point 
that we are trying to demonstrate. 

Hon Ken Travers: I was talking about who caused it.  

Hon COL HOLT: I do not want to talk about who caused it.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina): Order, members! Hon Colin Holt has the call. 

Hon COL HOLT: What I am saying to Hon Ken Travers is this motion is an opportunity for us as a state 
Parliament and as a house to point out to Canberra, as they did in the other place last year, that we have a serious 
problem with our GST share. 
Hon Ken Travers: I agreed with that. 

Hon COL HOLT: Yes; Hon Travers did agree. But the remainder of the member’s speech—99.9 per cent of 
it—was not about how we could stand together as a state Parliament to fix this problem; it was a rant and a tirade 
about what federal politicians are not doing for us. We all know what Tony Abbott said in Tasmania.  

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Ken Travers has had his opportunity to address this 
motion. It is now Hon Colin Holt’s opportunity.  

Hon COL HOLT: That is exactly why this motion has been brought before the house. We want to raise with the 
federal government the concerns of this state about its share of the GST revenue. As the Parliament of Western 
Australia—which is now made up of five parties, I believe—we have the opportunity in this house to support a 
motion that will send a clear message to Canberra. We all know that a similar motion was moved in the other 
place last year. That was a message that this state is not happy with its share of the GST revenue.  

We all know that there are challenges in any budget. However, as the GST return to this state diminishes and 
diminishes and diminishes, we need to ask how this state will be able to cope with those changes. This state 
might have been better off if we had not approved all those iron ore mines. We might have been better if we had 
just sat back and done nothing. We might then have been given a greater percentage of the GST share. But we 
made the decision as a state that we wanted to be more self-reliant and drive our economy, and that is what we 
have done. Other states need to recognise that Western Australia, as big as it is, and with a population as spread 
out as it is, faces some unique challenges in meeting its budgetary requirements and providing services and 
infrastructure that some of the other states, particularly the smaller states, do not face. At some point in time, the 
federal government must come to the conclusion that given the size of this state and our special needs, and the 
role that we play as the driver of the Australian economy, there needs to be some input from Canberra into this 
state to help us meet those needs. That could be done through a re-equalisation of the GST revenue, or it could 
be done in some other way, as Hon Ken Travers has said. I am not sure of the figures that Hon Ken Travers 
mentioned, but I am sure it would still equate to less money coming into Western Australia than comes to the 
other states. Western Australia is probably still the fastest growing state in Australia—that may have changed in 
the past few months—with 1 500 people a week moving to this state. That places a lot of pressures on the 
provision of infrastructure and services. We all recognise that. But has this state been given an increase in its 
GST revenue because of that? Has there been any recognition from anyone in the eastern states that this state has 
those needs? No. In fact, what the federal government is saying is, “You guys are going so well. You have been 
doing a bit of the heavy lifting for the nation, but you should be all right. We will just take a bit more money off 
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you and send it to Tasmania so that they can keep growing trees, and you guys will have to learn to make do 
with less.” 

This motion is our chance as a Parliament and as a house to send a message to Canberra that we are sick of it. It 
is time for Canberra to look at this state and value what this state brings to the nation. I have heard all the 
arguments about how Western Australia used to be a net receiver of the GST revenue. We paid that back years 
ago. But now we are continuing to pay through the nose. This motion is an opportunity for this house to send a 
message to Canberra that we are sick of it and it is time that Canberra looked upon Western Australia as the 
engine room of the country and rewarded us by reviewing the GST distribution. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [12.06 pm]: I support the 
motion moved by Hon Jacqui Boydell. I have a simple message for Hon Ken Travers: it is time to move on. This 
is an issue that we need to get behind collectively as the total Western Australian community and on which we 
need to send a strong message to Canberra.  

Hon Ken Travers: We cannot move forward until we acknowledge our past, minister. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: The issue is that we do not want any more of these tied grants or special purpose 
grants or these handouts from Canberra. All of the GST revenue that is coming back to Western Australia has 
come from the taxes that Western Australians have paid. These are not funds that are owned by Canberra or that 
somehow or other the people in Canberra or somewhere else are providing to Western Australia. This is money 
that has been paid by Western Australians in taxes. That money is now being paid back to the people of Western 
Australia, but in ever decreasing amounts. The idea that we need to take a centralised and controlling approach 
to handing out funding to Western Australia needs to be long gone. The problem is that the taxes that are being 
paid by Western Australians are being used to establish an ever increasing number of duplicate agencies in the 
eastern states, with departments of health that do not provide hospitals or health services but are seeking 
somehow to control the way in which hospital and health services are provided in Western Australia, and 
departments of education with thousands of bureaucrats in them that do not provide any education services.  

I remember that a federal Minister for Transport once travelled all the way to Western Australia to cut a ribbon, 
and he then got on the plane and went back again. That is because the funds of Western Australian taxpayers had 
gone to Canberra and had then been returned to us as a small contribution. However, somehow or other that gave 
that federal minister the right to fly all the way over here to cut a ribbon. That is just ridiculous. It is incredibly 
important that we never, ever forget that these funds emanate from Western Australian taxpayers. 
Western Australia’s share of the GST has fallen from 72 per cent of the population share since 2011–12 to just 
45 per cent in 2013–14, and, as Hon Jacqui Boydell indicated, Treasury projects that Western Australia’s share 
will fall to just seven per cent in 2016–17. No other jurisdiction has ever had its share of the GST fall below the 
level of 86 per cent since the GST has been in place. This is a massive penalty for Western Australia to handle. If 
the GST revenue were distributed on an equal per capita basis, it is estimated by Treasury that that would have 
amounted to an additional $21 billion to Western Australia over the five years from 2012–13 to 2016–17. When 
the GST was first introduced in 2000-01, the GST comprised 22 per cent of total state revenue; in 2012–13, the 
GST comprised only 11 per cent; and it is projected to decline to only two per cent in 2016–17. The issue is that 
the way in which the commonwealth government provides funding to states is becoming less relevant to Western 
Australia. I am not a secessionist. I believe that we as a nation have a responsibility to participate in whatever 
way is appropriate, but secession is being foisted upon us because the GST share is decreasing to the point at 
which it will be only two per cent of the total funding projected to be needed in 2016–17 to provide essential 
services in Western Australia. 

Hon Ken Travers: Will Tony Abbott and Julie Bishop fix it? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I will go on a bit further, because I have asked members opposite to move on. 

From 2013–14, the Northern Territory will receive a larger share of the GST pool than Western Australia will 
receive, despite having less than one-tenth of the population of WA. By 2016–17, the Northern Territory is 
forecast to receive almost seven times the GST share received by Western Australians. As we have heard, the 
population of WA is growing at a massive rate. It will grow much faster than the population in the Northern 
Territory; the population of WA will be more than 11 times the size of the population of the Northern Territory 
by 2016–17. Western Australia’s per capita share of GST is expected to fall to just $180 per person in 2016–17, 
yet members ask why the commonwealth government’s process is relevant to Western Australia even though 
there will be a financial contribution to this state of just $180 per person by 2016–17. The Northern Territory 
expects to receive $13 339 per capita by the same year. This equates to the Northern Territory receiving nearly 
$75 for every $1 that Western Australia will receive per person. Again, it demonstrates the inequity that is 
occurring under the current GST approach. 
Western Australia’s declining GST share will further increase the state’s overall annual net contribution to the 
Australian Federation, which now stands at $20 billion according to the Department of Treasury’s 2011–12 
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estimates. Along with New South Wales, Victoria and Queensland, Western Australia has called for the GST 
distribution process to be reformed, and that is why we should all get behind this important motion. I agree with 
Hon Jacqui Boydell that this is the most important thing impacting on Western Australia and we should get 
behind this motion in Parliament and support it wholeheartedly. The long-term vision for the GST distribution 
review includes distributing the GST to the states on an equal per capita basis, with the commonwealth providing 
top-up funding to the recipient states. Obviously, such a model would help address many of the problems with 
Australia’s federal financial relations but would require a commitment to reform by the commonwealth 
government that has not been forthcoming to date. Again, that is the reason we need to get behind this motion 
moved by Hon Jacqui Boydell. It is a very important issue and I commend the motion. 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [12.14 pm]: I rise today to add a few comments in support of the 
motion moved by Hon Jacqui Boydell. 
Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina): Order, members! Hon Martin Aldridge has the call. If 
members want to conduct private conversations, they should leave the chamber to do so. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I agree with Hon Helen Morton; I think it is time we moved on from the history 
associated with the GST and work towards common solutions. We all agree that some agreement that achieves 
an outcome needs to be found amongst not only our political parties, but also the states and territories, and the 
real challenge is in taking that argument from our state to Canberra. To reinforce the comments of 
Hon Jacqui Boydell about our federal representatives, I have had the opportunity to spend some time working in 
the federal Parliament over the last few years, and it was really disappointing to see the way that our federal 
members voted on that motion. I know from conversations I have had with some of those members that they 
were fully supportive of that motion and that right up until the last minute before they entered the House of 
Representatives, they were going to support Mr Tony Crook, the federal member for O’Connor, but pressure 
from their political parties changed their minds. That is probably the biggest challenge we have in getting some 
action on this matter. All members in this chamber need to use whatever power they have in those processes to 
make it clear to the federal members of their political parties—some will be new MPs in a few weeks’ time—
that this is an important issue for our state and that they are elected to represent their state and their constituents 
before the directions of their political parties in Canberra. 
There are a couple of other issues that I want to put on the record. I support horizontal fiscal equalisation. 
Western Australia has been a beneficiary of that principle for a long time—since Federation. I think it is only fair 
that, as a Federation, we contribute to supporting states that are not as strong as ours. There are some issues, 
however, with the formula that the Commonwealth Grants Commission uses to determine the relativities, and I 
want to touch on a couple of those. One pertains to gambling revenue. In 2008–09, it was estimated that state tax 
revenue from gambling was in the order of $5 billion, or 10 per cent of all state tax revenue. It is a fairly 
significant stream of income for the states, with the biggest beneficiaries being New South Wales, Victoria and, 
to a lesser extent, South Australia. It is rather odd that a revenue stream such as gambling taxes can be exempt 
from the formula that calculates the GST relativities. Our mining royalties, land tax and stamp duty are all fed 
into this formula, which suggests that we have a greater economic capacity than our neighbouring state, yet a 
significant revenue stream such as gambling, which comprised 10 per cent of state revenue in 2008–09, is not 
considered in that formula. I think that needs to be corrected. On the issue of gambling, some good measures 
were suggested by the Productivity Commission and were explored in the federal Parliament but, in the end, 
were not supported. I think it is fair to say that some state governments are addicted to gambling. Their ability to 
make some sensible reforms to protect problem gamblers was constrained by their addiction to the significant 
state revenue they received from gambling. I will go through some per capita returns: $350 per adult in Victoria 
and $300 per adult in South Australia, against the national average of $260 per adult in gambling revenue to 
those states. 
The formula also significantly penalises those states that are striving to improve their economies. Quite often we 
see reports in the media and from various think tanks and research bodies about the amount of revenue that is 
raised by states and how they do it, and the average amount that each person in each of the states and territories 
pays in state government taxes and charges. We know that the big four states are generally at the top of that list 
with the revenue that they raise from their citizens, and it is not surprising that if one wants to live in a state that 
charges the least in state government taxes and charges, one should move to Tasmania. Not only does Tasmania 
charge the least in state taxes, but it also has pretty much made it illegal for any type of successful business 
venture to operate in that state and to raise any money or increase the profitability or strength of the economy, 
with the possible exception of tourism. Despite this, the system administered by the Commonwealth Grants 
Commission continues to favour states such as Tasmania and, to a lesser extent, the Northern Territory and 
South Australia, where there is no incentive to look at the ways in which their revenue streams raise money. 
They know that the GST is their fallback position and that if they have a weaker economy than Western 
Australia, Victoria, New South Wales and Queensland, they will continue to receive a subsidy from the 
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Federation in the form of a greater GST return. There is no incentive for them to improve some of their revenue 
streams.  

Over the coming years we are going to see the impact of infrastructure demands on the state of Western 
Australia from the enormous amount of economic activity that is occurring in this state and the enormous 
number of people who are moving here every week. If we think about that number of people over the course of a 
year and over the forward estimates, we have to think about the number of hospitals, schools, roads, emergency 
and other services and infrastructure our state will have to provide. We are really struggling to try to stay on top 
of that, yet we are continually being penalised through the Commonwealth Grants Commission’s GST system.  
There is no motivation to go near the GST in this federal election campaign; all of the major political parties are 
running as far away as they can from any conversation about GST. I support increasing the GST; my colleagues 
might disagree with me, but I support an increase in the GST if it will lead to a decrease in some of the lazy taxes 
administered by the states, such as land tax and stamp duty. But before we can have a conversation about 
increasing and broadening the base of the GST, we need to fix it; we need to fix the system that actually 
distributes the GST back to the states and territories. I support fiscal equalisation and I support reform, including 
the broadening of the GST and its rate, but we fundamentally have to fix the system that crunches the numbers 
and assesses the economic capacities of each state and territory against the others, and a whole range of other 
factors, including the size of the state, the number of Aboriginal people in the state, and the number of sealed and 
unsealed roads in the state. It is a very complex formula; state, federal and territory governments signed that 
agreement more than a decade ago. The formula is so complex that if we do not continually look at and 
modernise the way in which we determine these relativities, Western Australia will continue to suffer. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [12.24 pm]: I welcome in the gallery visitors from Albany Primary 
School. 

I agree with Hon Jacqui Boydell’s motion. Of course Western Australia needs a better deal on the GST. I 
commend her for bringing this motion before the house, and I will certainly speak in favour of it. However, I 
have some comments to make in my allotted time. 

We need a better deal, and I think if this motion were put to the Parliament of any state, of course all of them 
would say they needed a better deal on the GST. As was pointed out by Hon Martin Aldridge, we have a very 
complex agreement that was signed quite a long time ago by the then federal Treasurer Peter Costello, and the 
then Western Australian Treasurer Colin Barnett. I would say that Peter Costello was pumping the air with his 
fists on the plane on his way home, saying, “Can you believe what we just got away with in Western Australia?” 
But that is history and we are not to talk about that, other than to say that we were promised that there would 
“never, ever” be a GST. The Prime Minister who made that promise and then reneged on it was one of only two 
Prime Ministers in Australian history to have lost his seat as Prime Minister. 

Having agreed with the fact that Western Australia needs more from the GST and that we need a better GST 
deal, the question that must be asked is: how are we going to change that GST distribution? Are we going to pull 
funds from Tasmania or Queensland? As I have alluded to before, there is a bit of fiscal pain in Tasmania; 
Tasmania does not have the powerhouse economy that Western Australia has and it does not have the gas and 
resources that Western Australia has, so it would be difficult to sustain that argument. The Premier of 
Queensland described its economy as being akin to that of Spain, so is it reasonable for us to put up the argument 
that we should take funds from those states? I do not think it is; I think that is always going to be a very difficult 
argument to maintain. I do not think there is any political will in Canberra to make great changes to the GST, 
especially at this time. 
Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina): Order, members! Hon Darren West has the call. Those 
members who wish to conduct private conversations should leave the chamber to do so. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I reiterate to members that I am in agreement with this motion. 

One of the ways forward is: do not bring the problem, bring the solution. That is a great catchcry, and I think it 
certainly applies here. We have a problem with the distribution of GST funds in Western Australia; that is 
acknowledged by all of us here. We need to work in a constructive way and in a bipartisan manner to do 
something about that. I do not think it is at all helpful when the government of Western Australia spends so 
much time attacking the federal government for this inequity that Hon Jacqui Boydell has brought before us 
today. I do not think there is any benefit in the Premier, the Treasurer or members of the Liberal–National 
government of Western Australia spending their time attacking the federal government, which is the provider of 
a lot of funds to major projects in Western Australia, as was pointed out by Hon Ken Travers. I have only 
10 minutes left, so I will not have time to give members a comprehensive list of the projects that have been 
funded by federal government moneys, but I think we need to get a little creative here. We need to work out 
ways in which we can extract money from the federal government to fund further big investment projects and 
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big public infrastructure projects, and work out ways to get funds other than those provided by an old GST 
arrangement that is unfair to Western Australia. We need to now work together and get creative about sourcing 
funds from the federal government. Some of these, I am pleased to say, have been taken up. The Minister for 
Mental Health; Disability Services has signed a disability care agreement with the federal government, and that 
will bring much-needed funds into Western Australia in that area. But we have not been able to sign up to the 
Better Schools program; that was another potential way of being a little creative and sourcing funds from the 
federal government other than through the GST stream, which is clearly unfair to Western Australia. I agree with 
Hon Jacqui Boydell’s motion in that regard. There are ways that we can work around this, given that we are not 
able to go to Canberra as a government or even in a bipartisan way—I am happy to go to Canberra with anyone 
who wants to go over there and lobby the case—because I do not think we will get a lot of joy in Canberra at the 
moment. As Hon Ken Travers pointed out, there are large advertisements in the Tasmanian press to say that even 
the federal opposition has no great desire to revisit the GST arrangements. I mention Tasmania because clearly 
there are voters in Tasmania, as there are voters in Western Australia and all the other states. The federal 
government will not get involved in favouring one state over another in this.  

There are other initiatives, such as the farm assistance package. It has taken a terribly long time to get that rolled 
out. That was another $60 million that we could have put in the agriculture sector. Other states have jumped in 
and taken advantage of that, but we have been a bit reticent; we have sat back, canning the federal government 
and making angry and barbed remarks at them. Of course, the federal government does not want to come over 
and have a constructive discussion with Western Australia about getting further funds into the state. I urge the 
state government to be more bipartisan and creative in its approach, and to sit down and work out some answers 
to this problem. As Hon Jacqui Boydell pointed out in her motion, the arrangement is unfair and we need to 
think of ways around it.  
Hon Helen Morton referred to secessionists. I do not believe there are any secessionists here; I believe everyone 
is an Australian first and the arrangements that the federal government made with the states back in the day were 
signed for the benefits of all Australians. Clearly, there will be winners and losers in those arrangements. As this 
motion points out, we have come out on the wrong side. Sadly, that situation will continue to deteriorate. We 
need to get a bit creative and work out other ways to do it.  

As members present last night may have heard me say in response to the state budget, another clear problem of 
the Western Australian government is that it is in no way spending within its means. We have known for several 
years that there would be a decline in GST revenues in Western Australia. As we pointed out, the deal was 
signed a long time ago; we have known about this. However, the government keeps spending like a drunken 
sailor and charging families and businesses more and more every year. It will leave us with a huge debt. The 
whole time it has known that there would be a reduction in GST revenues. The state government is not showing 
a great propensity to sit down with the federal government to work out other possible funding scenarios. That is 
the bit that I have a problem with. We want more GST revenue—of course, we do; every state does. Everyone in 
Western Australia does. We agree with the motion. The fact is that I see difficulty in getting that to fruition. We 
now need to get a bit creative and to sit down and work out some other funding scenarios. The state government 
should talk to the federal government when it offers Better Schools funding; I think the federal government is 
prepared to put about $900 million on the table for our schools. We missed that boat. If there is a change in 
government, that option will still be available to us, but we should be taking these opportunities now. We must 
live within our means. We must get creative and come up with some other scenarios.  
I agree that the situation should never have been allowed to happen. It was a failing of all those from the Western 
Australian government who were present that day; this should have been looked at in more detail. It is a shame 
that we were unable to look at this in more detail and work out a better deal for Western Australia right from the 
start. I urge the state government to be good friends with the federal government. I urge the state government to 
sit down and accept some of the funding opportunities that the federal government puts up. I urge the state 
government to have a good hard think about how the federal government can participate with us in funding 
major infrastructure. I include rail in that, because I think there is a distinct lack of desire from this Liberal–
National government to fund rail both in Perth and, more famously, in the wheatbelt areas with the grain freight 
rail network. The federal Labor government, should it be re-elected, will be most interested in talking about 
building rail in Western Australia and providing funding.  
I support the motion, but I think the government has the problem. The government is the government elected by 
the people. The government needs to act. We are happy to help in any way that we can.  

HON JACQUI BOYDELL (Mining and Pastoral) [12.34 pm] — in reply: I thank members for their 
contributions to the debate today. I am really glad to hear that we all support the motion, as I am sure members 
in the other place would do, as they proved last year. I would love the opportunity for the federal government to 
come to the Western Australian government with some funding opportunities. It makes it difficult though when 
the Minister for Regional Australia, Regional Development and Local Government in the federal Parliament, 
Hon Simon Crean, makes an announcement about funding from the Regional Development Australia Fund going 
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into Perth Airport. It makes it quite difficult to start that conversation and allow projects that the Western 
Australian government believes are important to be included in that bipartisan arrangement. It would be good if 
the state and federal governments allowed that to occur. From a GST perspective, this is also a concern for the 
federal government. The Western Australian state government cannot continue to invest as it has in 
infrastructure, because of the growth of the state, on its own. At some point, the revenue to Canberra will stop. 
This is an issue for not only our budget, but also the federal government and its budget. I welcome that 
conversation from our federal members of Parliament. 
Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 

ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 14 August on the following motion moved by Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental Health) — 
That pursuant to standing order 68(1), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 506A–E 
(budget papers 2013–14) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 8 August 2013.  

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [12.37 pm]: I am the lead speaker for the opposition on this 
motion. One of the beautiful things about having the opportunity to be the lead speaker on a Thursday is that I 
get a right of reply to the right of reply for the recent motion moved by Hon Jacqui Boydell, as it relates to the 
budget. I want to make the point that a Liberal–National government member who sits in this place should not 
come to this place and complain that the federal government put money into the Gateway project. Members 
opposite should go to their cabinet colleagues and complain to them if they did not want the money to go into the 
Gateway project. The Gateway project was funded because the Liberal–National government asked for it to be 
funded.  
The second point I make is that I am happy to move on to talk about the future. In response to 
Hon Helen Morton’s comments earlier, it is a bit rough when for the past four years members on the other side 
have tried to say that the problems of horizontal fiscal equalisation are somehow the fault of the current federal 
Labor government and have refused to acknowledge that it was the fault of Liberal state and commonwealth 
governments. We have to acknowledge the past to move on. Earlier in the debate this afternoon, all the members 
on the other side wanted to do was talk about the past. They did not want to talk about the more recent failings of 
their former Minister for Energy. In fact, I do not think I heard one of them defend him for his failings. All they 
wanted to do was talk about issues that go a long way back into the past. It is funny that they want to move on 
for one issue, but not for the other. They did not want to talk about the man who has cost the budget over 
$1 billion. Imagine how many schools we could have built with that $1 billion.  

I will now get to the main part of my speech today on the budget papers for 2013–14. If we were to summarise 
this budget in only a few words, we would need only to say that it is a budget of broken promises. However, it 
also indicates something even more substantial. It makes clear without any doubt that when the Liberal Party 
went to the people of Western Australia in March this year and said it had a fully funded and fully costed plan, it 
was lying. It was lying to the people of Western Australia. It did not have a fully funded, fully costed plan, and 
this budget is living proof of that. The Liberal Party certainly had more plans than it let on. I am confident that it 
had plans to increase fees and charges that it forgot to tell people about before March. Certainly elements of its 
fully funded, fully costed plan that it had forgotten to tell people about were included in the budget papers. It 
does not matter how much spin or charm the Liberal Party has applied or how many trips to the eastern states it 
has made in an effort to schmooze the ratings agencies in the hope that they will not see into the detail of this 
budget, when members read this budget they will see that it is clearly unsustainable in the long term. This budget 
continues with the Liberal Party’s inability to contain expense growth. It continues with its five-year record of 
increasing taxes and fees and charges on the ordinary punters of Western Australia. It continues with the Liberal 
Party’s record of coming through our front doors whenever it gets the opportunity and raiding the back of the 
couch to see what money is lying there and taking it. If money is sitting on our bedside table from when we have 
emptied the coins out of our pockets in the hope that one day we might need it for our parking meters—we soon 
will—the Liberal Party will grab that if it gets the opportunity. To keep this government’s hand off our hard-
earned money, we will have to nail it down or keep it in a safe.  

This budget continues with this government’s regular attempts to achieve a balanced budget by changing its 
accounting treatments. Those accounting treatments then miraculously lead to a surplus. The interesting thing is 
that those changes cannot continue; eventually they will catch up with the government. The government must get 
over this disease before it goes too far. Nothing summarises these points more than the fact that in this budget 
there is now a new fiscal strategy outlined with new fiscal targets. I am sure many members pick up the budget 
papers and look at what is in them for their electorates. That is pretty much what I used to do when I first arrived 
in this place; and a member with responsibility for a portfolio would look at what is in the budget for the 
portfolio. These days I look at it with a view to the bigger picture and what it means for Western Australia; how 
it is structured and whether it is sustainable. I was intrigued to find a new fiscal strategy in this budget. In fact, 
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the government has got rid of all the old financial targets. Financial targets are a very important thing. It is a 
requirement for the government to have these as part of the Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000. 
Those targets give us an indication of this government’s ability to manage its finances. The history of this 
government’s financial targets is interesting. Members who have been here long enough might recall that in 
2008–09, when this government was first elected, it changed the fiscal targets that had been in operation prior to 
its election and brought in a new range of fiscal targets. One of the fiscal targets prior to the election of the 
current Liberal government was the requirement to keep net debt as a share of revenue below 47 per cent. We 
could not keep that as a financial target because if we did, we would have exceeded it—when I say “we” I refer 
to “we” on behalf of the royal “we” for the government. The government could not keep that target because it 
would have exceeded it, and it knew it would, so it got rid of it and brought in a new target to maintain the ratio 
of the non-financial public sector net interest costs as a share of revenue at or below 4.5 per cent. The budget was 
brought down on 8 August and, lo and behold, what is the target to maintain the total non-financial public sector 
net debt ratio? Would we not expect it to remain at the 47 per cent target? But, no, it is at 55 per cent. Over a 
four-year period, this government has effectively changed the fiscal strategies that everyone thought were 
important eight years ago. Members such as the current Treasurer used to argue that the Labor Party was 
financially irresponsible when it was in government, and now he is doing the exact same thing. But what he is 
doing is far worse than anything we ever did. It is absolutely amazing. This government introduced a range of 
financial targets and removed a range of others. Having brought in new financial targets, we would expect the 
government to make sure it achieved its financial targets over the forward estimates. Members will see on page 
58 of budget paper No 3 the new targets and whether the government expects to achieve them. Interestingly, for 
many of the years, the answer is no. In its own publications, the government is saying that it has a financial 
strategy and financial targets, but it cannot and will not meet those financial targets. What an amazing indictment 
on this government. This is happening before any ministers lose more money, as the government has done 
already with Muja AB and feed-in tariffs. This government is telling us, before any of those things happen, that 
it will not meet its financial targets. It has got rid of a range of very important targets for net worth and a range of 
other things. Why would it get rid of net worth? Because it says “We think we are going to invest in 
infrastructure that will not be worth the money paid for it.” That is what this government has said by getting rid 
of that target. That also is a sad indictment. It is absolutely appalling that this government’s budget basically 
indicates that the government is failing as a budget manager. That sums up this budget better than anything.  

The budget papers state that for the government to achieve its financial targets, it must make some reforms. In 
the past I have talked about how I felt the budget processes were being manipulated by putting into every 
agency’s budget an efficiency dividend, but not identifying it at the time of the budget because it would 
effectively say that the government expects to spend more money than is coming in, but somehow the 
government hopes to make those savings before the end of the financial year. That situation occurred last year 
after the election when, claiming that it had it all under control, the government had to bring in emergency 
measures to stop any form of expenditure, which negatively impacted on industries such as the tourism industry 
because it had overrun its budget and had not achieved its efficiency dividends. The government decided it could 
not have an efficiency dividend this time, so what did we get with this budget? We got a fiscal action plan. I 
have to tell members, when I read that I rolled around laughing and thought, “They really do watch The 
Hollowmen over the road in the palace.” I want to know how much the person who came up with that brilliant 
title gets paid. Did they get a pay rise to come up with a brilliant title such as “fiscal action plan”? 

Hon Kate Doust: Is it a six-point plan?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is a many-point plan. It has five points for revenue measures, which anybody else 
would call tax increases, and then it has five points for expense measures. Let me look at the fiscal action plan, 
which is the government’s new way of creating the belief that it is a sweet plan; it provides a range of issues 
under its revenue measures. The first part of the FA plan is to defer the abolition of transfer duty on non-real 
property; that is $527 million—nothing fiscally actionable about that. That is just simply a tax increase. I turn to 
land tax. The rates are going up by 12.5 per cent; again, simply a tax increase from a government that said it 
would not increase taxes. It wanted to bring them down. For two elections, government members argued that the 
tax burden is too high, yet they have continually increased the tax burden on Western Australians. I went to a 
function on the weekend and spoke to someone I have known for a long time who is a very large land taxpayer—
over $1 million a year. He is not a happy chappie that he was not told before the election he was going to be up 
for a big slug! The interesting issue with land tax will be the valuations. Some people whose land has been 
devalued might do okay, but if their land has not been devalued but its value has increased, the land tax will go 
up.  
I turn to the halving of the private vehicle concession; effectively another tax slug on ordinary Western 
Australian families. That goes to the heart of the matter because the private vehicle concession is for family 
vehicles. The government is having a crack at the public there. I turn to school fees for 457 visa holders. It might 
seem smart today; government members might think that these people cannot vote, but I have no doubt that the 
people who are 457 visa holders, whose families say, “Well, hang on, we can’t afford to stay in Western 
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Australia to help your economy”, it is their employers who are taxpayers, who can vote in Western Australia, 
who will start to complain to the government when those fees come in. These are not all well-paid people who 
pay those visa holders. I am sure the Leader of the Opposition as well as Hon Stephen Dawson will have a lot 
more to say on that issue as time comes. But I have no doubt we will have a backlash on that matter from the 
community because it will actually do damage to the economy by not means testing them.  

The other matter that again goes to the heart of sustainability is a line in the budget papers called the “tax 
administration package”, which delivers $454 million—less than half of what the Leader of the House was able 
to lose in his portfolios over a single term of government! The government will achieve that by bringing forward 
tax collections. It is not actually additional revenue in the long run; it simply brings it forward. In fact, what we 
will see in the fifth year, the year beyond the current forward estimates—members will hear me talk a lot over 
the next few minutes in this speech about the unsustainability of the fifth year of the forward estimates. We get 
four years of forward estimates in the budget. The real problem will be sitting beyond that fourth year in the fifth 
year. The tax administration package brings forward in this year $235 million worth of tax collections. That is 
money that would have normally been expected to have been collected after there had been the arguments and 
the argy-bargy on complex transactions; it finally would have been paid in five years’ time. It will be paid this 
year. It helps today’s budget, but it means that, in that fifth year of the forward estimates, this government will 
have less revenue. Therefore, it is a short-term fix for the government’s problems today, but it is not a long-term 
sustainable measure.  

I turn to the expenses issue. Of course, we have public sector workforce reform as the first, and probably the 
biggest, part of the fiscal action plan. The government is predicting, as a government, it will be able to hold both 
public sector numbers and wages growth down. Therefore, agencies will be required to maintain their numbers at 
current full-time equivalent levels, and also not allow their increase in salaries to go above 2.5 per cent or 
inflation over the next four years.  
Interestingly, when I look at the figures that the budget has calculated it at, the private wage sector index it is 
expecting is significantly higher than that 2.5 per cent. What that means is that the disparity between public 
sector wages and private sector wages will grow over the next four years. Again, at a breakfast that I attended 
this morning, the new managing director of Main Roads, an agency that has a very highly skilled and competent 
workforce, was talking about the need to recruit quality people. How will they remain competitive with the 
private sector in those scenarios? Of course, the answer from Treasury will be that they will have to get rid of 
employees if they want to give any of their other employees an increase above their wage.  
In the past four and a half years, we know that this government has never been able to maintain those sorts of 
growths areas, and I doubt very much that it will ever deliver on that fiscal action plan. In fact, I think 
economically it will not work because if the wage price index is going up by 3.75 per cent and government 
wages are at 2.5 per cent, we will lose the quality skilled workers that we need in our public sector, and that will 
come home to roost! Some of the other elements of the fiscal action plan include selling off assets. That is not a 
long-term sustainable solution to the government’s inability to control its expenditure growth as it has done over 
so many years. But the government uses fancy names. Its members do not actually say “land sales”; they call it 
program evaluations or program-level saving measures and the like all the way through its budget papers. But 
these will be the problems that the government will face.  
Another problem that the government will have to face is the fact that it can only keep using fees and charges as 
a method of covering up its financial mismanagement so far, because as members in this house would know, fees 
and charges only ever get cost recovery. I know the government almost on a daily basis invents a new way of 
finding a fee and charge that it can impose on people in the state of Western Australia. I note that the Minister 
for Agriculture and Food has been forced by the Expenditure Review Committee to put a whole range of new 
fees and charges into his portfolio. Across the board, fees and charges have been going on. It was interesting to 
see, when looking at a graph of what has happened under the Leader of the House’s government and comparing 
it with what happened under Labor with its fees and charges, a consistent and steady climbing of the amount the 
government is collecting. It has gone up. 

A government member: Can you provide the source for that? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, it is the budget papers. It is based on the sale of goods and services. One of the 
interesting things is that the budget papers do not specifically list fees and charges, but the sale of goods and 
services is a pretty good indicator of what this government is doing with fees and charges. From the time the 
government was elected, in the general government sector it would have increased the amount it collects in fees 
and charges from under $1 5 billion to over $2.5 billion. That is money the government is taking out of the 
pockets of ordinary Western Australians.  

In fact, there is more of a financial problem in the total non-financial public sector, which includes all of the 
government’s GTEs. When Christian Porter was in charge, there was a bit of levelling off; but when the old 
Buswell came back, charges and fee levels go way up, hitting everyday families. This government is constantly 
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increasing fees and charges. When looking at those graphs, all I see is that fees and charges have consistently 
risen above the rate of the consumer price index. But at some point the government will hit the problem that it 
will be at full-cost recovery, and I suspect it has had to manipulate the figures to increase it and still argue that it 
is at full-cost recovery.  
I have a personal experience of the government’s fees and charges when my mother had an accident during the 
recent break. I had to regularly visit her at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital. I got the pleasure of using the 
government’s new car park that is now charging $3 an hour! Imagine my surprise when I went on the weekend 
to Harbour Town and found it was cheaper to park at the Harbour Town car park than it was to go and visit my 
mother in hospital! It is a disgrace! The government increased it on 1 July from either $2.80 or $2.50 and it is 
going up!  

People cannot visit someone in hospital for less than an hour, so we are basically up for six bucks before poking 
a stick at it, then heading into the second hour. Luckily my mother only had an injury that meant she would come 
home eventually. If my mother had been dying, I suspect that I, my brother and my father would have spent 
much longer there and would have been spending some $21 a day, totalling $140 a week! Members need to think 
about it! That is just one of the government’s fees and charges put on the people in Western Australia. The 
Leader of the House and I might be able to afford it, but there are many people in Western Australia who cannot 
afford that impost. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Before the lunch break I was talking about the fees and charges that this government has 
imposed on people across the state of Western Australia, particularly what is happening at the Queen Elizabeth II 
Medical Centre, where the government went to a public–private partnership. It is still questionable whether they 
got a better deal for the state from that arrangement. I can assure members in this place that for a brand new car 
park, the design is appalling for people trying to get in and out of it on a regular basis. 

Hon Peter Collier: Getting out is the worst. At five o’clock one could sit there for an hour. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, and sit in a queue because there is only one boom gate to get out through. I am with 
the minister, but why did the government approve it? 

Hon Peter Collier: I have told the Minister for Health, do not worry. It would have been eminently sensible to 
open up the car park access to the road, but I do not know why it was not done. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Consensus breaks out in the chamber! The minister will understand that we can afford it, 
but we realise that there are people out there who do not have that capacity. They do not need to be dying, they 
could just have a very serious illness, visiting regularly or having to go back for appointments—it would often be 
a three or four-hour wait time. I have probably visited my mother for never less than an hour and it was always at 
least $6, sometimes up to $9 and I would often visit twice a day. My brother would take my father down there to 
visit and I can tell you, over the last six weeks we made a healthy donation to the company that has the parking 
arrangements at QEII. I think it is absolutely outrageous that that cost is put on people who are sick. We can 
afford it, but there are others out there who cannot. There needs to be a reality check in this government about 
the impact that fees and charges have on people. I am glad that we agree on the design and layout of the car park, 
because for a brand new car park the design just blew me away. Another thing is that the car park has pillars that 
people try to drive between to cut across to the left-hand lane—the whole thing left me speechless. If the private 
sector did the design as part of the public–private partnership, then in my view they have a lot to answer for—for 
that car park and that alone. On one weekend after visiting, I then went to Harbour Town to do some shopping 
with my partner and discovered it was cheaper to go to Harbour Town in the city than it was to visit my mother 
in hospital. I will leave my mother to report to Roger Cook — 
Hon Peter Katsambanis: It was not easy to get around that car park either, was it? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. It was not much better, but it was actually slightly better. Having said that, Roger 
Cook is due to catch up with my mother and she will give him a full report on the other problems with the health 
system that need to be fixed—so I will leave it to my mum to give Roger that report and he can bring that to the 
house. 
Parking is an area that this government seems to see as a constant source of revenue. They have done it at QEII 
and we know this budget contains significant increases to the Perth parking levy. People who were paying $212 
a year in 2008 will now be paying $728 under the Perth parking tax. I have no doubt in my mind that this 
government will seek to expand the area where the Perth parking tax is collected, which is something it did not 
tell people about before the election. I will wait until the government does it and have a go at it then.  

One thing that the government has committed to is charging people to park at train stations. There was not a 
word said about this before the election; in fact, my understanding is that the Minister for Transport specifically 
told journalists before the election that they would not be expanding paid parking at railway stations. And yet, 
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those opposite come back into this chamber after the election and introduce it; they are so dismissive. The 
Premier says it is a slight increase and the Treasurer says it is just a gold coin donation. I will tell members what, 
let us make it that every time we sit in this house, members on the other side can put $2 in a jar and we will give 
it to a charity—no, the retirement fund for the Clerks of the house is not the charity I am thinking of. We will 
collect a couple of bucks every morning and every afternoon when the house sits and then see whether members 
opposite think it is just a simple gold coin donation. For someone who works in the city — 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: As long as it does not go to one of your unions. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I said I will give it to a charity; I will bring in a charity box—the Legislative Council 
gold coin donation jar—take it around at the start of every session and after the dinner break and get another $2 
and I am sure we can find some charities that we can all agree on. We could take it down and leave it by the car 
park at QEII and allow pensioners to dip into it to pay for their parking; that may be a good way of using it. 
Then, those opposite might understand that a gold coin donation that has to be paid every day is not a gold coin 
donation in the flippant way that the Treasurer pretended it was. For the average working person, it works out to 
$460 a year. On top of that, the government is then going to increase fares for travelling on trains and buses; the 
fare box will be up to 40 per cent. The problem with that is that it works out to just short of $500 that will be 
added on to the cost of public transport over the next four years. People will be paying almost $500 to park their 
car and then another $500 to get on the train—that is $1 000. Those opposite should go and tell a single parent—
who is often struggling to scrape together the money for their kids to go on a school excursion—that it is a gold 
coin donation and that $1 000 is a slight increase. It is a disgrace. This government did not tell anyone before the 
election that it was going to do either of those things. The government cannot say that the 40 per cent fare box 
has not arisen before, because we know that wanting to charge more for public transport is in their DNA. In the 
1990s, it was the Liberal–National government’s policy to increase the cost of operating the system that would 
come out of the fare box to 40 per cent. When Hon Alannah MacTiernan suggested in 2005 that if the 
government was re-elected it would go back to 40 per cent, the Liberal Party denied it; but of course, what we 
find as we come forward is that if the government thinks it has the opportunity, because it has the numbers, away 
it goes again increasing fees for poor hard-working Western Australians.  
This is a government that has broken the trust of the people of Western Australia. Nothing clearer showed how 
contemptuous the government was of the people than when the government thought it could just tear up the feed-
in tariff contracts. It is not the Labor Party or anyone on this side of the chamber who said that the government 
was tearing up the contracts—it was the Treasurer. When Geof Parry asked him if he was tearing up the 
contracts, he, in a very dismissive way, said yes. That is the approach that the Treasurer has—he can just tear up 
contracts. I have listened to members on the other side of this chamber constantly lecture us about the erosion of 
private property rights and to have a Treasurer who thinks it is okay to tear up a contract is absolutely 
disgraceful. 
As I showed the chamber earlier in my graph, in five years there has been an increase of over 50 per cent in the 
amount the government collects through the sale of goods and services, which are effectively fees and charges 
within the government sector. It is a dramatic and constant climb. Under Labor, those fees and charges did not 
increase; and it does not matter whether we look at the general government sector or the total public sector, those 
opposite have an addiction to fees and charges increases, and they get passed on to the economy and through to 
the people of Western Australia. Eventually, the government will strangle the economy with the way they treat 
tax increases and fees and charges increases.  

The number of people paying payroll tax is going up every year. The government’s rhetoric says that it wants to 
be low taxing but its actions say something else. There is going to be a small decrease in payroll tax in a couple 
of years’ time—a decrease that will not even make up for inflation or wage price index growth during the time. 
Because nothing has been done about payroll tax, the government is driving work out of this state. People are 
now talking about sending jobs overseas so they do not have to pay payroll tax in Western Australia. The 
approach that this government takes to its financial management is going to damage the economy of Western 
Australia. 
Hon Peter Collier: Just with the electricity prices, when you were in government, why didn’t we hear you say 
you would go above CPI? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The reason is that we gave families a pledge that we would stay below. I believed then 
and I still believe now, as do many in the private sector, that competition needs to be allowed into the electricity 
sector. For us to secure the passage of the bill through this house, the Liberal Party insisted that we put a “no 
increases” clause into that legislation. 

Hon Peter Collier: That went up after 2006. What about in 2001? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: As I said, it was a pledge to families, because we realised that people were suffering 
with the increases. The minister is sitting there with the luxury of having the Legislative Council acting as a 
rubber stamp. It is back to the bad old days; when Liberals are in power this place acts as a rubber stamp, when 
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Labor is in power this place acts as a restriction on the government and insists on amendments being made to 
legislation. That is something the Liberal government in this current term has never had to face. The government 
has never had to face negotiating in this chamber to secure the passage of legislation. The problem is that 
sometimes in securing the passage of legislation, the government gets bad outcomes.  
If we are having a sort of mini-question time, I would like to ask the minister a question. In 2008, Alan 
Carpenter said, “Yes we need to increase electricity prices and this is what they will be but we realise that this is 
too steep a hike so we are going to increase prices by 10 per cent per annum over the next four years” to pick up 
40 of the 70 per cent that the minister spoke about this morning. Why did the Liberal Party run advertisements 
attacking Labor for increasing power prices? 

Hon Peter Collier: All we had at that stage was a draft report; we did not have the final report. No it is a fair 
cop. By the time we came to government a few months later it was 116 per cent, not 70 per cent. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am not asking the minister to defend a broken promise—that the government increased 
prices by far more than that. I am asking the minister to explain why, if he accepted that energy prices needed to 
go up, was his party so irresponsible as to run radio advertisements attacking Labor and trying to turn the 
increase in power prices into a political issue. That is the issue that the Leader of the House has to answer. He 
made it into a political issue, so he cannot complain that it is still a political issue to this day. Maybe another 
question we need to ask here is: would we be at full cost recovery if we had not lost all the money the minister 
did on Muja and the feed-in tariffs? It would be a very interesting exercise to work out whether we would have 
reached full cost recovery by now if the minister had not mismanaged the energy portfolio.  

I think deep down the minister knows that the advertisements his party ran in 2008 were highly irresponsible and 
just political opportunism. As the minister quite rightly pointed out, when he was elected he did what he implied 
he would not do in his attacks on Labor—I could get my iPad out and play the audio but I think that would be 
highly disorderly of me to play my copies of those advertisements to the house this afternoon. Maybe one day 
we should allow PowerPoint presentations in the chamber for our speeches. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: Death by PowerPoint. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: As part of the PowerPoint I could have a little click that plays the advertisements run 
before the 2008 election. This government loves to run dishonest advertisements before election campaigns. TV 
adverts are really interesting because they have to get through a process that kicks dishonest advertisements off 
the airways, but we do not go through that process with radio. We saw it again at the last election; I think the 
Liberal Party booked out just about every available radio slot in Perth to run dishonest advertisements about 
Metronet. According to Rob Johnson, the first of the two strategies was to promise an airport line having done no 
work. I am looking forward to Hon Alyssa Hayden attacking her government announcing a rail line without 
having done the work. I know her view about the Ellenbrook railway line was that the government needed to do 
comprehensive work before it was to be announced. It is clear that there was more work done on the Ellenbrook 
railway line than the government did on the airport railway line before the last election. That is if the Hon Rob 
Johnson is to be believed, and I have no reason not to believe a man of such integrity. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You’ve changed your tune. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, Hon Simon O’Brien. Hon Rob Johnson and I have shared an electorate for some 
considerable time now; since I was elected he has been the member for Hillarys. I have not always agreed with 
the politics or the policies of Hon Rob Johnson, but it will never be found anywhere that I have said that Hon 
Rob Johnson is not a man of integrity and someone whose word I would trust. I ask the members on the other 
side: does anyone actually not trust Hon Rob Johnson? No-one says that they do not and it does not surprise me. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I accept what you say about him personally, but I think that Mr Johnson was subject to 
very far-ranging criticism from your side of politics. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Criticism about his policy not about his integrity; and Rob would know that. He would 
know that I disagree with him on policy, but I have never had any cause to doubt the integrity of Hon Rob 
Johnson.  

Hon Helen Morton: Some of us are choosing not to respond. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister does not trust his integrity. The minister does question his integrity, does 
she?  
Hon Helen Morton: What I am saying is that some of us are choosing not to respond. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister is now engaging — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! I have let a bit of interjection and to-ing and fro-ing go on for a 
while, but it is not, as the honourable member has suggested, a mini-question time and I think we should return 
to the budget reply speech.  
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: You are absolutely right, Mr Deputy President. I always seem to get in trouble when I 
allow the Leader of the House and the Deputy Leader of the House to lead me astray on these matters. I suspect I 
might have found a little chink here and I am surprised that there are some members who may, if the implication 
is right, not trust the integrity of Rob Johnson. 
Hon Phil Edman: It is a bit like Brian Burke ringing you up. 

Hon Sue Ellery: You need to respond to that. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think people have responded to that. One of the things that people such as 
Hon Sue Ellery and I learnt in politics a very long time ago is that just because Brian Burke says something, it 
does not mean it is correct. If Brian Burke is talking to members of Parliament, we know one member of 
Parliament he used to talk to; there is one member of Parliament with whom he concocted a lie to 
Hon Sue Ellery, in fact, if I remember correctly. I wonder whether the members of Parliament whom 
Hon Brian Burke was talking about still sit on the government side of the house. I went to an event on Sunday 
night at which I had to come up with 1920s slang. The slang for a dice is rats and mice. I reckon that might give 
members a bit of a clue as to which member of Parliament Brian Burke might be talking to. Roll your dice and 
see who might come up! It is the old rats and mice trick; roll the rats and mice and see who might come up as the 
member Brian Burke might be talking to. In fact, I suspect if there is anyone talking to Brian Burke, it is the old 
dice in the other place. 

Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order, members! I do not think we need to invite any more 
interjections. One speaker is dealing with the budget motion, so we return to Hon Ken Travers who has the call. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I want to give Hon Phil Edman an opportunity to tax his mind. I know that sometimes 
backbenchers in government do not get an opportunity to tax their minds, so I will let the member work it out for 
himself. I think I have given enough clues. But when we get to the speeches on the appropriation bills, if the 
member has not worked out who the rats and mice is, he should ask me then and I will give him the answer at 
that stage. 
Another thing about the budget that I want to talk about is the fact that on a regular basis there are changes in 
methodology and the way in which accounting treatments are dealt with in the budget. Almost without fail, there 
is some amendment to different agencies’ depreciation schedules that always seem to be in the positive. The 
Public Transport Authority was moved out of the general government sector so that its depreciation was moved 
off the books, again advantaging the bottom line of the operating surplus. New borrowing charges have been put 
onto a couple of government trading enterprises, which took money out of the non-financial public sector and 
brought it back into the general government sector to make the surplus look good. All those things can be done 
under the accrual accounting system, but eventually the government will run out of options. The government 
cannot keep making its operating surplus look good by doing that. If the government was doing that, we would 
expect its operating surpluses to be going up. Of course, we know that the budget papers handed down for 2013–
14 achieve a surplus this year, but in the out years—next year in fact—we go into deficit.  
That gives me the opportunity to go on to talk a little about the whole question of the operating surplus. I took 
the opportunity to watch the Premier on television on Friday night and I found the interview that he had with 
Andrew O’Connor on 7.30 WA quite fascinating. He said that the government would run budget surpluses. 
Andrew O’Connor, I think quite rightly, pointed out that they were tiny surpluses. The Premier said that he 
thought $380 million was pretty good. Of course, one of the new financial targets that we were talking about 
earlier, which the government has introduced in this budget—it was not in previous budgets—is that the 
government maintains a cash surplus from operating activities for the general government sector of at least 
50 per cent of infrastructure spend. The Premier suggested that the surplus for this year is a good surplus and that 
it is not a tiny surplus, as suggested by Andrew O’Connor, yet his own government’s budget suggests that it is 
not sufficient. The government’s own financial targets state that the surplus should be at least 50 per cent of the 
government’s infrastructure spend. For this year, the surplus is only 44.4 per cent of the government’s 
infrastructure spend. Therefore, by the government’s own measure, it is not achieving its target. The Premier 
needs to read his own budget because I think that if he did, he would realise that Andrew O’Connor was 
absolutely spot-on when he said that the surpluses were not sufficient. Even though this is a brand-new target 
that the government has introduced, the fact is that in all years of the forward estimates the government does not 
achieve it; by its own measure, the government does not have big enough surpluses. 
That brings me to the issue of debt. I am glad I was not eating anything at the time I saw the Premier on 7.30, 
because he sat there with a straight face when asked about the fact that before the election he said that he hoped 
to level off state debt. That was what the Premier said to the people when he was looking sideways at the camera 
during the great debate with Mark McGowan. The Premier said he wanted to level off state debt, yet what we see 
in this first budget after the election is debt going through the roof. When asked about the fact that the budget 
papers show that state debt is expected to climb to $28 billion, the Premier responded that he hoped to avoid 
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reaching that $28 billion by way of running strong budget surpluses and further trims to programs. The 
government already has trims written into its budget that I do not believe will succeed. The chances of the 
government being able to do any more are almost impossible. Given that the government’s budget papers state 
that debt will go to $28 billion, my view is that unless the government plans to cancel more projects and break 
more promises, there is no way that the government is not going to hit that $28 billion. 

For the benefit of members, I went back and tracked a little of what has been happening with state debt for the 
general government sector, because the Premier talked about good and bad debt in his interview with 
Andrew O’Connor. He said that, yes, some of it is being spent on schools and hospitals, but most state debt is 
money spent on electricity, water and port authorities, which generate incomes. This was music to my ears 
because I have often talked about the fact that good debt through GTEs is not necessarily a bad thing or anything 
to be worried about; it is the bad debt that we need to be cautious about and it is the bad debt that is still 
predominantly in the general government sector.  

Historically in Western Australia, governments have not run large amounts of debt in the general government 
sector—the day-to-day operating activities of government. But, of course, one government is the exception, so I 
made a point of tracking the budgets. I have used the actual figures if they are available and the most recent 
estimated figure if that is the figure available. I also used the projections in budget paper No 3 of the forward 
estimates. What do we see on the graph that is produced? We see that when the Liberal Party took over from 
Labor, it had a $3 billion surplus in the general government sector. There was not even debt in the general 
government sector; it was actually $3 billion in surplus. Part of that $3 billion surplus was because we had left 
the Liberal Party the money to build Fiona Stanley Hospital. So Labor had paid for Fiona Stanley Hospital; the 
government just needed to get on and build it, and even that it could not do properly. But if we follow this 
debt—members opposite should imagine that it is their own personal budgets—which is the debt under this 
government, we see it has a strong and steady climb. It is not being expended on electricity or water or port 
authorities; in fact, I challenge members to look at how much the government is spending in those areas over the 
next four years. They will see that it is not very much at all. There is no money for the Fremantle Port Authority 
to expand the outer harbour; that is on the backburner. Back when Hon Simon O’Brien was the Minister for 
Transport, I think he gave a commitment that the expanded Esperance port would open this year—in 2013. As 
far as I can tell, the request for proposals for the expansion of the Esperance Port Authority has still not gone out. 
We know that Oakajee has fallen by the wayside, and there is no sign of that in the foreseeable future, so it is 
definitely not being spent on ports. We also know that it is not being spent in the areas of electricity or water 
either.  
In fact, I also looked at the non-financial government trading enterprises and put a little chart together for the 
benefit of members. Members will see that when the government was first elected there was a reasonable climb, 
but over the forward estimates the expenditure on those areas significantly plateaus. Again, the Premier was 
technically right when he said that the majority of debt is in that area. At the moment that is absolutely right; but 
in terms of the budgeted expenditure over the next four years, he was absolutely wrong. In the context of the 
questions, my view is it is about where you are spending the money and he misled Andrew O’Connor by 
suggesting it was going into those areas, because the money over the forward estimates is not going into those 
areas, and the graph shows, as members behind me will see, that it levels out very nicely. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: Plateaus.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Plateaus. In fact, to make it easier for members, I put the two graphs together.  

Hon Sue Ellery: Oh, that is great!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: When we put the two graphs together, we get a clear picture. Members will see that the 
red line is the non-financial public sector; the blue line is the one that goes back to 2001. I particularly like this 
one because it shows that under Labor we picked up a small debt at the beginning of Labor’s time in office. 
There it goes, and in about 2004–05 we start to go into surplus, build up the nest egg to build Fiona Stanley 
Hospital, and then the Liberals get elected and it crosses over the line again, goes into deficit, and is now 
charging up in a race to catch the red snake. It is a bit like the worms in Sunday night’s great debate. What that 
says to me is that if we have a third term of the Barnett government, the blue line will cross the red line and it 
will be the general government sector that has the majority of the debt, not the non-financial public sector. The 
bad debt will win over the good debt.  
Graphs are always a better way of illustrating these things than quoting the figures. That one there says it all: we 
are out of control in the general government sector. Part of the reason for that is the government is spending not 
on the basic infrastructure required, but on luxuries—monuments. They may make us feel good today, but in five 
years, when the Fremantle Traffic Bridge is falling over—not a bridge outside of Albany—because it has not 
been replaced, people will start to wonder whether Elizabeth Quay was such a sound idea. The government is 
trying to do too many of these projects at the same time, so that, apart from anything else, I suspect we will end 
up with a lot of vacant land, because the market will not exist to sell them. The government is ignoring very 
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important infrastructure, the bridges and roads that need upgrading and replacing across Western Australia. It is 
important to focus on those issues.  

It is also important to note what will happen. I want to refer to the fifth year of the forward estimates. It would be 
fascinating—I believe agencies should have 10-year asset management plans—to find out what the fifth year of 
the forward estimates would look like if all the projects listed in the budget today were built in the time frames 
the government suggests. I am confident it will not be achieved and it will have to be pushed back. There are 
some projects that the government is doing that will be replaced in a couple of years. I met with people in East 
Perth recently and they are concerned that we are building a new football stadium to create an entry statement in 
the east on one side of the river and that on the other side of the river the government is intending to expand the 
marshalling yards at Claisebrook, which will detract from that entry statement to the city. The two problems I 
have are, firstly, that the Public Transport Authority misrepresented the situation to those local residents by 
suggesting that the work had to occur so it could store trains there, when it would appear the reason for the 
expansion was more about changing the way the depot operates. It was not essential.  

Secondly, and more importantly, if a railway line to the airport is to be built, in five years we will need to build a 
new depot. If we build a new depot, do we need that expansion? Are we going to spend a whole lot of money 
only to find the work redundant within five years? In fact, I understand that the government has already wasted 
money on that site; there are already a couple of sidings in that area. They pulled up the sidings and replaced the 
wooden sleepers with concrete sleepers and, now, as part of the new projects, they are going to pull up both 
tracks and re-lay them. We have to ask what is going on in this government when they engage in that sort of 
waste of money—the old digging-up-the-road-five-times problem that people used to joke about in local 
government.  

We know from the budget papers that the government seeks to achieve its aims of having the Metro Area 
Express light rail built by the end of 2019—a broken promise—and for it to open in 2020; and for it to have the 
airport rail line open in 2020—another broken promise on what it told the people at the election. I challenge 
members on the other side to tell me what are the complexities they have discovered about the MAX light rail or 
the Perth Airport rail line that were not known before March this year, or should not have been reasonably 
known? If the government had a fully funded, fully costed rail line and light rail line it would have known all of 
the complexities. If they did not know, they would probably be the only people in Perth who did not know. To 
claim now that there are complexities that cause delay is absolute rubbish. The government was lying when it 
said it would have it by 2018, and the government knew it.  

The budget papers are useful. On page 74 of budget paper No 3, the long-term financial projections show that 
debt is going up significantly over the forward estimates. Budget paper No 3 also shows what the government 
will expect to spend in years five and six of the forward estimates for the light rail and the airport line. Those two 
projects alone, according to the cash flow in budget paper No 3, will require a billion dollars’ worth of 
expenditure, which is more than a third of the money currently allocated for the purchase of non-financial assets 
in the general government sector. In fact, the peak of the government’s money binge will be over $3 billion in 
any one year. So a billion dollars is needed for only those two projects. In the transport portfolio alone, if the 
government is to complete the Mitchell Freeway extension, it would need to find another $160 million-odd, and I 
suspect a large chunk of that would need to be in the fifth year of the forward estimates.  

Again, I would add, while talking about the extension of the Mitchell Freeway, the government told people 
in December last year that it would be completed by the end of this term of office. The government put money in 
the budget to try to create the illusion it would do that and that work would start this year. We now find that the 
government has delayed that project, according to these forward estimates, by a year. I suspect that the 
government will not have enough money, so that if it delays MAX again or the airport it might have enough 
money to finish this one off. If the government does not delay MAX or the airport, it will struggle to find the 
money to extend the Mitchell Freeway.  

What are local governments in the northern corridor told are the reasons they cannot proceed in the original time 
frame and why it has to be pushed back a year? They have discovered environmental issues. They are going up 
an alignment that has been known about for many years. For a year Hon Albert Jacobs, the now Minister for 
Environment, did community consultations, worked with Main Roads on the concept, developed a business case 
and developed everything about it, so how did he miss that? How incompetent was that? Is the government really 
suggesting that the current Minister for Environment could not tell what the environmental issues would be for 
the extension of the freeway? It is just an excuse, because the government does not have the money and it did not 
have a fully funded, fully costed plan. 

The government has to find the money to finish off the work on the Great Northern Highway, from Muchea to 
Wubin. It needs to find almost $100 million for that. I suspect the government will need to find another 
$40 million on top of that. I discovered only the other day that the government is upgrading the highway from 
Muchea to Wubin—members who represent the Agricultural Region have a keen interest in this and are very 
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excited that the federal government has stumped up 80 per cent of the money, or more if I include the money the 
federal government has already provided. The cost to upgrade that road, starting this year, is up to $400 million. 
It does not include plans for the New Norcia bypass. I am flabbergasted that the government will spend 
$400 million on the upgrade of the Great Northern Highway between Muchea and Wubin and not build the 
bypass around New Norcia! The members who represent that region and the region further north would be well 
aware, I am sure, of the beauty of New Norcia and the importance of getting the traffic out of that historic 
township, particularly those high and wide-load vehicles and the problems with those. That area has those 
beautiful old olive trees and historic buildings. This goes back to “Wonder Woman”! When Alannah 
MacTiernan was Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, and doing good things in this state, she started the 
work on the New Norcia bypass, but that seems to have fallen in a hole under this government. The fact that 
bypass was not part of the submission for Infrastructure Australia money is crazy. Seriously, if someone opposite 
could jump up later and explain to me how a thinking person could put together a proposal for $400 million of 
work on that road and not make the bypass a part of the work, I would love to hear the explanation. It strikes me 
as absolutely ridiculous. The government will need to find money for that. It will have to find half a billion 
dollars after the forward estimates for the Perth-Darwin highway. The government gave a commitment to 
complete the Swan Valley bypass. It has allocated only a small amount of money in the current estimates to do 
that job, so lots of money will need to be found for that project as well. That is just in the transport portfolio. I 
am sure money is needed in many other areas.  
There will be a constant need for not only new schools and hospitals, but also upgrades and replacements. I am 
sure members are aware that a lot of schools built back in the 1960s, 70s, 80s and 90s are now reaching the end 
of their useful life. Some Premiers in the early 1980s built schools on the cheap, and those schools are now 
falling apart and we will have to replace them. There will be real pressures in other areas of the budget, and I am 
waiting to hear this government explain how it will do it. I suspect that one way will be to suggest that we use 
more private capital. The only way the state government can use private capital is if the private capital can find 
an income stream that is separate from payments from the government. If the government wants to build toll 
roads, then private capital has a role to play in road building. I reject toll roads, but if that is what this 
government wants to do, by all means bring it in and we will have that debate and the opposition will vigorously 
oppose it. Unless the government wants a toll road, using private capital to build roads is not a funding source; it 
is a financing model. We need to be clear about that. The taxpayer still has to pay the bill. With the stadium, 
unless the government puts something in place that allows the private sector to generate income that is separate 
from getting paid by the government, it is simply a financing method and not a funding source. I personally think 
with stadiums that with a good public–private partnership the government might get the private sector to build 
some hotels and other facilities around the stadium that will generate a separate income. That is an option. But 
the actual day-to-day management of the stadium will need to be subsidised by the government. The airport rail 
line and MAX light rail projects will need to be subsidised by the government. The only way the private sector 
will be able to make money out of that is if it uses land around the area and captures some value that it can put 
into the cost of it. However, that will be in the up-front costs and I would ask why the government could not do 
that, because it has very good organisations such as LandCorp.  

We know that the government’s proposes to put two of the stations on the airport line on airport land. We would 
lose that opportunity to capture any value from the government-owned land surrounding the station to put back 
into the cost of construction of that proposal. Again, this government’s design for the airport rail line is flawed. 
This is probably not the appropriate time to have that debate, and I am sure we will have plenty of opportunities 
over the next four years to discuss why the government’s proposal for an airport line is a complete dog and is 
different from the proposal put forward by Labor as part of Metronet. I suspect that the Minister for Transport 
does not understand how transport and the integration of transport and land use works. In fact, a really good 
quote that has stuck in my mind is that a good transport plan is a good land use management plan. This 
government simply does not get it. Labor’s proposal, which might look similar superficially, is very different and 
I have absolutely no doubt that our proposal for the airport line will eventually prove to be correct and the 
government’s proposal will prove to be completely incompetent. Let us not accept the furphy that somehow 
getting private sector funding will be the solution. The private sector might finance it; it will not fund it. The 
taxpayer will ultimately fund these projects.  
I am pleased to note that at a recent conference the director general of the Department of Transport made the 
same comments that I am making today about the difference between a funding source and a financing method. 
We have seen examples on the east coast under the Liberal Party, particularly in Victoria, which has put together 
proposals that effectively mean the government is paying a higher rate of interest than if it had done the project 
itself. That is the way some projects have been structured on the east coast.  
Another point that I made about this government relates to its short-sighted decisions in this budget. LandCorp 
provides a healthy dividend to the government every year from the work it does developing land. Of course, an 
organisation like LandCorp, which is constantly selling land, also needs to buy land that will eventually be 
developed to make a profit at some point in the future. For many years there has been a standing arrangement 
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within government that LandCorp pays a dividend to government, but it then gets money back into its books to 
allow it to purchase new land to replenish the land it has sold, so that it constantly maintains a stock of land that 
is available for development. One of the things the government has done in this budget is to cut that allocation by 
$50 million. It helps today, but it will mean that in the long term LandCorp’s ability to provide that dividend to 
government will be reduced. In my view, it is an appalling situation.  

I started my comments by saying that this is a budget of broken promises. The Premier has been quoted as saying 
that we cannot expect a government to honour all its promises in the first year. That is true, but if they have a 
financial implication, we would expect that to be put into the forward estimates over the out years. We know that 
in the fifth year of the forward estimates there will be no capacity to add anything. If something is not in the 
forward estimates today, my view is it will not be in the forward estimates over this term of government. It is 
reasonable for members of this place to argue that if an item is not in the forward estimates of this budget, it will 
not happen. There is a long list. To be honest, I do not think I could possibly go through the list here today. 
“Brokenpromises.org.au” will become an ever-expanding website! It will need sections. We will have to break it 
up into broken promises by region or broken promises by portfolio because it will become such a big website. In 
fact, we might have to find a new place to host the website because it will have so much on it.  

I want to briefly talk about one of those broken promises. On the weekend I was exposed to the public reaction 
to local government reform. On Saturday afternoon I attended a rally in the City of Vincent. I was joined at that 
rally by Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson. It was a well-attended rally. It had a great community spirit. It reinforced 
the sense of community that exists in the urban villages that the City of Vincent is a combination of. There was 
genuine anger. I note that the local member for that area recognised that and said, “It’s only a proposal”, 
completely contradicting comments made by the Premier and the Minister for Local Government just two weeks 
earlier. I understand the Premier has now come around to the fact that it is just a proposal. I hope that means we 
will start to see some movement. If we are to have local government reform, I hope it is decent local government 
reform. The starting point I have is that amalgamations should not be the end of local government reform or the 
start of local government reform. There are many things that can be done to reform local government without 
amalgamations.  
I attended another function on the weekend. On Saturday night I attended the Western Metropolitan Regional 
Council’s annual dinner. WMRC is the waste management group that represents the local government authorities 
in the western suburbs—now often commonly referred to as G7 under the Premier’s plan.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: Were there any particular items for discussion around the table that night?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There were a couple of items for discussion.  
Hon Simon O’Brien: I thought you were flagging them.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I am not flagging them. I am building up to this one because I particularly enjoy 
this! I had a very lovely time, Hon Simon O’Brien. I caught up with many of my good friends who are civic 
leaders in that area. I genuinely like many of the people who represent that area. I have often said that I have 
never met a president of the Shire of Peppermint Grove who I do not like. In fact, every one I have ever met I 
have enjoyed the company of. I know that one of them used to be a fellow councillor with Hon Robyn 
McSweeney. We had a lovely conversation. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: He would have said what a really nice person I am!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: He did. We both discussed what a nice person Hon Robyn McSweeney is. We shared 
our appreciation of Hon Robyn McSweeney!  
It was interesting that I was the only member of Parliament there. It was noted that I was the only member of 
Parliament there. No-one else from the North Metropolitan Region turned up. A couple of the local members did 
not turn up. It was commented on a couple of times that in the previous two weeks there had been a number of 
phone calls to apologise because, unfortunately, members were no longer able to attend the dinner on Saturday 
night.  

Hon Alanna Clohesy: Why was that?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Everyone was left a bit bewildered. They were very pleased that I turned up!  

Of course, two things were on everyone’s mind. The first was solar panels. Members would be surprised at the 
number of councillors in the western suburbs who have solar panels on their roofs. It was a very hot topic of 
conversation throughout the evening. The second topic of conversation, of course, was local government reform. 
I cannot quite remember the number of councillors I spoke to who said words to this effect: “I looked the 
Premier in the eye before the election and he gave me a personal commitment.” It was not just the leaflet that the 
Premier sent out or the leaflet that he made Tony Simpson send out, and it was not just the comments that he 
made to the press gallery in Western Australia; they had a personal commitment from Hon Colin Barnett that 
there would be no forced amalgamations. These people are not Labor members or Labor Party supporters. I 
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suspect, based on some of the conversations I had, that they may have voted Liberal in the past; they may even 
have been members of the Liberal Party at some stage.  

Hon Helen Morton: They may even have run against Liberals as Independents.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There were a couple of those as well.  

If someone runs for election on a “no amalgamation” stand and the Premier then gives a personal commitment 
by looking someone in the eye and saying he will not do it, is that okay? Is Hon Helen Morton saying that 
because the Liberal Party won, the Premier can break his promise? 
Hon Helen Morton: It was certainly not broken. Were you in the house when we had this debate the other day? 
There are no forced amalgamations. It would need legislation, and it is not there.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Helen Morton will recall that I told her of the derision of the year 12 students at 
Mount Lawley Senior High School about the Insurance Commission of Western Australia Amendment Bill and 
her explanation of how that was not a broken promise. I think the minister would find that if I had had that same 
conversation on Saturday night at the Western Metropolitan Regional Council dinner, they would have given 
that same level of derision to Hon Helen Morton’s comments just then. They sat and listened to the Premier. 
Hon Helen Morton and I were not there; they were. They listened to the Premier. They were all down there when 
the Premier told them they were going to amalgamate and that they had to do it his way or the highway. I do not 
think any of them were keen on amalgamations.  
Hon Michael Mischin: They were year 12 students and they happened to agree with you? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Michael Mischin was not even there. I think he would have been invited to this 
dinner.  

Hon Michael Mischin: Which one was that?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Western Metropolitan Regional Council dinner on Saturday night.  

Hon Michael Mischin: I had another commitment.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Everyone from the Liberal Party apparently did on that night!  

Last year they praised the Liberal Party for organising things for them, if I remember correctly. This year they 
noted the absence of Liberal Party members. In fact, at one point of the evening someone asked why I had not 
sought to move a toast to absent friends!  
Several members interjected. 

Hon Michael Mischin: I get more than one invitation a year, Hon Ken Travers; I cannot be everywhere.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No; that is true. I am allowing the leadership of the house to distract me again.  

This is a serious matter. I do not want it to become a joke. There are some serious issues. It was a hot topic of 
conversation. There is this whole issue about too many different rules and regulations. They made the point that 
even if the number of councils was halved, there would still be 14 or 15 different sets of rules across Perth. Why 
do we have local government? If we want one set of rules to fit all, let us abolish local government and have one 
set of rules to fit all! The reason we have local government is so that we can have local rules that reflect the local 
community.  
One issue that has been raised is that of crossovers. I said to a very prominent mayor in that area, “Why not just 
come up with a system where you say that this is the crossover rule for Western Australia and everyone has to 
abide by it? That achieves that goal. In fact, it is quicker that way.” The mayor said that their council has three 
different sets of rules for crossovers. I said that that was a bit excessive, but then the mayor explained why that 
is. Major roads have splayed crossovers that allow cars to come in and out very quickly, because that is what is 
needed for roads that have a high volume of traffic. But in some of the older areas, where a large number of cars 
are now parked on the streets, they take the splay off. What they were finding was that that was taking up too 
much of the on-street parking. Of course, for everywhere else, it is basically a choice between those two options. 
Often there are very good reasons for doing what they do. I think there are probably still some opportunities, 
whether there are 15 or 30 local governments, to try to have some standard rules about crossovers. Everywhere is 
different; that is what we have to recognise. If members want just one system, let us get on and abolish local 
government.  
The thing that depresses me is that the money that was available for country local governments to amalgamate 
has been taken away. I know from my visits to Cunderdin, Quairading and York that those councils are keen to 
amalgamate voluntarily. They are frustrated that they are not getting the support they want from this government 
to get on with that amalgamation process. The irony of this government is that it is breaking promises it made 
not just to us; the Premier is breaking a promise that he made to people when he looked them in the eye and said, 
“I will not force council amalgamations”. Now he is clearly bullying them. If the minister thinks otherwise, let us 
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have a clear commitment that amalgamations will still be voluntary; there will be no changes to the act and 
amalgamations will occur only if councils want to do it.  

The other thing I found bizarre was the local government boundaries proposed by this government. For instance, 
it has Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre and the University of Western Australia going into the City of Perth but 
not the land in between. That says to me that there is a real lack of understanding about the issues and about what 
the future will bring, because the land between the two is where the greatest pressure will be over the next 20 
years. My view is that those two areas will start to merge and there will be real pressure to put commercial, retail 
and high-density residential between the two as the knowledge economy expands in that area. To just take the 
institutions and not the land surrounding them is very silly and short-sighted. If the government were to change 
the boundaries in that area, that is what I would suggest. There are lots of little issues like that right across 
Western Australia, where the boundaries that have been drawn in my view make absolutely no sense in any way, 
shape or form.  

A big issue in the North Metropolitan Region is the broken promise by the Premier of there being no forced 
amalgamations of local government. I have talked about the failure in the northern corridor to deliver on the 
promise to extend the northern freeway. There is another promise that was made in the northern corridor, and 
this is an issue that seems to arise just before election time and then disappears until the next election. Whether it 
is a local government election or a state government election, the Liberal Party beats up this issue and then it 
drops away. In fact, the only state government that has ever put money into this issue was the Labor government 
back in 2004; we gave money that the council then did not spend. We started to agitate for it to be spent, and the 
council spent it after we lost office. I am referring to the Ocean Reef marina, which is a very hot and very 
popular issue in the northern corridor of Perth. The Mayor of Joondalup promoted the issue very strongly before 
the last local government elections. I noted the other day that this issue seems to be cranking up again; it is 
probably no surprise that local government elections will be held in October this year. During the state election 
campaign the member for Ocean Reef put out pamphlets in his local area and made statements to the local 
government. Labor was again saying that we wanted this project to be developed and that we were prepared to 
put money in to make it happen, because we were getting frustrated about the delays and we wanted the local 
council to get on with it. The response of the member for Ocean Reef was that rather than just give more money 
to the City of Joondalup to do plans, the state government would take over responsibility for progressing the 
marina’s approval. The government is going to take it over! It is not going to amalgamate the councils or 
anything else; it will just take the project off them. The member for Ocean Reef put out a flyer in his electorate 
suggesting this. I looked carefully through the budget for the money that will be required when the government 
takes over this marina project. It may not take it over this year, it may be in a couple of years’ time, although the 
whole point of taking it over would be to progress it. I could not find a single dollar to either assist the City of 
Joondalup to get on with the project or take the project off the City of Joondalup. In my view, this is again a 
promise to the people of the northern corridor that clearly has been broken.  

The overpass at Malaga Drive–Reid Highway is not a piece of infrastructure in my electorate—it is in the East 
Metropolitan Region—but many people from the North Metropolitan Region go through that intersection on a 
daily basis. In fact, when I visit my mother from my office, which I had to do after she had her accident, I go 
through that intersection. This issue is actually very important to the people in the northern corridor in my 
electorate. Again, a project that was promised has been pushed back by at least a year into that fifth year of the 
forward estimates. It is kind of like that railway station platform in Harry Potter that is there but is not there. It is 
another broken promise.  

I cannot find in the budget the money to keep the tier 3 lines open. Maybe it is hidden in the Public Transport 
Authority’s budget somewhere; it might be a combined item under asset investment. We know the National 
Party apparently now supports the maintenance of the tier 3 lines, although it wanted another inquiry before 
putting money into it. We know the Liberal Party promised just before the election that it would keep the viable 
tier 3 lines open. October is the deadline; they close in October. I hope we will not have the same debacle we had 
last year when the government waited until Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd and the other grain transporters had 
signed up their grain contracts and then announced that it was doing something to keep the lines open. Those 
contracts will be getting signed now, so the decision needs to be made now as to whether the government is 
going to honour its commitment and put money into keeping those tier 3 lines open.  
I have already mentioned the other big broken promises. The Metro Area Express and airport rail link are clearly 
broken promises in terms of delivering in the time frame that was promised.  

I congratulate the Minister for Agriculture and Food on securing a package in tough times, although I note that 
there is not much for this year; it is all in the out years. I am more than happy to work with the minister to try to 
maintain that money in his budget over the next year, when the government will again be looking for cuts 
because it is projecting a deficit. Whilst I am very pleased to see money in there this year, I am worried that there 
might be an attempt to take it out in future years. Those of us in this house who want to see that money remain in 
the agriculture portfolio will need to be vigilant that it does not get taken out in future years.  
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Just before I conclude I want to make a couple of comments about one other issue. I asked a question yesterday 
that related to a question I had asked the day before. I accept that members on the other side of this house can 
answer a question however they like. We have had many rulings from Presidents over the years that an answer 
from a minister or a parliamentary secretary is their answer. Even if they preface it with “The department of blah 
says”, it is still their answer and they are still accountable for it, so including those words does not change 
anything. On Tuesday I asked a question of the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport 
about when the timeslots for bookings of practical driving assessments had been made available to the public in 
the south west of the state. The answer was that the department could give me only an approximate time frame of 
when the bookings were made. The response was that “The Department of Transport advises” and that it was 
approximately four weeks. It surprised me because I know the department could give an accurate date. I am 
pretty confident its records would show the exact dates when those events occur. Also, if the department did not 
have those exact dates, I am not sure how it would arrive at the approximate date. So I asked a follow-up 
question about whether the answer was the exact answer provided by the Department of Transport, through the 
minister, rather than the minister’s office having changed it. I accept that the minister has every right to change 
an answer but the government does not have a right to change the answer and then tell the house that the answer 
it is giving is the answer provided by the Department of Transport. If it was not provided by the Department of 
Transport, the member was misleading this house. That is the first point I wanted to make. 

The second point is: why is the government not providing proper answers to questions if it has the capacity to do 
so? It goes to the very fabric of accountability in this place that if members and ministers have the capacity to 
give a proper answer, they do so. If it is a technical question about on what date a booking or timeslot was made 
available to the public, and the government has the capacity to answer the question, it should. If members 
opposite bothered to read their ministerial code of conduct they would see that it contains sections that require 
them to give proper answers to parliamentary questions. I hope the Leader of the House will take up this issue 
and try to ensure that ministers in the other place, through their representatives in this place, give a proper 
answer when an agency has the capacity to do so. My advice to members in this place is that if the answer has 
been changed in the minister’s office, they should not come into this place and say “The Department of 
Transport advises”, because that is wrong and misleading.  
Hon Peter Collier: How would we know it had been changed?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister would need to go to the minister who prepared the answer and make sure 
that minister knows that it puts the minister in this place in a difficult position. The minister in this place is 
accountable for the answer.  
Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have not moved a motion of censure against the member or sought to have it referred 
to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges because I accept the Leader of the House’s argument 
that the parliamentary secretary probably did not know it had been changed. The answer I got yesterday when I 
asked whether it had been changed was a fob-off answer, which confirms in my mind that there is a very high 
probability it was changed. The point I am making is that the member needs to be more cautious of the answers 
the minister provides and to check them.  

Hon Peter Collier: Yes to all of the above. We have collectively as a front-bench team been fastidious in 
ensuring the answers are as accurate as possible. I can assure you of that. I talk to my cabinet colleagues pretty 
much every week about it.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: They still do not learn, do they? 

Hon Peter Collier: I don’t mean to be flippant. My only concern is if we get one like “the Department of 
Transport advises”, how will the parliamentary secretary know?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Minister, that is why I am not moving that the member be referred to the Standing 
Committee on Procedure and Privileges for misleading the house, but I am making the point that in this house 
the parliamentary secretary needs to be aware when he gets those sorts of answers from the minister and check 
whether they are from the department or whether it was changed in the minister’s office, because he has an 
obligation to make sure he is giving us an accurate answer.  

I understand the difficulties; I have been a parliamentary secretary. I worked with very good people such as 
Clive Brown, who was very good at saying, “You know the upper house; you run the show up there; you answer 
and get the questions the way you want.” He would sign off on them, of course, as minister, but he was very 
cooperative. But I know that another of my colleagues had to be constantly managing their minister in the other 
place and I know the Leader of the House has the same problem. I feel for the parliamentary secretary at one 
level on this issue. But my way of making sure I get proper answers in the future is by bringing it to the attention 
of the house and making clear that the answer given the other day was in my view misleading, because I am 
fairly confident the answer was changed in the minister’s office from what the department provided.  
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Hon Peter Collier: I might have a chat with the member behind the Chair later to find a process that is more 
effective —  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I acknowledge that and I know attempts have been made. I think even Hon Simon 
O’Brian took it to cabinet meetings to try to get the process improved.  

Hon Peter Collier: Every week.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is the same recalcitrant performers, but at the end of the day all we can do is bring 
these matters to the attention of the house and make it clear we know these things are happening so that the 
Leader of the House is aware and can do his best to try to get proper answers to the questions we ask.  

I have concluded my remarks. As I said at the beginning, this is a budget of broken promises. I believe that the 
reality is that the financial circumstances of this state, all of the government’s own making, will mean that it will 
not be able to correct that over the next four years but it will continue to have to break more promises as we go 
forward. It goes back to its integrity in terms of its commitments it took to the election.  

In conclusion, I remind people that Labor had some ambitious plans for the state of Western Australia but we 
were also prepared to take the tough decisions. We went into the election campaign and announced the projects 
we would defer or cancel to allow us to get the priorities right for Western Australia. This government went to 
the election and tried to convince itself and the people that it could do it all. Unlike WA Labor, it was not 
prepared to take the tough decisions so it now has a problem of its own making.  
HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [3.17 pm]: I also take note of 
the tabled papers relating to this year’s state budget. It is fair to say that against a backdrop of a changing 
economy, a continuing reduction in goods and services revenue, a significant jump in population growth and a 
range of other factors, this year’s budget has delivered a range of significant and, indeed, positive 
announcements. These decisions will benefit Western Australians across the state, particularly in the areas of 
health, law and order, education and disability services. In saying this, I, like others, recognise that some very 
difficult decisions have had to be made. When we, however, look at issues surrounding the GST alone—
obviously this was a point of discussion earlier today in a motion moved by Hon Jacqui Boydell—we see an 
ever-parlous situation unfolding in this state. The minister’s budget speech tells how our share of the GST 
revenue in 2013–14 is falling to just 45 per cent of our population’s share, an all-time low for any state or 
territory, and, essentially, a loss of some $477 million in revenue. This downward trend is expected to continue 
and the Treasurer has previously stated that in 2016–17, if things do not change, our GST share is projected to 
fall to just 7c for every dollar of GST raised. This means that WA is forecast to receive just $500 million in that 
year. As the Treasurer also stated in a press statement last week, the bottom line is that WA will receive 
$2.4 billion less than we received last year. In spite of that, and this has been said, the government has and is still 
delivering a surplus. We are also delivering some $14 billion for front-line services this financial year and that is 
very important. Spending on health is up to $7.2 billion; spending on education is up to $4.4 billion; and 
spending on law and order activities in the related portfolios of that critical area is around $2.6 billion.  
There are some important projects being funded across the East Metropolitan Region, which I represent. For 
example, some significant transport infrastructure projects have been committed to, such as $342 million 
towards the $1 billion Gateway WA project; $432 million, over four years, for the Metro Area Express light rail 
project; and additional capital expenditure to support construction of part of the Perth–Darwin highway. 
Although Hon Alyssa Hayden is away from the chamber on urgent parliamentary business, I am quite sure that 
when she gets her opportunity to make a contribution to this debate, she will go through that funding in more 
detail. Members will also recall that in my contribution to the Address-in-Reply debate a month or two ago I 
talked about two road improvements, both of which are detailed in the budget papers. The first is the 
construction of the dual carriageway on Gnangara Road, as well as the construction of an overpass at the Malaga 
Drive–Reid Highway intersection, which Hon Ken Travers just referred to in his contribution. With respect to 
that project, I understand that although no final decisions have been made, Main Roads is currently exploring 
options to see whether those works should be done at the same time as the construction of three interchanges on 
Tonkin Highway, at Benara Road, Morley Drive and Collier Road, funding for which is also detailed in the 
budget papers. It seems sensible for Main Roads to look at those options, given the breadth of the works that will 
be undertaken in that neck of the region, and I will certainly continue my discussions with the transport minister 
about the timing of all of those projects, especially the Malaga Drive–Reid Highway interchange project, 
because this government is very much committed to delivering it. It is not, as was suggested by Hon Ken 
Travers, a broken promise.  
I turn to some other areas. One aspect of health spending in our region is the commitment of $146 million to the 
Midland public hospital. The simple fact is that Swan District Hospital has served our community very well for 
many years; indeed, I was born there, and there are probably a couple of other members in this chamber and in 
the other place who have also been to Swan District Hospital for whatever reason. However, the reality is that 
the new hospital currently being built in Midland will provide a range of new health services such as 
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chemotherapy, high-dependency care and coronary care. It will have a much larger emergency department. It 
will have some 307 beds. As a local member I am particularly delighted at how well and fast construction is 
going. It seems just like yesterday that I joined my East Metropolitan colleagues including Hon Helen Morton, 
who is in the chamber, around August last year to see the turning of the sod marking the start of construction. 
Less than a year later, in July, I joined Hon Alyssa Hayden and the Minister for Health. We donned our boots, 
fluoros and hardhats and visited the site to mark the latest construction milestone. It is fantastic that less than a 
year after construction commenced, 30 per cent of the hospital is already complete and is actually ahead of 
schedule. The southern clinical block has already reached full height, the northern ward block structure has 
reached the second of five storeys and the related roads and car parking areas are also significantly advanced. It 
must also be remembered that this hospital, along with the associated private hospital, which will also be part of 
the overall campus, will be the first major hospital facility to be built in the region for more than 50 years and it 
will deliver free public health care to approximately 29 000 inpatients each year. Despite the continued 
negativity of those opposite in relation to this development, the Midland public hospital when opened—late 2015 
is the expectation—will be very much welcomed by the East Metropolitan community, particularly those living 
in and around the Swan region. 

I am also incredibly supportive of the government’s decision to enable all schools to make the transition to 
become independent public schools if they so wish. An extra $18.2 million has been provided in this year’s 
budget for that purpose and I think that is fantastic. We have many independent schools across the East 
Metropolitan Region, and Ballajura Community College and Ballajura Primary School, which are part of a 
cluster, come to mind immediately when we mention independent public schools. Those schools have flourished 
under this new system and now that this initiative has been opened up, I am quite sure that many more schools 
will take up the offer. Of course, that funding is on top of other funding for infrastructure at our schools in 
Byford and for the finishing of parts of Governor Stirling Senior High School and, I think, Bullsbrook District 
High School. 
I also touch on a few matters relating to the important portfolios of science and police. With respect to science, I 
listened closely to some of the comments made by Hon Kate Doust in her contribution to this debate. I quote her 
words from the uncorrected Hansard of last Tuesday. She said, “the Premier has been cherrypicking what he 
wants to do in the area of science”. It is not correct for her to say that. In the five months since the election, the 
government has made a number of very important decisions in this critical portfolio. First and foremost we have 
seen the establishment of the new Office of Science within the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, which 
took effect on 1 July. That office is also home to our Chief Scientist, Professor Lyn Beazley. This decision by the 
government has been very warmly welcomed by the science community and that sentiment was reiterated very 
strongly at a round table with a variety of science leaders that the Premier convened at his office about a month 
or two ago. Those science leaders came from academia, industry and the government and non-government 
sectors, and they felt, and this has continued to be put to me, that the move to make an Office of Science is a 
very positive step forward. We are also, of course, the only party to commit to the new Western Australian 
Museum, funding which is around $428 million. That step is often conveniently forgotten about by the 
opposition and, indeed, it does not support the project. I find that particularly disappointing because a museum is 
much more than just a couple of interesting artefacts—although some people might think it is—that people take 
their children to go to see or that they visit on a school excursion. There is a lot more to a museum than that. 
Some of the key areas of interest that the Western Australian Museum focuses on are zoology, anthropology, 
archaeology, history and our planetary sciences. When I was environment minister I established the Threatened 
Species Council to work towards a more coordinated and targeted approach to threatened species conservation 
across the various environment portfolios. In establishing that council, I felt it was important that the Chief 
Scientist be involved and also very much that the WA Museum be involved. That provided clear recognition of 
the important work that it does on threatened species and conservation. In support of the commitment to our new 
Museum, the government is providing $6.5 million this financial year to upgrade the Welshpool collections and 
research facility. I admit that I have not been to this centre but I understand that it houses around 4.5 million 
artefacts and that the upgrade is particularly critical to the overall success of the Museum project. 

As mentioned in the minister’s budget speech last week, $18 million will be spent by the International Centre for 
Radio Astronomy Research over the next four years. As was mentioned in the minister’s speech, this will help to 
ensure that our state maximises the benefits that flow from our involvement in the Square Kilometre Array. Hon 
Kate Doust talked about that project. For those members who are not terribly familiar with this global project, I 
wish to point out that it is incredibly important not only to our state, but also to Australia as a whole. I want to 
thank ICRAR, particularly its director, Professor Peter Quinn, and the chairman of the board, my good friend Dr 
Bernard Bowen, for the very informative briefing on the project that they provided me at their offices recently. 
Professor Quinn will tell me if I am wrong, but this project is expected to be fully operational by 2024. The SKA 
will certainly be the world’s largest radio telescope, made up of thousands of receptors—around 3 000 dishes. I 
am told that the total collection area will be about one square kilometre, giving 50 times the sensitivity and 
10 000 times the survey speed of the best current-day radio telescopes. I am advised that it will extend at least 
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3 000 kilometres from the central core region. With all of that information, astronomers are certainly expecting 
to gain some remarkable insights into the early universe, including the formation of the first stars and galaxies.  

ICRAR is not the only aspect of the SKA that is supported by the government. The Pawsey Centre, which is 
based in Kensington, is home to new supercomputing facilities. These facilities will support the SKA project as 
well as geosciences and other data-intensive science. I had the opportunity to visit the Pawsey Centre with the 
US Ambassador to Australia in July. Whilst I do not understand all the computer jargon and talk, it was very 
impressive. Managed by iVEC, a scientific joint venture involving the CSIRO and the four WA universities, it 
has been supported in part by both the state and federal governments. The Pawsey Centre’s supercomputer is, 
amongst other things—I mentioned the other areas in which it is working—critical to the processing of radio 
astronomy data from the Australian SKA Pathfinder and the Murchison Widefield Array radio telescope, both of 
which are SKA precursor projects located at the Murchison Radio-Astronomy Observatory in the state’s 
midwest.  
I turn to other science-related areas. Today I was fortunate enough to join the Minister for Health at the Queen 
Elizabeth II Medical Centre for a major announcement relating to health research. On behalf of the Premier, I 
had the absolute pleasure of awarding a grant to the McCusker Alzheimer’s Research Foundation, to the 
Australian Neuro-Muscular Research Institute and to the Ear Science Institute Australia. These three grants, 
worth a total of $7.2 million, will go towards the construction and fit-out of the Western Australian neuroscience 
research institute, which will be built at the QEII Medical Centre site. I think construction starts next year. Once 
completed, these three organisations will co-locate to this new space. That will obviously enable even greater 
research collaboration and resource sharing. After talking to those involved in each of those organisations, I 
could see that they are really excited about the prospects for what can be achieved by that co-location. All 
members of this chamber would think that the establishment of such an institute would be enormously beneficial 
for those people who are affected by a neurological or related disease.  

Additionally, the Minister for Health announced the future health initiative, which will receive a boost of an 
additional $30 million in state government funding over four years. This new funding comes on top of the 
$58 million already committed to health and medical research over the next four years, bringing the total state 
government investment to $88 million. That essentially equates to an increase of more than 50 per cent. As the 
minister explained at the event this morning, the funding structure of the future health initiative will also provide 
incentives for corporate and philanthropic contributions for health and medical research by preserving their tax 
deductibility in order to boost the fund and therefore supplement the government’s investment.  

Finally, I turn to Scitech and the comments that were made by Hon Kate Doust. I make it very clear to all 
members of this house that this government strongly supports Scitech. To suggest anything otherwise is 
somewhat mischievous. During the election campaign the government committed $15 million plus land on the 
Burswood peninsula for a new home for Scitech. This commitment has been reinforced with Scitech since that 
time. I understand that the Premier has confirmed that the Department of the Premier and Cabinet will be 
working closely with Scitech on this relocation initiative.  

Hon Sue Ellery: Is the $15 million in this budget?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I will come to that. Like all grants, a formal request and a plan will need to be put 
forward by Scitech. I am told that that is underway and that the process of preparing that submission is 
happening now. That relates to the $15 million. In the past few months, the Premier has also signed a new 
funding agreement of $41.5 million over five years, or around $8.3 million a year, for Scitech. To even suggest 
that there may be a wavering of the government’s commitment to Scitech is wrong. I can tell Hon Kate Doust 
that it certainly will not be this Premier who—I am again quoting from the uncorrected Hansard—“kills off 
Scitech”. That certainly will not be happening under a Liberal–National government and certainly not under 
Premier Colin Barnett.  
Hon Sue Ellery: Is the money in the budget or not?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I have explained the process. A commitment has been made. A submission needs 
to be put forward, and that is happening now.  
Turning away from the science area, finally I want to talk about something that straddles the services and 
portfolios of police and youth; that is, the announcement in the budget of an additional funding commitment of 
more than $10 million over three years to upgrade police and community youth centres, more popularly known 
as PCYCs. Members on this side of the house would be well aware of my very strong support for youth 
programs right across the state that provide meaningful and positive activities for young people, particularly 
those who are at risk. Of course, PCYCs are one such example. I am not alone in this; Hon Phil Edman is in the 
chamber at the moment and we all know about his very strong commitment to PCYCs, particularly in the 
Rockingham area. As members of Parliament, we all need to remember that the vast majority—I think around 
98 per cent—of young people are doing the right thing. They are involved in their communities, they are 
studying, working and training and volunteering their spare time for good causes. Young people are making a 
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very positive contribution to our community. However, it is recognised that a small minority is not, because of a 
range of factors. That is where PCYCs and other youth organisations and groups can have a real benefit. 
Although I have not had a lot to do with the Federation of Western Australian Police and Community Youth 
Centres itself, I have certainly had opportunities to visit PCYCs both as a local member and as a former Minister 
for Youth. I have spoken to officers who have been involved in various projects and seen the fantastic work that 
they do, much like the work that officers do in the Police Rangers, which is part of the Cadets WA program. I 
met Hon Dave Grills prior to his coming into this place through his involvement in Cadets WA.  
I remind members that last year the Minister for Police, Liza Harvey, announced a review that was conducted by 
Peter Browne, a former director general of education, to look into the nature of the relationship between WA 
Police and the PCYC federation, the administrative structures and their capacity to deliver programs for youth 
offenders and those at risk. That report contained, I think, 48 recommendations that support the development of 
PCYCs. They deal with a range of matters, including the structure and administration of PCYCs; importantly, 
the role of police or youth liaison officers, as I think they are referred to Royal Life Saving in PCYCs; and their 
location. One of the most important recommendations, from my point of view, dealt with the ongoing 
relationship between WA Police and the work of the PCYCs, in particular that police officers or youth liaison 
officers be permanently stationed at PCYCs that are located in high crime areas and that police continue to be 
actively involved in the programs being delivered across all the PCYCs around the state. I do not mind saying 
that I have always been strongly supportive of that view. I certainly agree that police should not have been 
responsible for organising recreational activities at PCYCs that were not related to their work with young people. 
I also agree that police do not have to be stationed at a PCYC every hour of every day of the week. Indeed, I 
recognise that some of the great work that those officers do is done offsite and in collaboration with other 
organisations. When I talk about that, one project that comes to mind is the River Connections project, which is a 
joint project between PCYC and a fantastic organisation that I have spoken about on a number of occasions in 
this place, Native Animal Rescue, which is based in Malaga. That is a fantastic program run in conjunction with 
the PCYC.  
I do feel, however, and this has obviously been part of the outcome of that review, that it is appropriate and 
indeed incredibly beneficial that officers retain their base at a PCYC. When officers go back to the PCYC and do 
their paperwork and all those sorts of things, young people, whether they are deemed at risk or not, who want to 
participate in PCYC activities see those officers around and have the opportunity to talk to them. I think that that 
is critical. It is my very strong view—perhaps as the daughter of two retired police officers it would be 
somewhat unsurprising that I have this view—that police can and do have an incredibly important mentoring 
role in our community. Young people, whether they are identified as at risk or as youth offenders or not, can 
learn a lot from our police. Obviously, there is a separation; officers are seen as the upholders of the law. That is 
quite appropriate and that respect should be given. I always find it very concerning and upsetting when respect is 
not given to our police. However, I think it is important for those young people to know not only that they can 
talk to an officer, that the officers are approachable and are there to support them, but also that the officers are 
there to teach them right from wrong. That in my view is invaluable, particularly for those young people who 
may not have the best role models, if I can put it that way.  

At the event I attended this morning with the Minister for Health, I was fortunate to have a conversation with the 
Western Australian of the Year, Professor Bruce Robinson. He kindly sent through to me an article that he 
recently wrote for The Weekend West titled “The powerful role of men in young lives”, which is in relation to the 
University of Western Australia’s fathering project. In saying what I am about to say, I obviously recognise that 
not all police officers are men and that the invaluable role of mothers and women in children’s lives can never be 
underestimated. But in looking at the important role that men can play in children’s lives, which is very much in 
line with the work being done at UWA, I will quote a section from Professor Robinson’s article, because I think 
it is important and it does come back to some of the issues that I am talking about and why PCYCs and the 
involvement of police is important. Professor Robinson states — 

Many kids don’t have access to a father or have a father who is just not interested in learning how to do 
a good job of fathering. 
So we focus a lot on the concept of father-figures. Many people describe having had a father-figure who 
made a big difference in their lives, such as a grandfather, stepfather, uncle, older brother, father-in-law, 
schoolteacher, youth leader, sports coach, pastor or family friend. 
Research has shown that children with an active father-figure are at less risk of psychological and 
behavioural problems. It is the case that if these father-figures show an interest in the children, help 
them to feel special, express unconditional love and can give safe, authentic love and respect to kids, it 
can inspire those kids for the rest of their lives. 
Father-figures matter where dad is still around but they are especially important where there is no dad. 
And when dad is still “around” but not interested, or is even a negative influence on a child, then a 
father-figure can become a vital confidant, confidence builder and affirming influence. 
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Many men are, or can be, father-figures. In reality a father-figure is any man who has significant 
contact with young people. 

I am not suggesting that a youth liaison officer will be seen as a father figure, but these comments on how a role 
model, either male or female, can be a vital confidante, a confidence-builder and an affirming influence can only 
have a positive influence on young people, particularly those who may be struggling with low self-esteem and 
dealing with a range of issues. That is the importance of programs like police and community youth centres, 
youth organisations, drop-in centres and youth workers. Members in this house should recognise that all of the 
people who work in that area do an important job.  
As I mentioned at the beginning, I am really pleased that the government has committed more than $10 million 
to refurbish and update PCYCs across the state. In addition to direct support to PCYCs, the Liberal–National 
government has provided for the growth of WA Police, with an additional 550 police and auxiliary police 
officers. I am told that 30 of these officers will be dedicated youth liaison officers who will join the existing 
20 youth liaison officers to work with youth offenders and youth at risk, through PCYCs, schools, clubs and 
other places where young people congregate. That is a very good thing.  

With all of that in mind, I will go back to the beginning of my contribution. Although this budget has been 
delivered against the backdrop of a changing economy, a continuing reduction in GST payments and other 
factors, the sheer breadth of projects and initiatives that will be realised across the Western Australian 
community is significant, and many of them—I have touched on some of them—are very positive. I commend 
the Premier, the Treasurer and ministers on the release of the budget and I look forward to the delivery of a 
number of these initiatives in the near future.  

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [3.51 pm]: I rise to respond to the tabling of the budget 
papers. It was only 10 days ago that the budget was introduced in the other place. It has not been all that easy to 
get across the detail in such a short amount of time. However, thanks to a very active media, which has had a 
good look at this, and sectors like the Western Australian Council of Social Service, interest groups like the 
RAC, and constituents who either work within organisations that have been directly affected or have lobbied for 
some funding in this budget, I have been able to prepare some comments in response to the budget from the 
Green’s perspective—the world view that I have, if you will.  

Looking at the budget from my world view, we live in a society, not an economy. We need an economy that 
serves people—not just people, but nature and all the elements in nature. It is not the other way around. Let us 
not fall into this trap of fiscal management that overrides the basic human need to care for one another. This is a 
common theme in our Budget Statements, because now is the time, when the economy is tight, that it is 
important to care for people and how they are coping in this time of change. We need to plan for a secure future. 
We need to spend a bit of money to protect the nature around us—the natural world that sustains us. If our 
economic tools are not getting the outcomes we want—making us happy, safe, healthy, better educated and 
fulfilled—then it is time that we changed these economic tools. The budget is a statement of government 
priorities. It shows us what the government values.  

[Interruption.] 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Sorry, Madam President. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy): Hon Lynn MacLaren has the call. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: It is a little difficult to compete with the internet, but I will do it! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: It is okay; your time on the clock has stopped—just continue.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I was just noting that the budget reflects the government’s values, but it really should 
be the community’s budget. These are tax moneys that we put into government. The overriding question should 
be how this budget affects the community, and that is the filter I have applied here.  

One of my key concerns about any budget is whether it makes us a more caring, happy and prosperous 
community and whether it looks after the precious places, plants and animals that we all love—not only the 
natural world and the environment in which we grow our food and in which we live, but also the built 
environment. When I look at this budget I ask whether it delivers these things in a fiscally responsible way. It is 
clear the WA economy is in transition and we have to move away from this dig-it-up, cut-it-down and ship-it-
away mentality. We can prepare for the new economy. Some of the biggest pressures we feel come from a city 
with inadequate infrastructure. The Greens support borrowing for infrastructure that will ensure people will not 
be left behind in a strong economy in which the gap is cavernous between those who are doing well and those 
who are doing it tough. In that regard, I welcome the government’s commitment to the big rail projects, but 
along with most of the opposition, the Greens question the delay in funding the promises that have been made. 
Certainly, when voters approached the ballot box they believed that the Metro Area Express light rail system 
would be delivered. They did not believe that it would be put off; they believed it was fully funded and fully 
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costed. That was a realistic belief, because that is what the leader of the Liberal Party said when running for re-
election. Now that is obviously not the case. We can invest in infrastructure and we can do it now, but 
unfortunately this budget does not illustrate the degree to which it was promised in the lead-up to the election.  

My comments about this budget focus on priorities in my South Metropolitan Region and also my parliamentary 
portfolios, which, on behalf of the Greens, I take on. At some point in time, Hon Robin Chapple will address his 
portfolio areas, so I do not want to touch too much on them. They include items like agriculture, Aboriginal 
issues, the Mining and Pastoral Region and energy, which is a very, very important budget item. I will talk a 
little about environmental protection, transport, planning, housing and social services. I question whether the 
priorities in this budget are the right ones. This is not new and members have heard this before. At the end of the 
thirty-eighth Parliament I questioned expenditure for the development at Elizabeth Quay when so much more is 
needed in public housing and when, as it was reported just this week, basic services in the outer metropolitan 
region need more expenditure on things like GPs, public transport in the East Metropolitan Region, and more 
frequent and reliable public transport. That is where that investment is needed most desperately, especially for 
those families who are doing it tough on a low income in low socioeconomic circumstances. We should spend on 
public transport, because that reduces not only the cost of living, but also the impacts of congestion. The impact 
of poor environmental management and not investing to reduce the impacts of congestion will increase spending 
on health, and diminish the quality of life throughout Western Australia and, indeed, I can make the case that if 
we add carbon emissions, will reduce the quality of life across the planet. It risks the water that we drink and the 
air that we breathe; it robs from future generations and squanders the abundance of natural resources—all the 
flora and fauna that are unique to us, that we enjoy and that nature offers freely. We cannot afford to squander 
that wealth. 
We cannot afford to under-invest in environmental protection. In the city, under-investment in environmental 
protection makes it more difficult for us to fight off the developers that it seems are intent on covering every 
regional open space; we have seen this a lot in the South Metropolitan Region. We are trying to save the class A 
reserves from housing developments because of the pressure to increase the density of our city. In my own area, 
the class A reserve at East Fremantle Oval is under imminent threat. Community organisations, with the support 
of the council—finally—have come up with a plan to better utilise that class A reserve.  
That is the kind of protection that we need for our environment; it might take some expenditure on the part of the 
government to secure public open space for people who wish to take recreation and to keep our city green. We 
know that it benefits our health and wellbeing if we have a city with parks close to us. If we develop housing 
infrastructure on that oval and on the Ferndale Oval—another place in the South Metropolitan Region that is 
under threat—then we will risk forever damaging our city and making it much more difficult for future 
generations to enjoy the health that we have today. 
If we look at this budget in that regard, the Conservation Council of Western Australia, which is the peak body 
for environment organisations in this state, lost heavily in 2011–12, it only had a controlled grant of $90 000 in 
2010–11, and since then, in this budget’s forward estimates there is nothing—nothing for a peak environmental 
organisation in our state budget. That is a concern to us all. The whole sector is in trouble. The Conservation 
Council was obviously making very good use of that $90 000 because it managed to deliver tremendous 
programs; but it does make us feel that the conservation movement has been cut adrift. I would like to see the 
government address this. 
Further, the department of climate change—which has been subject to quite a bit of scrutiny from this 
chamber—has been, as far as I can tell, whittled down to two officers and I believe that they do not have any 
program funding. These are the things that I will be highlighting in budget estimates in order to find out if our 
worst fears are true. At a time when we need to put maximum resources into coping with climate change, our 
office for climate change has been all but destroyed. I also looked at the budget to see what the investment in 
adaptation strategies for the impact of climate change was. Members would be aware that I have a bill on the 
notice paper calling for coastal planning that would require expenditure to complete the coastal vulnerability 
assessments. There is nothing in this budget specifically allocated for coastal adaptation strategies like that, but I 
want to ask the government if there is an intention to do that—maybe it is in program funding. That is the kind of 
detail that I am looking for in the budget. 
We also looked to see whether there was any funding directed at infrastructure programs and strategies to 
improve the efficiencies of water usage. We know that water charges have gone up by 21 per cent. The pressure 
is on to use our water efficiently, but what assistance is available from the government to ensure that we do that? 
There are household programs for efficiency, but how much is invested in those programs to reduce the amount 
of water we use? It is not just residents who need to reduce the amount of water they use, but commercial 
enterprises, businesses, and industry which—as far as we know—gets a nice subsidy from the government in 
cheap or free water.  
In addition, the Conservation Council, which has been concerned about the fate of the environment and 
community grants program, did not have its fears allayed. In fact, it was unceremoniously axed. The grants 
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scheme that funded hundreds of conservation projects around the state is now unfunded. We have seen that in 
The West Australian this week. This scheme should have been worth $5 million over the forward estimates—that 
is just $1.5 million a year. The council has been doing a tremendous job in mobilising thousands of volunteers in 
hundreds of projects around the state, assisting local governments with their parks and gardens programs and in 
our nature reserves. In the scale of this budget $5 million seems to be a small amount of money, but it is 
completely gone. The government should take a look at that, and the community outrage that has been expressed 
at that decision. It seems not just mean, but it affects the health and wellbeing of our cities and our environment; 
it is cost-effective to have all those volunteers out there planting and working on land care. There is a costing of 
how much additional work it would take if local government had to employ people to do what volunteers do, and 
we know that local government itself is struggling. I will give a couple of examples of these kinds of projects. It 
worked on biodiversity, conservation, sustainable catchment management, rescue of injured fauna and Bush 
Forever sites. It was not just for major conservation organisations; it also helped private landholders protect high 
value areas. The total funding in this area alone was $200 000. In 2011, the program directed $26 000 to the 
Bannister Creek catchment group for restoration and weed management in the Nicholson Road bushland—Bush 
Forever site 456.  
Local government also benefited; for example, $20 000 to the City of Canning for continued restoration of 
Queens Park Regional Open Space. Community building exercises were also funded with that; the Montessori 
School at Landsdale received $1 650 for bushland weed control—that did not just have benefits for land care and 
community building, but it was a learning experience for children and sometimes those experiences are 
invaluable. It also improved the local environment, thus giving them a connection with the land that they live 
near. 
I recently learned that there are also cuts to environmental sustainability education across the state. Apparently it 
was moved from the then Department of Environment and Conservation to the Department of Parks and 
Wildlife, but in so doing, several positions were axed. One of my constituents provided a quote, which states — 

The demise of environmental education seems to be systemic and reflects the current government’s 
downgrading of anything to do with environment and conservation. 

Seven officers who supported teachers in this state to deliver their curriculum in both state and independent 
schools—a requirement of the education department—were cut from the conservation community education 
branch of the then Department of Environment and Conservation. There are only two programs remaining—the 
Bush Rangers and EcoEducation. The rest, Ribbons of Blue, Airwatch, Play Space Education and the manager 
who looks after all those programs have been cut. The positions of the manager and full-time educator at the 
Perth Zoo have also been cut in this budget.  
Our concern and commitment to the environment is definitely under-invested in this budget, and the Greens 
intend to make a loud noise about that in the years to come in the hope that it can be improved in the next 
budget, if not before.  

The impacts of climate change are disproportionately felt by people on low incomes in regional areas and in 
developing nations. The WA Civil Society Climate Roundtable lobbied during the state election with a simple 
four-page flyer. It asked for some policy directions in energy production, supply and use, transport in the built 
environment, climate adaptation, and food security. We will be putting this filter up against the budget to find 
out what it got. However, I draw members’ attention to the roundtable members’ concerns that the WA 
government’s response to climate change has been inadequate to date and that its current policies leave Western 
Australian communities vulnerable to climate impacts and fail to capitalise on significant opportunities to reduce 
carbon pollution and develop clean industries in WA. The significance of that is that the people who are doing it 
tough do it tougher because of these policies.  

The Greens believe that we need to prioritise bringing down the cost of living. That is one way the state 
government can use its considerable funds to help Western Australians cope with these changes. It will require 
more investment in energy infrastructure, alongside programs for energy efficiency. A similar focus is required 
on programs to improve the efficiency of water use. Hon Robin Chapple will go into greater detail on those two 
points.  
I want to talk about the Western Australian Council of Social Service’s take on the cost of living. WACOSS 
points out that the small increases in fees and charges add up and that once added up they are above inflation. 
That is likely to impact significantly on the cost of living for those on fixed and low incomes, particularly given 
rising public transport costs. They go up from the current 31 per cent to 40 per cent over four years. It is difficult 
to imagine that we could do that to people who are already struggling to make their rent.  
Average families have benefited from wages increasing faster than living costs. Those on low incomes, however, 
who spend a much higher proportion of their income on essential goods and services, are facing increasing 
financial stress. The increases in costs above inflation have a disproportionate impact on people who are on 
welfare payments. WACOSS in its pre-budget submission and post-budget analysis has stated that nothing in the 
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budget addresses the underlying problems of financial hardship. There is a need to reintroduce a program similar 
to the hardship energy efficiency program to help address energy consumption and lower utility bills. We have 
had this program in place before, but we need an expansion of it, and what we had was less.  

There is also no mention in the budget of an increase for financial counselling services for the metropolitan 
region. There is a small increase of $200 000 for the Rural Financial Counselling Service WA in 2013–14—that 
is in spite of the considerable funds, as we heard from Hon Darren West, being spent in the regions. People are 
waiting longer to see a financial counsellor, which only keeps households in financial stress longer and makes it 
harder for a counsellor to help. At the WACOSS post-budget briefing it was mentioned that it is hard to go to a 
counsellor when a person has only so much money. There are only so many different things that a person can do 
with that money. At the end of the day, if a person does not have enough, all the counsellor can do is teach them 
how to maybe put a little bit aside and eat rice more times a week than they would normally, but it is not the 
considerable financial relief that people on low incomes need.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  

[Continued on page 3520.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

STATE BUDGET 2013–14 — DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

454. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Minister for Education: 
I will pass over a copy of this question, if I may.  

(1) Is the minister aware that a meeting of south metropolitan school principals scheduled for tomorrow to 
brief them on budget cuts has been cancelled and that the reason given was to avoid further bad news 
during the federal election campaign? 

(2) Is it the case that cuts to the education budget include cutting 1 000 staff? 

(3) Does that 1 000 staff include teachers? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied:  
I thank the honourable member for the question. 

(1)–(3) No, I do not know anything whatsoever about a meeting that has been scheduled about budget cuts. I 
am not sure about the 1 000 staff or where Hon Sue Ellery got that figure from. As I mentioned recently 
during question time, the staffing will be announced very shortly. I am not aware of any meeting and I 
am not aware about the staff —  

Hon Ken Travers: Before the federal election?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: It certainly has nothing to do with the election. We will not be making decisions 
based upon the federal election.  

Hon Ken Travers: Will you make your announcement before the federal election?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Absolutely.  

TEACHER REGISTRATION BOARD OF WA — REGISTRATION FEES 

455. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Minister for Education: 
I refer to the notification from the Teacher Registration Board of WA to all registered teachers advising of an 
increase in registration fees “to accommodate CPI”. Given Treasury’s prediction in budget paper No 3 that this 
year’s consumer price index will be 2.5 per cent, why have full registration fees for a WA teacher increased by 
91.25 per cent, from $80 to $153? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied:  
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

The registration fee to which the question refers is set under the Teacher Registration Act 2012 and associated 
Teacher Registration (General) Regulations 2012. It is a global fee payable with an initial application for full 
registration; that is, a once-only fee. As of 14 August 2013, the fee for current full registration with the Teacher 
Registration Board of Western Australia for teachers with a teaching qualification from an accredited initial 
teacher education program is $153. Under the predecessor to the Teacher Registration Board of Western 
Australia, the Western Australian College of Teaching, teachers making the same kind of application did not pay 
one global fee but, rather, three separate fees. As at 1 January 2012 the three fees totalling $153 comprised a 
registration fee, an application for membership fee and a criminal record check fee. Until 13 August 2013, a fee 
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for full registration under the Teacher Registration Board of Western Australia was $150. The increase from 
$150 to $153 was the result of an across-the-board fee increase for 2013–14 of two per cent, which was 
approved by the Department of Treasury to accommodate CPI. This change came into effect on 14 August 2013 
as a result of an amendment to the regulations made on 13 August 2013. This change has been the subject of 
notification to all registered teachers in the week beginning 12 August 2013 by the Teacher Registration Board 
of Western Australia. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE — INDUSTRY AND TECHNOLOGY —  
FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT POSITIONS 

456. Hon KATE DOUST to the Minister for Commerce: 
I refer to the minister’s answer to question without notice 434 stating that 14 full-time equivalent staff were 
transferred from the industry, science and innovation division to the new Office of Science but note that the 
reduction in FTE for the division given in the budget papers is 30. 

(1) How does the minister account for the difference of 16 FTE that are unaccounted for? 

(2) Can the minister specifically indicate whether those 16 staff unaccounted for have been transferred to 
the Office of Science; and, if not, where are they now located? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) The estimates reported in the budget paper for service 3 include all the FTEs attributable to the delivery 
of that service. This includes the staff in the industry and innovation division as well as corporate 
service staff. The reduction in the number of FTEs budgeted for this service is largely attributable to the 
transfer of staff related to the science function, which was transferred to the Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet from July 2013, and the estimated FTE reduction required to achieve cost savings due to 
the funding reduction under the public sector workforce reform program. 

(2) The 16 FTE have not been transferred to the Office of Science and remain with the Department of 
Commerce. Apart from the reduction of 14 FTE transferred to the Office of Science, there has not been 
a reduction of FTE in the industry and innovation division. 

DRIVING ASSESSMENTS — BUSSELTON AND MARGARET RIVER 

457. Hon KEN TRAVERS to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to question without notice 435. 

(1) Does the transport executive and licensing information system maintain records of practical driving 
assessments including the date on which bookings for practical driving assessments are made? 

(2) On what date was the booking made for the practical driving assessment that was undertaken on 
12 October 2012 in Busselton? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 
On behalf of the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport, I thank the member for some 
notice of the question. The Department of Transport advises — 

(1)–(2) As previously indicated in answer to question on notice 422, the booking was made approximately four 
weeks prior to the assessment. 

ISHAR MULTICULTURAL WOMEN’S HEALTH CENTRE 

458. Hon SALLY TALBOT to the Minister for Mental Health: 
(1) Is the minister aware that the perinatal mental health home visiting service run by the 

Ishar Multicultural Women’s Health Centre in Mirrabooka has been defunded by the Mental Health 
Commission? 

(2) Why has this vital service lost its funding? 

(3) What replacement service is being offered to families in need of this service? 

(4) Will the minister restore the funding without delay; and, if not, why not? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question. 

(1) The Ishar home visiting service has not been defunded. The Mental Health Commission has provided 
grant funding until 31 December 2013. This visiting service was a supplementary service to the 
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culturally and linguistically diverse women’s support group that was funded recurrently under the 
national perinatal depression initiative and delivered by Ishar. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3)–(4) Funding for the home visiting service remains available until 31 December 2013. The Mental Health 
Commission is negotiating with the commonwealth government to develop a replacement agreement 
for the national partnership agreement supporting the national perinatal depression initiative that 
expired on 30 June 2013. It is not possible to make a decision about the future service mix until the new 
agreement is finalised. 

ABORIGINAL CULTURAL MATERIAL COMMITTEE — SPECIALIST ANTHROPOLOGIST 

459. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs: 
I refer to question without notice 442 asked on Wednesday, l4 August 2013 about the appointment of a deputy or 
specialist anthropologist to the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee. 

(1) Can the ACMC make decisions over matters of anthropology without the oversight of the specialist 
anthropologist as required in section 28(3) of part V of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972? 

(2) If yes to (1), what is the purpose of the appointment of a specialist anthropologist to the ACMC?  

Hon PETER COLLIER replied:  
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) Yes. 

(2) The purpose of the appointment of the specialist anthropologist is to provide anthropological advice to 
the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee. However, the Department of Aboriginal Affairs also 
provides additional expert anthropological advice to the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee. 

FISH RESOURCES MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS 1995 

460. Hon RICK MAZZA to the minister representing the Minister for Fisheries: 
I refer to recent changes to the Fish Resources Management Regulations 1995 that limit fishers to one of three 
combinations of catch limits — 

(a) 20 kilograms of fillets; 

(b) 10 kilograms of fillets or pieces of fish, plus one day’s bag limit of whole fish; or 

(c) two days’ bag limit of whole fish. 

If, under the regulations, the fish frame is retained—that is, the head, tail, wings and skeleton from which the 
fillets are taken—then the combined weight of the fillets and the frame cannot exceed the 20 and 10 kilogram 
fillet limits for (a) and (b) respectively. Given that it is human nature for a fisher to maximise his or her catch, I 
ask — 
(1) Is the minister aware that the changes have resulted in fishers commonly discarding the fish frame and 

now taking only the fillets in order to remain within the regulations? 

(2) Is the minister aware of the health, nutritional and cultural value of this valuable food source? 

(3) What are the detrimental impacts to fish stocks and the marine environment of these limitations? 

Hon KEN BASTON replied:  
The Department of Fisheries advises as follows — 

(1) The fisheries possession limits to which Hon Rick Mazza referred as “recently” introduced were 
introduced in October 2003. The 20 kilograms personal possession of fillets or pieces of fish equates to 
approximately 100 meals of fish. Since its introduction around 10 years ago, there has been a high level 
of compliance with this measure. 

(2) Yes. 

(3) This measure contributes to the sustainable management of the state’s fish resources. 

NICOLAU SOARES 

461. Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH to the Minister for Mental Health: 
(1) Can the minster advise why, after the Tasmanian Mental Health Service had requested the full medical 

records of Nicolau Soares on 11 January, Fremantle Hospital sent only partial medical records? 

(2) When was the full set of medical records sent? 



 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 15 August 2013] 3513 

 

(3) Can the minister confirm that a full set of medical records was not received by the Tasmanian Mental 
Health Service until 23 January? 

(4) Can the minister explain why it took so long? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1)–(4) As I indicated, my heart goes out to the family following this tragedy. I am aware of the circumstances, 
and my office has assisted Mr Soares’ family in getting help from the most appropriate person at the 
Department of Health, who is now dealing with the family in these tragic circumstances. I fully 
understand the family’s frustrations about this. The draft Mental Health Bill 2012 provides a default 
position that family members and carers are entitled to access relevant information and be involved in 
matters such as discharge planning and a patient’s treatment and care. The bill includes safeguards to 
ensure that these provisions uphold the best interests of the patient. 

Due to the specific nature of the question and the complexity of the situation and that it is subject to a 
legal process, I ask that the honourable member place the question on notice. 

TIER 3 RAIL LINES 

462. Hon DARREN WEST to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport: 
(1) Has the government decided which tier 3 rail lines are viable? 

(2) If yes, what criteria were used to determine that the lines are viable? 

(3) What criteria were used to determine which lines are not viable? 

(4) How does the government intend to fund the maintenance of those lines deemed viable? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 
On behalf of the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport, I thank the member for some 
notice of the question. The Department of Transport advises as follows — 

(1) The decision on determining the viability of these lines is a commercial one best left to Brookfield Rail 
and Cooperative Bulk Handling. 

(2)–(3) Not applicable. 

(4) The government has previously committed $187.9 million towards maintenance of viable lines with 
Brookfield Rail, as the lessee of the freight rail network is responsible for the maintenance of rail lines, 
as required. 

SCITECH DISCOVERY CENTRE 

463. Hon SAMANTHA ROWE to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I refer to the Premier’s announcement on 10 April 2013 that he will take responsibility for the science portfolio. 

(1) Has the Premier taken responsibility for the funding of the Scitech Discovery Centre? 

(2) Has the government negotiated a new five-year funding arrangement for Scitech? 

(3) If yes to (2), what are the details of this new funding arrangement? 

(4) Does the 2013–14 state budget include $l5 million to help Scitech build a new building at Burswood by 
2018; and, if so, where in the budget is it located? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied:  
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 

(1) The current financial assistance agreement between the government of Western Australia and Scitech 
Discovery Centre was signed by the Premier and is managed by the Office of Science within the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 

(2) Yes. 

(3) The current financial assistance agreement for Scitech Discovery Centre commenced on 1 July 2013 for 
five years, for a total of $41.5 million. 

(4) The state government has committed $15 million, plus land, towards a new home for Scitech on the 
Burswood peninsula. This funding is subject to a formal request and plan from Scitech. Scitech is in the 
process of preparing a submission and may need assistance with planning funds. The state has indicated 
to Scitech that it would be willing to assist with this. 
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BICYCLE PATHS 

464. Hon LYNN MacLAREN to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport: 
(1) How much money was allocated in the budgets from 2009–2013 for the repair and construction of bike 

paths in the government’s bike plan? 

(2) How much was spent during that period? 

(3) Has the government identified which repairs are necessary and how much will be needed to complete 
the promised infrastructure? 

(4) What was the reason for the reported $10 million underspend? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 
On behalf of the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport, I thank the member for some 
notice of this question. 
(1) $21.467 million. 

(2) $10.542 million. 

(3) This is an upgrade program, not a repair program. 

(4) The main focus of the principal shared path program in 2012–13 was design and initiation of 
preconstruction activities. The remaining sections of the PSP network are difficult projects and 
therefore require a greater degree of planning and design work prior to delivery, which has caused some 
delay. 

BRIAN PONTIFEX 

465. Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 

I refer to the salary and entitlements of the Premier’s chief of staff, Mr Brian Pontifex. 

(1) As at 9 August 2013, what is the total cost of all salary, non-monetary benefits, superannuation or other 
benefits associated with Mr Pontifex’s employment contract; and what is the amount of his annual 
salary? 

(2) What are the individual costs associated with Mr Pontifex’s annual superannuation; provision of a 
motor vehicle and any additional non-monetary or other benefits 

(3) On what date was Mr Pontifex’s contract last renewed and on what date does it expire? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied:  
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question.  

(l) The total cost is $376 325 and the previous salary was $315 526 but is now $323 730 with the addition 
of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal determination increase of 2.6 per cent, effective from 1 July 
2013.  

(2) Annual superannuation is $29 945, which is the standard government employer contribution and the 
motor vehicle is valued at $22 650, which is the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal determined value. 
Mr Pontifex is provided with a car parking bay, credit card and mobile phone, which is consistently 
provided to all chiefs of staff in ministerial offices. There are no other benefits. 

(3) Mr Pontifex’s contract was renewed on 21 June 2013 for the duration of the government’s term.  

FIREFIGHTING APPLIANCES 

466. Hon ALANNA CLOHESY to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 

I ask this question on behalf of Hon Stephen Dawson, who had to leave the chamber on urgent parliamentary 
business. 

I refer to the Minister for Environment’s answer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 815 concerning the 
Department of Parks and Wildlife’s compliance with two improvement notices issued by WorkSafe WA. 

(1) Can the Minister for Environment confirm that seven new trucks have the requisite safety protection 
already present and provide the current locations of those trucks? 

(2) In relation to the remaining 110 trucks, have tenders gone out and been awarded for this work? 

(3) If yes to (2), on what date were tenders sought and on what date was the contract awarded? 

(4) By what date will the remaining 110 trucks be retrofitted? 
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(5) Will those trucks continue to be used for firefighting and prescribed burns prior to these modifications 
being installed? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question. 
The subject matter of the two improvement notices referred to is heat shielding for occupants and critical 
components of fire trucks and water spray protection systems. The Minister for Environment’s responses to 
Legislative Assembly question 815 and to those below refer only to the heat shielding. Design and engineering 
considerations for spray protection systems is ongoing.  
(1) Yes. They are located at Harvey, Manjimup, Busselton, Northcliffe and Albany, and there are two at 

Walpole. 
(2) Yes. 
(3) Tenders were called on 10 May 2013 and awarded on 15 May 2013. 
(4) The anticipated completion date for fire trucks in the south west is the end of November 2013, and the 

remainder of the fleet is expected to be completed by January 2014. 
(5) Yes. 

WITHERS URBAN RENEWAL 

467. Hon SUE ELLERY to the minister representing the Minister for Regional Development: 
I ask this question on behalf of Hon Adele Farina because she is out of the chamber on urgent parliamentary 
business. 

I refer to the minister’s answer to Hon Adele Farina’s question without notice 451, asked on 14 August 2013, 
concerning Withers. 
(1) Who made the decision on how the $300 000 in funding would be spent? 
(2) Where are the two new bus shelters being located and what is the cost of each bus shelter? 
(3) Where are the dual-use pathways to be located? 
(4) What works are to be undertaken at Des Ugle Park, Moriarty Park and Ashrose Reserve? 
(5) For each park identified in (4), what is the cost of the works? 

Hon KEN BASTON replied:  
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 
(1) The board of the South West Development Commission. 
(2) The location and costs are yet to be determined by the City of Bunbury. 
(3) The locations are yet to be determined by the City of Bunbury. 
(4) Works in respect of the three parks listed are yet to be determined. 
(5) This is not yet available. 

SOUTH PERTH RIVER WALL — REPAIRS 

468. Hon KATE DOUST to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to a Southern Gazette article published on 19 February 2013 that outlined a Liberal Party election 
commitment of $1.35 million to repair sections of the South Perth river wall. 
(1) When will this election commitment be delivered by? 
(2) Can the minister confirm that the promise is being funded within the current 2013–14 state budget; and, 

if so, where in the budget papers are details of the funding located? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question. 
(1)–(2) Funding for this commitment will be considered as part of future budget processes during the 

government’s new term. 

RENEWABLE ENERGY — CARNARVON 
469. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Energy: 
I refer to the answer to question without notice 355, asked on 6 August 2013. 
When will Horizon Power be able to offer customers in Denham, Exmouth, Marble Bar, Nullagine and 
Kununurra the ability to connect renewable energy systems to their grids? 
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Hon PETER COLLIER replied:  
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 

Connection of new renewable energy systems in these five towns is dependent on different factors. In Denham 
and Exmouth, the deployment of renewable energy generation has saturated the network’s capability to host any 
more renewable energy systems, including solar systems. The risks of creating network instability and power 
quality issues are now high. Horizon Power is looking at energy storage and demand side management options to 
mitigate these risks, though there is no firm timetable to permit any new connections. 

In Marble Bar and Nullagine, large solar farms are connected to the network in each town, and produce 
92 per cent of the energy available from renewable energy. Energy storage is being considered to facilitate new 
connections, though no firm timetable has been established. 
In Kununurra–Wyndham, renewable energy connections are currently restricted due to commercial constraints. 
A technical solution is being developed that will allow customers to connect renewable energy solutions for self-
consumption only. This solution is intended to be available to market by 1 July 2014. 

457 VISA HOLDERS — PUBLIC SCHOOLS CHARGE 

470. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Minister for Education: 
I refer to the budget decision to charge an annual fee of $4 000 per child for children of 457 visa holders to 
attend public schools.  
(1) Which stakeholders did the government consult about the impact that a compulsory school fee of 

$4 000 per child will have on low-paid workers and whether they will be able to afford to send their 
children to school at all? 

(2) Did the minister consider the fourth report of the Education and Health Standing Committee of the 
other place that recommended means testing any such fee if it was to be introduced? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied:  
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 

(1) None; however, implementation plans for budget measures are currently being determined and 
stakeholders will be consulted as part of this process. 

(2) No; however, the report referred to by the honourable member was written in 2009 and, as such, the 
data it relies upon is outdated and not entirely applicable to current circumstances. 

DRIVING ASSESSMENTS — BUSSELTON AND MARGARET RIVER 

471. Hon KEN TRAVERS to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to question without notice 435. 

(1) Why did the general manager of regional services of the Department of Transport approve the booking 
of a sole practical driving assessment in Busselton on 12 October 2012? 

(2) Would a PDA have normally been undertaken in Busselton on 12 October 2012 without approval by the 
general manager? 

(3) If no to (2), why did the general manager approve a special arrangement on this day? 

(4) Who contacted the general manager to request that a booking be arranged for this date? 

(5) Who did the general manager contact to arrange for the sole PDA in Busselton to occur on this day? 

(6) Was the director general of the Department of Transport aware of the decision to arrange a sole PDA in 
Busselton on this date? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 
On behalf of the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport, I thank the member for some 
notice of this question. 
(1)–(6) The Department of Transport makes and approves arrangements for practical driving assessments based 

on operational requirements. 

“CANCER OF THE BUSH OR SALVATION FOR OUR CITIES?” — REPORT FINDINGS 

472. Hon SALLY TALBOT to the Minister for Mental Health: 
(1) Is the minister aware of the findings of the House of Representatives’ report of February 2013, “Cancer 

of the bush or salvation for our cities?”, that depression and anxiety are a serious concern for fly in, fly 
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out workers and that the health effects of alcohol and other substance misuse and depression and 
anxiety appear to require particular attention? 

(2) Does the minister agree with the findings? 
(3) What attempts are being made in WA to assess the mental health of fly in, fly out and drive in, drive out 

workers? 
(4) What programs are in place or planned to provide mental health services to FIFO and DIDO workers? 
(5) How is the effectiveness of these programs measured? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question. 
(1) Yes, the report has been referred to the Mental Health Commission and the Drug and Alcohol Office for 

consideration. 
(2) The majority of the report’s recommendations relate to commonwealth responsibilities and actions. The 

state government welcomes the opportunity to work collaboratively and consultatively with the 
commonwealth to address mental health and alcohol and other drug issues affecting FIFO and DIDO 
workers. The merger of the MHC and DAO provides a further opportunity to improve the coordination 
and delivery of mental health and alcohol and other drug services to improve mental health outcomes 
for Western Australians. 

(3)–(4) FIFO and DIDO workers and their families are able to access public community mental health services 
throughout the state for appropriate assessment and treatment. There is an existing network of 
community drug services throughout Western Australia. The state government has also made significant 
investments in the expansion of alcohol and other drug services and programs in Pilbara and Kimberley 
communities through the royalties for regions program. This has provided 27 additional full-time 
equivalent positions in the Kimberley and Pilbara areas, of which 19 are currently filled. Significant 
resourcing is also being applied to the development and implementation of alcohol and other drug 
management plans in the goldfields region through the commonwealth Breaking the Cycle program. 
The state strategic policy for mental health reform—“Mental Health 2020: Making it personal and 
everybody’s business”—identifies fly in, fly out workers and their families as a population requiring 
specialist responses to improve their mental health outcomes. 

The $13 million “Western Australian Suicide Prevention Strategy 2009–2010: Everybody’s Business” 
includes several community action plans that encompass FIFO source communities and mining towns. 
In 2013, the Mental Health Commission provided $80 000 to the Mental Illness Fellowship of WA to 
run forums and develop mental health multimedia resources for fly in, fly out workers and their 
families. 
On 1 August 2013, the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Mental Health, Andrea Mitchell, 
MLA, launched FIVE, a two-year pilot project funded by Rio Tinto’s community investment program 
and delivered by Disability in the Arts, Disadvantage in the Arts Australia. Covering Derby, 
Paraburdoo, Geraldton, Busselton and Esperance, it will look at FIFO issues and community impacts; 
young people with mental illness; farmers experiencing isolation and depression; and remote Aboriginal 
people. 
On 1 August 2013, the Mental Health Commissioner and Rio Tinto also launched their memorandum of 
understanding for 2013–2015 to contribute to mental health in line with Mental Health 2020. The 
partnership aims to share expertise across sectors and to improve mental health and reduce stigma 
within the industry and broader community. 

(5) The state suicide prevention strategy is being independently evaluated by Edith Cowan University. 
Programs funded by the Mental Health Commission and the Drug and Alcohol Office are required to 
provide interim and final reports and financial acquittals to demonstrate that the project objectives have 
been met. 

GENETICALLY MODIFIED CANOLA 

473. Hon LYNN MacLAREN to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 
(1) What procedures are in place to isolate and contain genetically modified canola seed at the Three 

Springs grain receival centre and for its transport to Geraldton? 
(2) What procedures are followed for the disposal of “seconds” or rejected GM canola product? 
(3) Have these procedures been followed? 
(4) If no to (3), please provide details on each breach of procedures. 
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Hon KEN BASTON replied:  
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) The Co-operative Bulk Handling Three Springs receival centre was a designated GM canola receival 
point in 2012 and is likely to be confirmed for 2013. CBH has had standard operating and testing 
procedures in place for the segregation of GM canola since GM canola was commercially available. No 
cases of incorrect segregation have been reported. The grain is transported to the Mingenew receival 
point by road transport and transferred there to rail for onward transport to the Geraldton facility. The 
same segregation procedures are in place at Mingenew. 

(2) CBH has a standard disposal process through an accredited and audited system that is industry best 
practice. This is used for the disposal of any grains that are rejected for whatever reason. 

(3) These procedures are comprehensively followed and are subject to internal and external audit in accord 
with CBH’s International Standardization Organization, Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point and 
environmental accreditations. 

(4) Not applicable. 

METRO AREA EXPRESS LIGHT RAIL AND PERTH AIRPORT LIGHT RAIL PROJECTS 

474. Hon ALANNA CLOHESY to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 
Transport: 

I refer to the proposed Metro Area Express light rail and Perth Airport light rail projects. 

(1) In January or February this year did the Department of Transport or the Public Transport Authority 
commission any promotional material for the proposed projects, in particular, animation, large pictures, 
and concept designs of stations? 

(2) If yes to (1), for each of the two projects — 

(a) what was the total cost of this artwork; and 

(b) what was the cost of each individual artwork type commissioned? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 
On behalf of the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport, I thank the member for some 
notice of this question. 
(1) Yes. 

(2) (a) $5 386.50 and $2 880; 

(b) $4 400, $720, $266.50, $2 400 and $480. 

DRAFT MENTAL HEALTH BILL 2011 

475. Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON to the Minister for Mental Health: 
(1) Was the drafting of the first and second versions of the new Mental Health Bill outsourced? 

(2) If so, when were the tenders called, who was awarded the tenders and how much have the tenders cost? 

(3) If the drafting was not outsourced, who prepared the drafts? 

(4) How much has the drafting process cost the Mental Health Commission to date? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question. 

(1) No. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) Parliamentary Counsel prepared the drafts as the result of an extensive consultation process. The draft 
Mental Health Bill 2011 was released for public comment on 16 December 2011. This draft was 
developed having regard to the Holman review, consultation with stakeholders, expert advice from 
Terry Carney and Gregor Henderson Ltd and an expert group. During the consultation period of the 
2011 draft, over 1 200 submissions were received. Each submission was reviewed and considered by 
the Mental Health Commission to inform the drafting of the green Mental Health Bill 2012, which was 
tabled in Parliament on 8 November 2012. The Mental Health Commission invited feedback on the 
green bill and approximately 100 submissions were received from a wide range of stakeholders, 
including people with a lived experience of mental illness, family members and carers, clinicians and 
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non-government organisations. This feedback will assist to refine and finalise the new mental health 
legislation, to be introduced in Parliament this year in line with the Liberal Party election commitment. 
I wish to commend Parliamentary Counsel for its significant efforts in drafting this important 
legislation. 

(4) Costing information is not calculated by way of specific project, so it is not possible to provide a 
specific figure for the drafting costs. 

OFFICE OF SCIENCE 

476. Hon SAMANTHA ROWE to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I refer to the Premier’s announcement on 10 April 2013 that responsibility for the science portfolio will be 
moved from the Department of Commerce to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 

(1) On which date did the responsibility for the science portfolio shift to DPC? 

(2) How many staff from the industry, science and innovation division of the Department of Commerce are 
now working in the Office of Science in DPC? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied:  
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 

(1) The Office of Science formally began within DPC on 1 July 2013. 

(2) Fourteen. 

BUILDING MANAGEMENT AND WORKS — SUBCONTRACTORS — GAVIN CONSTRUCTION 

477. Hon KATE DOUST to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Finance: 

The minister is aware that Gavin Construction has been in financial difficulty and late paying subcontractors on 
Building Management and Works projects for the past 12 to 18 months. Gavin Construction has now been 
placed in liquidation. 
(1) Why was no firm action taken by BMW during this period to protect payments to subcontractors? 

(2) Why can these unpaid subcontractors not now make a claim to RiskCover for an ex gratia payment? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied:  
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) Building Management and Works fulfils its legal obligation to pay builders in accordance with its 
contracts. Any action taken in relation to alleged non-payment needs to be consistent with the contract. 
With respect to Gavin Construction, BMW took firm action to protect the interests of subcontractors. 
BMW made contact with subcontractors to understand their concerns and ensure that statutory 
declarations provided by Gavin Construction were not false. Under the terms of its contract, BMW 
withheld payment to Gavin Construction as Gavin Construction was unable to satisfactorily 
demonstrate that all subcontractors had been paid. 

(2) Eligibility for the payments under the ex gratia fund is confined to subcontractors who participated as 
part of the Small Business Commissioner’s construction subcontractor investigation.  

MINING REHABILITATION FUND 

478. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the minister representing the Minister for Mines and Petroleum: 

I thank the Minister for Agriculture and Food for bringing to my attention that he was holding a question on my 
behalf, which I thought I had asked a month or so ago.  

I refer to the replacement of the environmental bond system with the mining rehabilitation fund as outlined in the 
minister’s media statement of 4 July 2013 in which he identified the return of the bond money to Pluton 
Resources Ltd. 
(1) How will the MRF achieve higher standards of mining rehabilitation and mine closure? 

(2) In the event of a mining company going into administration, who will pay for the environmental 
rehabilitation of the mine and associated activities? 

(3) Did the minister investigate the implications for the environment of the new system before it was 
implemented? 

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

(5) If yes to (3), what were the results and will the minister please table these? 
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Hon KEN BASTON replied:  

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

(1) The mining rehabilitation fund is being implemented in tandem with other environmental reform 
activities by the Department of Mines and Petroleum. The 2010 amendments to the Mining Act 1978 
required all mine sites to have approved mine closure plans in place by 1 July 2014, the date that the 
MRF becomes compulsory. These mine closure plans clearly lay out the way in which mine sites will 
be rehabilitated prior to closure. The MRF levy payment is based on the extent of disturbed area on 
tenements. Once the tenement holder starts rehabilitation work, the levy payment reduces significantly 
and once rehabilitation work is completed, that land no longer attracts a levy. This will encourage early 
and staged rehabilitation. 

The MRF will also achieve higher standards of mining rehabilitation as it will provide government with 
the means to undertake rehabilitation work when necessary. The environmental bond system, providing 
on average only 25 per cent of the cost of rehabilitation, exposed government to a high liability in the 
event of a company going under administration. 

(2) Companies under administration are not eligible to enter the MRF during this voluntary year. High-risk 
circumstances, such as being in administration, will continue to attract bonds into the future. In 
circumstances in which there is a tenement forfeiture, the MRF will be used to pay for rehabilitation. 

(3) Yes. 

(4) Not applicable. 

(5) “Western Australia’s Mining Security System: Preferred Options Paper”, dated 30 March 2011, 
provides an analysis of risks and benefits to the environment of the MRF and the bond system and has 
been tabled. The report is also available on the Department of Mines and Petroleum’s website. 

FEES AND CHARGES — AGRICULTURE AND FOOD PORTFOLIO 

479. Hon DARREN WEST to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 

I refer to question without notice 376 in relation to increased fees and charges. 

(1) Will the minister please provide a detailed list of the 14 new fees and the amount charged for each new 
fee? 

(2) How much does the government expect to raise from these new fees? 

Hon KEN BASTON replied:  

Sorry, Mr President, I do not have an answer for that question. 

DISABILITY SERVICES — MY WAY PROGRAM 

Question on Notice 125 — Answer Advice 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Disability Services) [5.12 pm]: Pursuant to 
standing order 107(2), I wish to inform the house that the answer to question on notice 125 asked by 
Hon Sally Talbot on Wednesday, 19 June 2013 to me the Minister for Disability Services is expected to be 
provided on Tuesday, 10 September 2013. 

ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 

Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [5.13 pm]: I seek leave to continue my comments at a later 
stage of this day’s sitting. 

[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at a later stage of the sitting.] 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House). 

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 

Special 

On motion without notice by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House), resolved with an absolute majority — 

That the house at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 10 September 2013, at 3.00 pm. 
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FORMER MINISTER FOR ENERGY — STAFF COSTS 
Statement 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (North Metropolitan) [5.15 pm]: I want to put on the public record some 
additional information following on from the debate that we had earlier today. I made some comments during 
that debate about some major concerns that go to the functioning of government agencies and to the heart of the 
integrity of this government. I referred to the number of people who had held very senior positions in the energy 
sector but are no longer in those positions, and I commented on the loss of expertise in that sector. I also made 
some comments about chiefs of staff who had been pushed aside—five of them, in fact. I would also remind the 
house about the 45 people who went through Minister Collier’s office during that time.  
However, the real issue is what has been the real cost of all of this. It is beholden on Minister Collier—or the 
government or the Premier; I do not really care who it is—to provide some information on how much has been 
paid in total, other than ordinary salaries and/or accrued leave, to term-of-government ministerial office staff, to 
heads of departments, including directors general, acting directors general, coordinators, acting coordinators and 
chief executive officers, and to managing directors and directors of government trading enterprises, who left 
their position during the time Minister Collier was Minister for Energy. I think that if we add up the payout 
figures to these individuals, the cost will run into hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of dollars. That 
information needs to be provided to the house.  

I also want to comment on the fact that at the time Minister Collier was Minister for Energy—I do not believe 
things would have changed now, because the way ministers operate is the way they operate—he seemed to have 
a practice of sacking people when they were on leave. If ministers want to deal with a person who is inefficient 
or incompetent—I understand that none of these people was—they need to follow proper and due process. This 
minister did not do that. He wanted the chief of staff at that time, which I believe was around 2011, to sack the 
media adviser while she was on bereavement leave. I remember that we raised questions in Parliament about this 
matter. Apparently, that was then put off until the day she got back. That is a pretty low act if members ask me. I 
also put on the public record that I understand that Minister Collier’s chief of staff at the time, Darren Brown I 
think it was, was fired by the minister while he was in New York on holiday. I understand that the minister 
advised the staff in his ministerial office that Mr Brown would not be coming back and had just chosen to leave 
of his own accord. That is pretty poor. There was no due process whatsoever. I put these matters to the house 
because they are serious matters.   

Another serious matter that I want to raise is the allegations of bullying in the minister’s office. I understand 
there were claims of bullying. This minister is alleged to have bullied office staff and that complaints had been 
made by office staff when he was Minister for Energy. There are allegations from the Department of Training 
and Workforce Development of this minister’s bullying. Allegations have also been made out of the Office of 
Energy against this minister, and by chiefs of staff, that this minister has bullied them. One case that comes to 
mind, in particular, is that of Blair Stratton. I will put that on the record. The minister can laugh all he likes. I 
understand there was to have been an independent Public Sector Commission investigation. I also understand 
that the so-called independent Public Sector Commissioner wanted to undertake that inquiry, but the minister did 
not want that to proceed; the minister wanted to be able to send a letter that basically said Dr Ruth Shean was 
incompetent. That is how the minister wanted to deal with the allegations made against him. The minister 
insisted there be no investigation and, from what I understand, the Public Sector Commissioner complied. Rather 
than there be some investigation of the events that were occurring in the minister’s office at the time, I 
understand the Public Sector Commissioner made a determination that he would not investigate the minister’s 
office but instead would examine the Department of Training and Workforce Development. That was the 
solution to the reporting of bullying by a range of people to the Public Sector Commissioner, Mal Wauchope. 
The minister’s staff then had to undertake an ethical and accountable decision-making course as a result of that 
investigation. The only problem with all of this was it was not the minister’s staff who were the problem—they 
had the problem! The problem was the minister, yet they were forced to undertake this professional development 
in ethical and accountable decision-making course. The way this minister runs his office is totally unacceptable.  

I put on the public record that Blair Stratton, one of the people who it was alleged were bullied by the minister, 
took a redundancy payout of $83 333. He went on holiday and he came back to a $300 000 a year job that was 
created under a restructure of Synergy that occurred whilst he was in the role of chief of staff in Minister 
Collier’s office.  
I commented today about Hon Peter Katsambanis being a candidate whilst at the same time working at 
Minister Collier’s office. He seemed to take offence at that. The preselection for Hon Peter Katsambanis’s 
position was on 12 February 2012. He was still working as chief of staff in the minister’s office on 25 October 
2013, which is eight months later. He was a class 1 — 
Hon Peter Katsambanis interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: What is the member’s problem? 
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Hon Peter Katsambanis: You said 25 October 2013; that is in the future! I am here. I am not there!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Mr President, I am sorry, it was 2012. Hon Peter Katsambanis was still in the 
minister’s office on 25 October 2012. This comes from a schedule of the ministerial office staffing of 
Hon Peter Collier, MLC, as at 25 October 2012. There is no question about Hon Peter Katsambanis being there; 
the real question is whether he was still there up to the date of the election and when the writs were called. The 
other question that was raised was why Hon Peter Katsambanis was allowed to stay as a COS, whilst at the same 
time the candidate running for Collie–Preston, Jaimee Motion, who happened to be Minister Buswell’s media 
adviser, was not allowed to stay on in her role. I find it incredible that Hon Peter Katsambanis was allowed to 
keep his job as a chief of staff, but Jaimee Motion was not allowed to stay in her role. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: She may have or she may not have. That is not my understanding. Members 
might say that because it is easy. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: If members opposite want to get up, get up. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am really hitting it hard. Clearly, honourable members on the other side of the 
chamber have a problem with some of the things that I am advising this house of. 

FORMER MINISTER FOR ENERGY — STAFF COSTS 

Statement 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [5.25 pm]: I appreciate that this is 
not a time for ministers to speak, and I do not intend to take any more than two minutes. Suffice to say, I really, 
really resent the comments made by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. I have tolerated the vitriol and the vile that has come 
from the member’s mouth over a number of years now, but I have sat here tonight and listened to a load of 
nonsense. I want to correct the record right now. There has never—I repeat: never—been an accusation of 
bullying levelled against me from either my office or any department under my jurisdiction. I do not know where 
the member is getting her information from, but it is manifestly wrong. 

The second thing I would like to clarify is that Blair Stratton and his beautiful wife, Julia, are valued friends of 
mine. Blair Stratton has never on any occasion accused me of bullying. I have absolutely no doubt that he will be 
absolutely mortified by the accusations that the honourable member has levelled against me tonight at his 
expense. I am acting on behalf of my valued friend in Blair Stratton in correcting the record. 

I understand the issues with politics and there is a bit of argy-bargy across the chamber, but the nonsense from 
this honourable member that I have to listen to is really getting quite trying. It is not because it is the honourable 
member, as we are used to the nonsense that she carries on with. The simple fact of the matter is that she thinks 
she has the imprimatur of Parliament to come in here day after day and spit out this abject nonsense. Once again, 
I refute absolutely the accusations that the honourable member has made in the chamber tonight. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has had her say; let someone else have a go. 

NATIONAL MARRIAGE DAY 

Statement 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [5.27 pm]: Earlier this week Hon Nick Goiran marked National 
Marriage Day by speaking in defence of what he called the traditional definition of “marriage”. In fact, as we all 
know, what he is actually defending is an amendment made to the Marriage Act in 2004 that defined “marriage” 
as the union of a man and a woman. It is worth noting that Hon Alastair Nicholson, the former Chief Justice of 
the Family Court of Australia, summed up the views of many of us when he said of the 2004 amendment — 

In my view, this Act is one of the most unfortunate pieces of legislation that has ever been passed by the 
Australian Parliament. 

Of course, as I am sure at least the lawyers in this chamber know, the Marriage Act as originally enacted in 1961 
did not contain a definition of “marriage”. 

Hon Michael Mischin: It adopted the common law definition. 
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Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Hon Michael Mischin; I am just coming to that. In the second reading 
speech given by Attorney-General Garfield Barwick on 19 May 1960, he said — 

… it will be observed that there is no attempt to define marriage in this bill. None of the marriage laws 
to which I have referred contains any such definition. 

Senator John Gorton, as he was then when he took the bill through the Senate in April 1961, said — 

… in our view it is best to leave to the common law the definition … of the meaning of ‘marriage’ … 

The defence mounted by Hon Nick Goiran is of a relatively recent legal concept of marriage, one that we might 
almost be tempted to call a fashion of the moment. 
Several members interjected.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: That aside, I am happy to add my comments today in support of marriage, if what is 
clearly understood is that my support is for people being able to choose to marry if they feel that marriage is an 
appropriate way to mark their relationship. That is an important qualification, because the reality is that marriage 
is like motherhood. When it is good, it is very good; but a bad marriage can be a living hell of exploitation, abuse 
and violence. It has always made me queasy to hear people mount a defence of marriage without acknowledging 
that marriage is about building a story, not about a series of necessary and sufficient conditions for enforcing 
property rights and parental obligations. I enjoyed the way Hon Nick Goiran wove that particular metaphor into 
his speech the other night—the metaphor about building the story. Unfortunately, I did not enjoy anything else 
about his speech, because what he was doing was not defending marriage but attacking marriage equality. That 
member makes some interesting speeches in this place and is clearly a man of some capacity and intellect, but, 
frankly, most of the content of his speech the other night was complete twaddle at best, and at worst a sinister 
and malevolent attempt to mislead browsers of Hansard about what marriage equality or same-sex marriage is 
about.  

Let me cut straight to the point here and run through a simple checklist of facts about what will happen when we 
have marriage equality in Australia. I say “when” rather than “if” very deliberately because I am one of millions 
of Australians who are genuinely perplexed why such a fundamental human right has been denied for so long. 
Let us remember that the premise underlying the law that currently restricts marriage on the grounds of gender is 
the same premise that once defined the right to marry in terms of a person’s race or religion. Such laws were the 
result of entrenched discrimination, and changing those laws was both instrumental in and a result of removing 
that discrimination. This I am certain will be the case soon with discrimination against people in the gay, lesbian, 
bisexual, transgender and intersex community and their right to participate in the civil institution of marriage.  

So, a quick fact check for Hon Nick Goiran, and for anybody else who is interested in how to answer questions 
about marriage equality. First, marriage equality will not lead to polygamy, incest or marriage between people 
and their pets or their pot plants. Of course, the kind of unhappy situations where people find themselves in 
incestuous relationships will still arise. One of the saddest of these is when people do not know their family 
history. That is a perpetual nightmare for people who are adopted, fostered or otherwise removed from their 
origins. But to connect things like polygamy with marriage equality is ludicrous. We might just as easily say that 
educating girls causes their uteruses to atrophy. That, of course, was the argument used in previous centuries to 
warn women off book learning. Well, women are now full participants in the education system and they do still 
have gynaecological problems, but only the most fanciful or mischievous imagination would connect those two 
things.  

Hon Michael Mischin: Who suggested they would? Is that Hon Nick Goiran?  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I will give Hon Michael Mischin the source later. I am sorry he missed out on that. 

Second, marriage equality will not change the definition of marriage. Speaking as a member of the GLBTI 
community, I can tell you that the reason we want marriage equality is because we like marriage, not because we 
want to change it. We believe that to marry is to do something meaningful and deeply significant. There is no 
dogma attached to that belief. We do not think marriage is mandatory. We do not think it is the only meaningful 
and significant thing people can do to express their love for each other, but we do think that the exclusion of 
people solely on the basis of their gender is the last remnant of discrimination that once included race and 
religion, and is as unfair and outdated as these past practices.  

Third, and I assume this is not news to Hon Nick Goiran, people living in same-sex relationships have always 
had children, children who look and behave exactly like other children, going to school, playing with their 
friends, putting the adults who love and care for them through exactly the same roller-coaster of joys and 
sorrows that accompanies the raising of all children. What is good for children—all children—is to be 
surrounded by love and loving, secure relationships. Of course being brought up in a good marriage is good for 
children; how can it possibly be logical to deny the children of same-sex parents the opportunity to be brought up 
in a family whose adults have formalised their commitment to each other by marrying? 
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The final point I want to make is to reassure Hon Nick Goiran that there is absolutely no evidence whatsoever, 
anywhere on the face of the earth, that the concern he has about the marriage equality “slippery slope” has any 
basis in reality. These are just fears, and fears can be overcome by acquaintance with fact. I understand that in 
terms of defending an argument, it is not logical simply to cite other examples of a practice; but it is worth 
noting that in the other major jurisdictions all around the world where same-sex marriage is already legal, we 
have not seen marriage change in the way he fears. It just does not happen, and that may be one of the reasons 
why a majority of Australian Christians support marriage equality—another indisputable fact that is worth 
adding to the mix. We look back at the arguments that once defended discriminatory exclusions from marriage 
with shame and embarrassment. Before too long, arguments like the one we heard from Hon Nick Goiran will be 
relegated to that same archive, to be pored over by historians of the future who will wonder at some of our past 
practices and beliefs. That day, for me and for millions of Australians, cannot come soon enough. 

NATIONAL MARRIAGE DAY 
Statement 

HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Attorney General) [5.36 pm]: I was not going to rise to 
speak, and I certainly do not want to get into a debate about same-sex marriage and the merits of views as to 
whether marriage ought to change its character or not, but I do want to correct Hon Sally Talbot’s understanding 
of the law and history. Although the commonwealth’s Marriage Act 1961—which was enacted pursuant to its 
constitutional powers—did not contain a definition of “marriage” as such, it was quite apparent that it had picked 
up the common law definition of marriage. The common law definition of marriage was a union for life between 
a man and a woman to the exclusion of all others; that was the common law definition of marriage. There was no 
scope for it to include anyone else, third parties or the like. I know a little about the subject, because I did my 
honours thesis on it, so there needs to be a correction on that basis—that somehow the 2004 enactment changed 
the law. The law would have to have been changed anyway in order to have gone with same-sex marriage, or the 
inclusion of a third party, or however it is done. Of course, over time, there have been numerous qualifications to 
that basic definition; the idea of divorce was one of them. That was a difficult process that only evolved over 
time because nullity needs to be obtained in order to dissolve a union and to say that it never existed from the 
beginning, and that proved very difficult. In any event, I correct Hon Sally Talbot on that part of the law. There 
is no fundamental right, that I am aware of, to same-sex marriage. One can always assert a right about anything 
if one wants to have it, but the reality is that that has always been the definition, even prior to 1961 and certainly 
prior to 2004, and for as long as anyone can remember. It is not just a matter of changing social attitudes; we 
would need to change the law to alter the common law definition.  

House adjourned at 5.38 pm 
__________ 
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