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THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House) took the chair at 3.00 pm, and read prayers. 

SWAN VALLEY PLANNING ACT 1995 — PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
Petition 

HON ALYSSA HAYDEN (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [3.02 pm]: I present a petition 
containing two signatures couched in the following terms — 

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

We the undersigned residents of Western Australia are opposed to any changes to The Swan Valley 
Planning Act of 1995 relating to Sub division of land involving a reduction to minimum lot sizes within 
the boundaries of the current Swan Valley Planning Act Sub division with any reduction of minimum 
lot sizes will impact not only on viticulture and rural lifestyle but threatens the amenity and the future of 
the Swan Valley as one of Perth’s iconic tourism destinations. 

Your petitioners therefore respectfully request the Legislative Council to support the current Swan 
Valley Planning Act of 1995 without any changes relating to sub division of land and minimum lot 
sizes. 

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

By way of background, this petition is identical to one with 1 530 signatures that was tabled on 27 November 
2012 by Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm. Due to the proroguing of Parliament that petition is no longer in front of the 
Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs; therefore, it was necessary to re-table this petition. 

[See paper 1465.] 

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

ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 8 May on the following motion moved by Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental Health) — 

That pursuant to standing order 69(1), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 1449A–E 
(2014–15 budget papers) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 8 May 2014. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [3.06 pm]: Last Thursday the 2014–15 budget was tabled. If we 
were looking for one word to describe and sum up that budget, it would be a “horror” budget—a horror budget 
for families in Western Australia and a horror budget for people who were expecting the Liberal–National 
government to deliver on its election promises. It is a budget that continues the poor financial management and 
the use of accounting changes by this government to try to produce a surplus every year. It will have a negative 
and significant impact on families. It confirms the many and varied broken promises that the Liberal–Nationals 
made at the 2013 election that are simply not going to be delivered. It confirms again that Mr Barnett and his 
National Party colleagues have the wrong priorities for Western Australia. This budget and the announcements 
that have come out of Canberra since last Thursday confirm once and for all that this Liberal government in 
Western Australia will bend over and kowtow to Canberra whenever the federal government tells it to jump. 
That is the story we will see out of this budget. 

I will start with how this budget hurts families. It hurts families, in particular families who can least afford the 
imposts that this government intends to put on them. There is something in the order of $1.1 billion in tax grabs 
on Western Australians arising out of this budget. It does not help restore our AAA credit rating. The figures that 
the government give show that the impact on families is something in the order of between $300 and $400 a 
year. I would suggest that on an annual basis it is, on average, $420. However, as I go through today I will point 
out that this budget will have a far higher impact on the annual household bills, fees and charges for many people 
living in different parts of Western Australia. 

The budget will see state debt continue to grow by some $25 billion, and now it is expected to reach just short of 
$30 billion at the end of the forward estimates. That will produce an interest payment that will require 
governments of the future to charge families higher fees and charges and higher taxes to pay only the interest bill 
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on that $30 billion—something just under $1 billion a year. That is money that will not be able to go to schools, 
hospitals, police and building our transport network; it is money that, before anything else can be done, needs to 
go to paying that bill. Never before has a government left that sort of legacy for the people of Western Australia. 
In fact, that is the total net debt. If net debt within the general government sector—the departments and agencies 
that are funded out of the consolidated account—were consolidated into one department, it would be the fourth 
largest department in Western Australia after health, education and police. We would then have the “department 
for repaying the debt of Mr Barnett and the Liberal–National government of the last couple of years”. 

As far as I can tell from going through the history of budgets in Western Australia, no government has ever left 
for future generations a debt of that magnitude in the general government sector. That is something for which 
members on the other side will be forever held to account. I am confident that history will judge this government 
very poorly for that. When Elizabeth Quay is completed, people will say that the Elizabeth Quay project could 
have been done for half that price, and instead of having to pay off the debt for that project, that money could 
have been used to build new schools in Western Australia. 

I now want to take a bit of time to talk about what is happening in my shadow portfolio areas. Under the Barnett 
government, the cost to families in Western Australia of owning a motor vehicle will increase. This budget will 
remove the discount that is given to people for the licensing and registration of a private motor vehicle. The 
removal of that discount will add $90 to the cost of motor vehicle licence fees. When we include compulsory 
third-party fees and the other elements of the licence fee, that is an increase of about $111. Since this 
government has come to power, motor vehicle licence fees have already increased to about $970 a year. That is 
the sort of impost that this government is putting on hardworking Western Australian families. I do not think 
anybody would argue that people in Perth do not need a motor vehicle. In a perfect world, if public transport was 
widely available, a family might be able to get away with having only one motor vehicle. However, for many of 
the families who live in the outer suburbs of Perth, it is essential to have one motor vehicle, and, if both parents 
are working, it is usually essential to have two motor vehicles. 

Public transport fares will be increased by just under five per cent. That figure has nothing to do with inflation; it 
has everything to do with this government continuing along a trajectory that it has been on for some considerable 
time. The government has made it clear that it intends to continue to increase public transport fares. As of 1 July, 
people will also be charged $2 a day to park their car at a train station. At some train stations, people are already 
paying $2 for parking. However, that includes the provision of security. I understand that the government intends 
to continue to charge $2 at those stations but to remove the security from those car bays. That is another 
outrageous impost on the people of Western Australia. The fees and charges for public transport will be 
increased well above the rate of inflation. Many of the people who use public transport are the same public 
servants who have been told by this government that they cannot get a pay increase that is above the rate of 
inflation, even though this government is not able to keep its fees and charges below the rate of inflation. 

I also need to mention that when the government released its basket of fees and charges for public transport, it 
was based on five return trips in a zone-2 area. That may have been an appropriate figure to use a number of 
years ago, but it is not applicable to many public transport users today. My electorate office is based in 
Joondalup, and we are in zone 3. Currambine is in zone 4, and Rockingham is in zone 5. The increases for 
families in those outlying areas are far higher than the figures that are contained in the budget papers that were 
presented to us last week. The 20 per cent increase that is detailed in budget paper No 3 will now be a 30c or 40c 
trip, so that will be an extra 60c a day for those people. Members opposite may say that is nothing; that is pocket 
change. However, for many families, that is an impost that they cannot afford. They will need to scrape around 
in their money jars to find that money, if they have it at all. The fares for kids going to and from school will also 
be increased. That shows the government’s priorities in these matters. We have been told that it is about 
rounding up the fare. Schoolkids have to use a SmartRider card in order to get a discount. Therefore, the fare 
could have been increased by 1c, 2c, 3c or 4c. The government did not need to increase fares by 20 per cent in 
order to achieve that rounding. For people who live in zone 5, that will be a 30c increase for a one-way trip, 
which will be an extra 60c a day or $3 a week. It all adds up. People will be hurt as a result of these increases. It 
is not only public transport. These increases are compounding. The emergency services levy will also be 
increased. 

One of the cruellest things that this government has done is that it has reduced significantly the long-established 
stamp duty concession for first home buyers. In the last budget, the government reduced the first home owner 
grant for existing properties from $7 000 to $3 000. Stamp duty for first home buyers will now phase in far 
earlier than the previous figure of $500 000. It is worth noting that when that figure of $500 000 was first 
implemented, the median house price in Western Australia was significantly lower than what it is today. That 
gave first home owners, many of which are young families, the opportunity to choose a block of land and build a 
house—because the stamp duty concession for land is a different figure—and get a good start in life. The amount 
of $500 000 is now barely enough to buy a two-bedroom, one-bathroom apartment in Joondanna. That means 
that first home buyers will have to search for a cheaper property in order to stay under this government’s new 
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threshold for the phasing in of stamp duty. If members on the other side really care about the families in these 
areas, they will talk to their new Treasurer and ask him to stop these savage increases. Seriously, it does not 
matter where we look in this budget; if there is an opportunity for this government to increase fees and charges, 
it will do that. 

As I said, the basket of goods that the government released on budget day does not include public transport fares 
in zones 3, 4 and 5. It also does not include the increase in parking charges in the central business district of 
Perth. The Perth parking levy will increase by $365 over the next two years. That is on top of the $365 increase 
that this government put in place when it first came into power, and the above-inflation increases in the Perth 
parking levy since that date. Of course at that time, the government said that money would be used for the 
sinking of the bus station in Wellington Street. We have now learnt that the government intends to use that 
money not to build a new piece of infrastructure, but to sink an existing piece of infrastructure. One would have 
thought that the government would have been making provision in its books for that piece of infrastructure over 
the last 25 years of its existence as that infrastructure depreciates. The money from the Perth parking levy should 
be going into new infrastructure, not replacing existing infrastructure, which is what the government wants to do. 
To make matters worse, it will continue to charge people and fund paying it off long after work on it has been 
completed. 

There is also the waste levy, which does not show up in the basket of goods and charges. When people get this 
year’s rates bill from their local authority, there is no doubt that waste collection charges will be up—not 
because local councils are inefficient or slow running, but because the Barnett government has found another 
way to dip its hands into the pockets of Western Australian families. Over the coming weeks, my colleagues will 
outline many other areas in which the government is trying to raise revenue to counteract its inability to control 
expenditure. It is worth noting that the government’s problem is not a drop in revenue. Indeed, members on the 
other side of the house often pretend that the government is experiencing difficulties because revenue has 
dropped substantially when, in fact, revenue is predicted to be higher than it was in the Pre-election Financial 
Projections Statement released prior to the 2013 election. At that time revenue was predicted to be $28.4 billion; 
it is now predicted to be $28.6 billion. Interestingly, expenses were expected to be $27.6 billion, but they are 
now expected to be $28.5 billion. What does that tell us? It tells us that this government created its financial 
problems because it cannot control its expenditure; they are not due to problems with revenue growth. That is not 
to say that we are not getting a bad deal thanks to the commonwealth–state financial arrangement that 
Richard Court, Colin Barnett and the National Party signed us up to in 1999; indeed, we are getting a bad deal. 
However, revenue is climbing faster than the Liberal Party expected when it came to government. 

Another issue is net debt. On Friday, I listened with interest to an interview with the Treasurer on ABC’s 
7.30 WA. He said that the state did not have enough debt when the Barnett government came to power and that 
we need more. I do not recall ever seeing a Liberal Party election advertisement that said that it would increase 
debt because we do not have enough! The Treasurer also said that he had seen figures suggesting that under 
Labor, net debt would be between $15 billion and $16 billion. I challenge any member on the other side of the 
chamber to produce the document that shows that net debt under Labor would have been between $15 billion 
and $16 billion. The 2008 Pre-election Financial Projections Statement predicted that net debt for the total 
public sector would climb to between $8 billion to $9 billion under Labor by 2011–12, the last year of the 
forward estimates in the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement. Mr Nahan must have been confused 
about debt, because the Liberal government is the only government that has got debt to between $15 billion and 
$16 billion in the last year of the forward estimates as outlined in the 2008 Pre-election Financial Projections 
Statement. At the end of the 2011–12 financial year, net debt climbed to $14.5 billion. Interestingly, at the time 
of the budget for 2011–12, the Liberal Party estimated that debt would be $17.291 billion. That shows that even 
though it wanted to spend more money, it was too incompetent to spend it as fast as it would have liked. If one 
goes back to the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement and what was being predicted prior to the election, 
and to Treasury’s costings of Labor’s election commitments, there is no $15 billion or $16 billion figure. The 
only figure in 2011–12 of $15 billion or $16 billion was the actual result delivered by the Barnett government. It 
is worth noting that Labor’s figures in the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement and its election costings 
included funding for a stadium, which was still part of the $30 billion. Very little money, if any, was included in 
2011–12 for that project because of the Barnett government’s decision to defer it. It would have been included 
had Labor been in power. The Butler rail extension would have been not only funded, but also built by the end of 
the 2011-12 financial year. It is always worth noting that when the Labor Party left office, there was a surplus of 
more than $3 billion in the general government sector, which was predominantly made up of money left for the 
Barnett government to build Fiona Stanley Hospital. It did not start with a figure of zero in the general 
government sector; rather, it started with $1.2 billion in an account to build Fiona Stanley Hospital. Moreover, 
the interest accrued over time was more than enough to cover the cost of the hospital. After Treasury had worked 
out Labor’s election costings, the expected final figure was $11.2 billion—that figure included our election 
costings and all of those projects—which is significantly less than what the Barnett government has delivered. 
I hope the new Treasurer makes a correction at some point. I hope he does not go down the path of the former 
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Treasurer in the way he completely and dishonestly presents the facts to the people of Western Australia. There 
was no $15 billion or $16 billion debt, but if there were, it must be in a projection that goes well beyond any 
reasonable time frame. I hope the Treasurer corrects what he said on 7.30 WA last Friday. 

Despite that level of debt, there will still be many broken promises. Many projects committed to by the Barnett 
government have simply not been delivered. I have a list of projects promised by the Liberal Party at the last 
election, including those that were supposedly funded and committed to in the budget—they were not even 
election promises—such as the Malaga Drive overpass. The list also contains the ones that were committed to 
during the election campaign. I struggle to find a project that has been delivered as it was committed to at the 
time of the election. I have a lovely tracking sheet. If members on the other side of the house want to provide 
examples of an election promise that has been delivered, I am happy to look at them to see whether that is the 
case. In many cases, the government has changed the timing of election commitments, changed the scope of 
election commitments or reduced the amount being spent on election commitments. It has also added extra 
charges on top of what was committed to at the last election. 

I need to start with the Barnett government’s biggest broken promise since the last election—namely, light rail. 
In five years of Get Smart, KAOS could not destroy Max! But in three years of the Barnett government, chaos 
has killed the MAX! I am a great fan of Get Smart, particularly Max. I probably enjoyed watching 99 getting out 
of trouble all the time as well. I enjoyed watching Get Smart, and KAOS could never destroy Max. It took the 
Barnett government only three years, from the time it said Metro Area Express light rail was a priority in 2011, 
when it released its draft master plan for public transport in Western Australia. MAX light rail was to be a 
priority project that the government would deliver on. Of course, we have the beautiful glossies. This is a 
government that is adept at producing beautiful glossies with lovely animations and fly-throughs. It is a shame 
that the government does not build the projects that it produces the glossies and fly-throughs for. I will read 
some of the documents that the government used to promote MAX light rail before it killed it off. Why was this 
route chosen? One of the glossy brochures distributed to people at consultation meetings and the like about the 
MAX light rail proposal states — 

As outlined in the State Government’s draft plan Public Transport for Perth in 2031, published in July 
2011, the Central Northern Corridor was identified as a priority for rapid transit services. This is 
because it is a key public transport corridor that is not currently served by any high-capacity transport 
and falls in a gap between the Joondalup and Midland rail lines. Alexander Drive is one of Perth’s 
busiest public transport corridors — 

These are very important words. The words of the government, I quote — 

— it has reached capacity and is unable to meet current and future demand, despite buses running at 
high frequency. 

In case members on the other side of the chamber did not hear those words, I will repeat them — 

… it has reached capacity and is unable to meet current and future demand, despite buses running at 
high frequency. 

Those are the government’s words. That corridor has reached capacity, but where is the government’s solution? 
Where is the government’s answer to the problems with that light rail? Interestingly, the government has 
committed to and says it will proceed with the airport rail line—we will not see it until 2020—but how will we 
deal with congestion in that corridor? According to government modelling, by 2031, 49 000 people a day are 
expected to travel on the Mirrabooka to Perth leg of MAX light rail. That was the government’s prediction and it 
was based on an increase from the original modelling of about 35 000 people a day. Where will those people go? 
How are they going to move about? If members think congestion in Perth is bad today, imagine what will 
happen when those 49 000 people use it. There are not 49 000 people using the corridor today; nowhere near that 
number. On the radio a couple of weeks ago, the new Minister for Transport indicated that he expected the Perth 
Airport rail line to carry about 20 000 people a day after its completion in 2031. Where is the solution for the 
north–central corridor and the people of Mount Lawley, Morley, Mirrabooka, Ellenbrook and Ballajura? How 
will these people deal with traffic congestion in a corridor that, in the government’s own words, has reached 
capacity? How will that be addressed? 

MAX light rail might not be the best solution for that corridor, but it was a solution. There might be a better 
solution that combines building a rail line with the building of overpasses on Tonkin Highway. There was a 
beautiful symmetry with addressing the congestion problems of that corridor in Metronet. With money from the 
federal Labor government, this government is going to build overpasses on Tonkin Highway at the intersections 
with Collier and Benara Roads and Morley Drive. A beautiful thing about Metronet was that it would have 
ensured that those overpasses were built as part of its construction. It was a win–win solution, not only building a 
public transport solution, but also fixing the roads for freight and tradespeople who do not have the opportunity 
or capacity to use public transport. That is why Metronet was always a far superior solution to the problems of 
light rail. That is not to say that there is not an important role for light rail. The greatest capacity for light rail to 
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benefit Perth is in the east–west leg, which I note the new Minister for Transport suggests—if they ever build 
MAX. If we find out that the government “missed by that much” and MAX is back, the government will not do 
the east–west leg; it will only do the north–south leg. It is the east–west leg that would provide the greatest 
benefits to ease congestion. The best way to deliver public transport solutions for the north–central corridor is a 
heavy rail line as proposed with Metronet. It would carry more people. The figure of 49 000 people a day is very 
close to maximum capacity for light rail. Then the question has to be asked: what will the government do beyond 
2031? A heavy rail line would not be anywhere near capacity, and an urban rail along Tonkin and Reid 
Highways would deliver people into Perth quicker than the government’s proposed light rail. I might add that 
includes giving it priority. 

I will go back to some of these historical documents—I think they could be called that—and the overview 
provided by government to local residents. I quote — 

The ability to efficiently move a large number of people and reduce traffic congestion are only some of 
the benefits of light rail. 

MAX will be a better transport option for the environment. 

Today, now that it has killed MAX, the government is saying that the environment will not be better off. We will 
continue to damage the environment. 

Not only will light rail reduce our reliance on cars and improve metropolitan air quality, it will support 
higher population densities near stations — 

The document then states — 

Unlike much of our current bus network, MAX vehicles won’t get stuck in traffic. 

That is not exactly correct, because as MAX vehicles get closer into the city they will get stuck in traffic, which 
of course would not happen to urban rail. The document goes on to state — 

That’s because MAX will be separated from general traffic along most of its route and will have a 
higher priority at traffic lights. This means the MAX system will have more reliable journey times as 
traffic congestion increases into the future. 

Even with higher priority at traffic lights, a train from Mirrabooka to the city would be quicker than light rail 
down Alexander Drive and Fitzgerald Street. I believe there is a role for light rail in Western Australia, but the 
nature of Perth at the moment means that we have to target where we put light rail so we have the ability to build 
up high population densities near stations. I do not know whether the Barnett government has told the people 
who live on Alexander Drive that that is its plan. I think as we get closer to the city there is greater acceptance of 
the higher population density that would arise from a light rail system. 

That is probably the Barnett government’s biggest broken promise. It is chaos that has killed off MAX. We have 
not seen any of the three priority projects from 2011 survive even three years. The Ellenbrook rapid-transit bus 
system has gone. The extension of the Yanchep rail line has gone. We understand that the government submitted 
a proposal to Infrastructure Australia to connect Thornlie to Cockburn, but that too has gone.  

As I say, there is even the case of the airport rail line. The government dropped the Metro Area Express. It was 
supposed to do MAX and the airport rail line by 2018 and, of course, now we hear that even the airport rail line 
will be late, if it ever sees light of day, and based on the government’s current performance we have to seriously 
question whether that project will ever survive to completion. I very much look forward to the project definition 
plan coming out. Exactly when is a question mark. We were told that it was going to be December last year, then 
it was going to March this year, then it was going to be the middle of this year, then it was going to be later this 
year and then it was back to the middle of this year. I look forward to that PDP coming out. My prediction to this 
house is that we will see a very different proposal from the one that the government took to the election and on 
which it was elected. 

Of course, the government has broken promises in numerous other areas. There is its timetable for the delivery 
of projects such as the Aubin Grove railway station. The Premier originally announced it would be delivered in 
July 2015, then it became early 2016 and now—I do not think we found out in the recent budget, but we can 
work it out—it will be delivered in late 2016. The multistorey car park at Edgewater station in Joondalup was, 
again, promised in one time frame, but will now be delivered later than originally promised. The Malaga Drive 
overpass project, which I think I have already mentioned, has continually dropped out, yet, whichever way we 
want to look at road projects in Western Australia—whether from an accident point of view, the cost of accidents 
or the congestion—it would be one of the projects at the top of the list. At one point it appeared to be at the top 
of the list, but since the election, it has continued dropping down the list on an almost daily basis. 

A number of projects were promised in my electorate of North Metropolitan Region, particularly in the outer 
northern suburbs where I spend a fair chunk of my time, that people were looking forward to seeing. One project 
that was committed to, funded and in the budget, which was not even an election commitment, was the extension 
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of the freeway to Hester Avenue. That is being pushed back by two years. The Ocean Reef marina, interestingly, 
seems to pop up as an issue in the northern suburbs just before every election, whether it is for local government 
or state government. In fact, I am surprised that it did not pop up during the federal election. We suddenly saw a 
flurry of activity that would indicate that the Ocean Reef marina would go ahead. I noticed that, interestingly, at 
the last state election we were getting frustrated by this, so Labor indicated that it would provide funding to the 
City of Joondalup to assist it to progress that development. The Liberal Party said that it would not only provide 
funding but also take over the project and make it happen. That is what the Liberal Party said to the people of the 
northern suburbs. It is a very popular project and I have absolutely no doubt that part of the reason for a swing in 
a number of seats in the northern suburbs would have been that people believed that the Liberal Party would take 
over and make sure that the Ocean Reef marina happened. I cannot find the money or the commitment from the 
Barnett government anywhere in this budget. I do not think that people were expecting the state government to 
take over the project in 2017 just before the next election; the whole point of taking it over was to try to speed up 
the process, and of course that has not happened. That is a big broken promise for the people of the northern 
corridor. 

Another promise that was made, which I think we have talked about a bit in this house before, is the commitment 
to move government offices to regional centres, such as the Stirling regional centre where the Department of 
Commerce was supposed to go. The Department of Housing was supposed to go to the City of Fremantle. Parts 
of the police department were to go to Murdoch and government employees from different agencies were to be 
brought up to Joondalup. There is a commitment in this budget to move the Department of Commerce, but it is 
not to move it to the Stirling regional centre. That is a broken promise as clear as night follows day. At the time I 
think that even the government recognised that moving government offices to these regional centres was not just 
about getting cheaper rents. At the time that was the expectation, but it was also about doing two other things. It 
was about stimulating those regional centres to encourage and promote growth in those centres, and doing that 
would help address the congestion crisis. If people can start going to work in other destinations, rather than the 
absolute focus being on the Perth CBD, the road network can start to be used far more efficiently than it 
currently is. As someone who spent a large chunk of my working life travelling to Fremantle before I was 
elected to this place, I can assure members that it is a lot better to be going against traffic flows than with traffic 
flows. If people coming from the northern suburbs down the rail line could get off at Stirling railway station to 
go to the Department of Commerce head office, it would free up space for other people to get onto those trains as 
they come in closer to the CBD. We know that the congestion points where overcrowding is maximised on our 
trains are at those last few stations before the point of arrival in the CBD. If we can create a situation in which 
people get off to go to work at the police department in Murdoch or travel to Fremantle for work or any of those 
other options, it would free up capacity on our public transport as well as capacity on our roads. Therefore, it is 
good for not only building up those regional centres, which is a significant benefit in its own right, but also the 
overall functioning of our greater metropolis of Perth. Of course, there is no mention that I can find in the budget 
of money for that relocation of staff to Joondalup or Fremantle. To meet the time frames that the government has 
committed to, we expected that money would be in this budget we have just dealt with. That greatly disappoints 
me because it is not only a broken promise, but also actually bad for Western Australia. It confirms that the 
Barnett government simply does not have its priorities right. 

Of course, there is also a broken promise that has come to light with the release of the budget papers. People will 
struggle to find any mention in the budget papers of what I think may grow to be the broken promise that will 
undo the Barnett government once and for all—that is, the promise that there would be no toll roads in Western 
Australia. That promise was repeated on numerous occasions by the Barnett government leading into the 2013 
election. In fact, it has continually been reiterated post the election. Maybe the date of what I am about to quote 
gives things away. I have the transcript of an interview on 6PR between Simon Beaumont and the Premier on 
Wednesday, 1 April 2009. Perhaps we should have realised that would be the giveaway. That might be another 
way in which the Premier gets out of broken promises; it was not on FM radio, but it was on April Fools’ Day, 
so it is a commitment that does not count. A caller rang up and said the following — 

Ah, g’day gentlemen. Ah, Colin, I’m wondering if I could ask you to briefly perhaps give us your 
thoughts on toll roads being introduced to WA. 

Colin replies — 

Ah, I don’t support toll roads. There have been proposals on and off over the years and Western 
Australia is different. Sometimes we get ridiculed for that, but we don’t have toll roads, we don’t have 
poker machines and we don’t have Sunday trading, — 

Again, that might be have been a bit of a giveaway as well — 

and I think most West Australians probably have that view. So I have no intention and this government 
will not be introducing toll roads in Western Australia. 

That was April Fool’s Day 2009. 
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Then of course we can fast forward to 13 June 2012, before the election. In answer to a dorothy dixer from one 
of the backbench members of government, Colin Barnett was trying a beat-up by suggesting that WA Labor 
gives in to Canberra. How ironic is it that he was trying to somehow present an argument that we were beholden 
to our masters in Canberra? Look at what is happening now. Who is beholden to Canberra now? On 13 June 
2012, the words of Colin Barnett to the Legislative Assembly, in answer to a parliamentary question, as recorded 
in Hansard were — 

So I want to make it very clear: this government will not privatise Fremantle port — 

We can come to that a little later — 

we will not privatise the Water Corporation — 

We can discuss that a little later — 

and we will not introduce toll roads into Western Australia. I think the public needs to know that. 

I have checked; I poured lemon juice on this Hansard. I have done everything I learned from Maxwell Smart all 
those years ago to try to see whether there is a secret message. I have counted the number of letters, multiplied 
them three times and put them back together in another way to see whether, somewhere buried in there, he said, 
“We will not introduce toll roads for cars, but we will do it for trucks.” I thought maybe there was something I 
missed in all this. Unless, again, members on the other side can find me the code breaker that demonstrates that 
that was actually saying something different: it was not “We will have them for heavy vehicles, but not for cars”, 
it was “We will not introduce toll roads in Western Australia.” 

Later in the same answer he said — 

This state, as a result of the referendum, will not have daylight saving, it will not have pokies in every 
club and pub on every corner and neither will it have toll roads. 

Just to re-emphasise the point. He then went on to say probably the most ironic line of that day — 

There is a difference between this side of the house and the other side of the house, because the 
Liberal–National government here is able to set its own policies and make its own decisions; that is not 
true for Labor members opposite. 

What have we heard over the past few days after the state budget being brought down? We will be getting toll 
roads. Why will be getting toll roads? Because, apparently, the federal Liberal Party told the state Liberal Party 
that that is what it has to do. Who is kowtowing to Canberra today? Who is caving in to Canberra today? Who is 
failing to stand up for Western Australia today by saying, “No; we will decide what transport options we have in 
Western Australia and how we have them; not Tony Abbott—WA”? The people of Western Australia went to an 
election and made very clear what they wanted; they elected parties on the basis of priorities that saw fixing 
public transport and making some road improvements as being a balanced solution to dealing with the 
congestion crisis. That is what the people voted for. That is what the Liberal Party took to the people at the last 
election, but, no, every day since then we have seen the state Liberal Party caving in to Canberra—giving in to 
Canberra introducing a new tax. 

I loved what the new Treasurer said yesterday—in the way the Liberal Party seems to play semantics on a daily 
basis about what is a tax and what is a levy—“It’s not going to be a toll, it’s going to be a user charge.” I looked 
at the Urban Dictionary online—that was the best one of all—and it just defined a toll as a user charge. So, yes, 
it is going to be a user charge, because that is the longer way of saying it is a toll. We know how much 
Hon Nick Goiran hates us using long ways of saying things if we can say it in a short way. So, yes, it could be 
called a user charge because a toll is a user charge. It is a toll—a toll by any other name. For whom the bell tolls, 
in fact! That is clear from looking at dictionaries. I particularly liked the Macquarie Concise Dictionary which 
states — 

toll2 

noun 1. Also, tollage. a payment exacted by the state, the local authorities, etc., for some right or 
privilege, as for passage along a road or over a bridge. 

This is a new tax on the people of Western Australia. It is a new tax introduced as part of a conspiracy between 
the state and federal Liberal Parties that they kept hidden until these past few days. I wonder whether they 
actually had it concocted before the state and federal elections and just chose not to tell anybody. This will be the 
new tax for the people of Western Australia that the Liberal Party—both Tony Abbott and Colin Barnett—said it 
would never give them. This new tax, as we learned today on the radio from the new Minister for Transport, 
could extend from Fremantle to Muchea—through the Swan Valley! Do members remember the last person who 
charged a toll to travel through the Swan Valley? It was Moondyne Joe! I do not think anyone since Moondyne 
Joe has charged people a toll to travel through the Swan Valley, but Colin Barnett and his merry men will! It will 
be a toll on trucks. We are all going to pay for it; it is not going to suddenly disappear because some mythical 
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creature will pay it for us. It will be passed on. For members who represent and care about farmers, how are 
farmers going to get their sheep to Fremantle port without paying their toll? Are they able to pass that on to their 
customer in Kuwait or Saudi Arabia or wherever they sell their sheep? No; they are going to have to pay the toll 
and just suck it up and it will come off their profits. 

For domestic use there might be the capacity for some truck companies to pass it on to their consumers, but that 
will ultimately come on to every Western Australian. Whether it is paid on private motor vehicles or only on 
trucks, we will all end up paying for it. But there is the third and scariest option of all, which is that the way it 
will be dealt with is that people will not maintain their trucks in the way they should, thereby putting road safety 
at risk. I do not think I have ever met a single trucking operator who would want to do that—in fact, most I have 
met would probably choose to go out of business rather than do that—but we know some will try to if it is not 
able to be passed on. We have always tried to get different legislation to ensure that truck drivers get paid a fair 
rate for the work they do. We are still waiting for the chain of responsibility legislation some five years later. 
Some two years after it passed through this house, after many commitments from the other side about when it 
would be introduced, it still has not arrived. 

Toll roads will be arriving. We know this has not just arisen out of the blue. When the Liberal Party said its plans 
were fully funded and fully costed, did it have a top-secret plan—as Maxwell Smart would call it—to introduce 
these toll roads? In July 2012, Joe Hockey came to Western Australia. An article in The Weekend West by Daniel 
Emerson under the heading “Hockey calls for toll roads to pay for new roads” was about Joe Hockey telling a 
Perth business breakfast audience that he was in favour of WA subsiding other states through the GST. I bet 
government members enjoyed that comment from him. That is what their federal Treasurer said. He also said — 

Tolls roads should be instigated by the State Government if WA wants “extensive, expensive 
infrastructure”, shadow Federal treasurer Joe Hockey said yesterday. 

It is not as though we could wake up suddenly and be surprised about these toll roads that the federal Liberal 
government has inflicted on Western Australia. In fact, the interesting question of course will be: is it the federal 
government that has inflicted tolls? The state government is trying to present the narrative that this is a decision 
of the federal government. 

Last week when I asked who suggested it to who—that is, did the state suggest the idea of toll roads to the 
commonwealth or did the commonwealth suggest it to us—the Premier would not answer. I have learnt long 
enough that if the Premier does not answer something, it is normally because there is a bit of a fire around that 
smoke. Did the WA Liberal Party suggest the idea and is it now trying to go under the radar by claiming it was 
the federal government? 

On the radio today, the new Minister for Transport suggested that the toll will not just be on the Roe Highway 
extension, it will be on all of these road projects: the Tonkin Highway grade separations, the new Swan Valley 
bypass and the Gateway project. If we were to have toll roads, apparently it would be unwise to have them just 
on Roe 8 or a specific section; we would need to have them all the way from Fremantle port to Muchea. If 
members opposite really want to do that, get a mandate from the electorate. Get a mandate in the seat of Moore, 
or anywhere north of the city of Perth, from those who will have to use that freight route to get their product to 
Fremantle port. 

Where is the evidence to show the benefits of this case? That is a question I have asked today. I look forward to 
hearing whether the government can answer it. Why would I also think that the proposal for toll roads might 
have come from Western Australia? We have a new Treasurer. I have lost count of how many Treasurers we 
have had under this government, but we got a new one this year. The new Treasurer has a bit of history. He used 
to be a commentator on government budgets around the countryside. He is a very dry commentator on 
government budgets. The new Treasurer is part of a government that has seen debt spiral out of control. He 
wrote an article back in June 2000 for the Herald Sun. The opening lines were — 

Toll roads may be unpopular with many motorist and taboo with the Bracks Government, but they play 
a part in any coherent transport strategy for Victoria. 

Clearly he is someone who has a view that toll roads are good. If that was his view, and if that was what the 
government wanted to do, why did it not go to the people with that? Why did the government not tell the 
electorate that its fully funded, fully costed plan—which actually does not deliver the things it said it would 
deliver—is nonetheless still going to require a toll road? He goes on in that article — 

The fact is, the State and Commonwealth Governments could fund the completion of the entire network 
out of taxes or new borrowing but will not do so this decade because of higher priorities … 
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He acknowledges it can be built, but it is a matter of where priorities lie. Of course the “bling”—the vanity 
projects—are the priorities of this government rather than the balanced transportation system that Perth needs. 
Ironically, towards the very end of the article, the Treasurer goes on to state — 

The public quite rightly feels ripped-off by toll roads, forced to pay twice for roads: once through fuel 
taxes and another via tolls. The fact is, governments have long treated fuel taxes as just another tax and 
have collected far more in fuel taxes than they ever spend on roads. This is unlikely to change. 

I wonder if all those years ago Mike Nahan actually was able to predict what we would talk about today. 
Tomorrow, not only will we see toll roads for Western Australia—because the federal government demanded it 
of the WA Liberal Party and it says “Yes, sir”—but also we will see an increase in fuel excise. The Treasurer is 
right—the public, quite rightly, will feel ripped off. As of tomorrow, we will pay more in excise, not to mention 
paying more to visit a GP, but on top of that, people will have to pay a toll or, as the Macquarie Dictionary 
points out, “a tax to use a road or a bridge”. That is where we get to with this government in terms of those 
matters. 

The argument put forward by the government about why we want to build Roe Highway and this mega freeway 
from the airport to the port of Fremantle is that we need a freight route to connect Fremantle to the airport. By 
the “airport”, I think the government means that whole Forrestfield–Kewdale industrial distribution centre and 
the like. Members opposite may not realise this—because we know their long-held hostility to rail—but there 
already is a freight route between Fremantle and the airport. It is called a railway line! An existing freight route 
operates between Fremantle and the airport and that distribution centre, although it does not operate particularly 
effectively. Things could be done today to improve the productivity of that freight route. Things have been done 
to that freight route over the last few years to increase productivity. In the old days, trains had to travel to 
Leighton to come back into Fremantle. The train would be turned around and brought back to Fremantle port. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan built a loop to take trains off the existing freight line and straight into the port. There 
was a need to extend the rail terminal at the port to allow longer trains, to improve productivity. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan and Anthony Albanese struck a deal back in 2008 to fund that upgrade. It has taken 
until now for the Barnett government to get on and build that upgrade on North Quay. There was a need for a 
passing loop, which again is getting done. Other upgrades have occurred to the track between Fremantle and the 
airport. 

As a quick side comment, I make the point that I cannot believe that we are replacing the jarrah sleepers through 
the section of Jandakot or Glen Iris. We are re-laying the track there with concrete sleepers and not moving it at 
this point away from the houses to the position where it will ultimately reside when we build the passenger rail 
line between Cockburn and Thornlie stations. In fact it would make perfect sense—it would go a long way to 
assisting some of those residents in Glen Iris who are putting up with the noise and vibration from trains. Instead 
of replacing the sleepers, do it once, do it properly, and in the long term it will ultimately be cheaper. 

The other big area where productivity is hampered by the rail line relates to restrictions on times that freight 
trains can operate out of North Fremantle. In a short section from North Fremantle—over the Swan River and 
down the line just past the Fremantle railway station—the train line has to be shared with passenger rail. That 
has two impacts. Firstly, it means there can be no double stacking because the trains are running under the 
overhead cables for the urban rail system. As I understand it, there is a restriction on rail operating on that line 
during the peak periods of public transport—that is, from seven to nine o’clock in the morning and from 3.30 to 
6.30 in the afternoon. There is a restriction on freight trains being able to go into and out of Fremantle. One can 
imagine how that would impact on the efficiency of trains being able to deliver goods to Kewdale and 
Welshpool and distributing them in a timely fashion to different centres. 

However, there is an opportunity here for a win–win. There is an opportunity for us to invest in a new combined 
Fremantle road and rail bridge. We know that the Fremantle Traffic Bridge is at the end of its useful life, and I 
look forward to seeing the report that has been commissioned into the safety risks involved with that bridge, 
which is due to be released in the middle of this year. At least four other reports have highlighted the risks 
involved with that bridge if, for example, a vessel were to run into the pylons. In fact, last night I spoke to a very 
experienced skipper of vessels who pointed out that not only are there the collision risks we have been made 
aware of through the reports done for Main Roads, it is actually also a very difficult point through which to 
navigate large vessels, and this person has actually taken large vessels through that area. It is not a perfect 
alignment in terms of the bridge arches; they actually have to perform a specific manoeuvre as they go through, 
and when the tides are moving there is rapidly running water through that area. One has to be a very competent 
and experienced skipper to be able to navigate large vessels through that area. It is not a situation in which these 
risks are unlikely ever to happen; it is a very difficult spot. We need to do that; that project was funded by the 
previous Labor government, but the funding was stripped by the current Liberal–National government. 

We need to upgrade that bridge. We could build a new road bridge that also incorporates a rail bridge, which 
would allow us to separate rail traffic from the bridge. I would have thought that $160 million would more than 
cover a combined road-rail bridge at that location. That would be one-tenth of the cost of the freight route that 
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this government wants to try to build, which will actually result in more traffic on the roads in Western Australia. 
Again, I intend to pursue this question. The Treasurer was quoted in the paper yesterday as saying that the 
Roe Highway extension will take 65 000 trucks off local roads. Well, I look forward to the government showing 
us where the evidence is to support that claim. In fact, if we look at the government’s own modelling, we see that 
there will be only 55 000 vehicles in total going down Roe Highway at the point where it intersects with Stock 
Road. That is not only trucks, that is the figure for total vehicles, and part of that is new traffic, because when we 
look at the other roads as part of that modelling, there are no significant reductions on other roads as a result. The 
one thing that the modelling shows is that there will actually be an increase in the total amount of traffic. 

A very simple solution for dealing with the transport issues of the southern corridor would be to look at trying to 
get more freight off roads and onto rail, and then having intermodal terminals built across Perth and even 
Western Australia at strategic locations to distribute freight by road. That is why I say that it is absolutely 
important to have a balanced transportation system. In fact, for the amount of money that the government is 
proposing to spend on this, we could probably put that money in the bank and pay people not to drive their 
trucks. We know that this government likes to pay people to not do things, so it could put that money in the bank 
and, with the interest, pay people to use the rail line, and that would probably be a cheaper option than what is 
being proposed with Roe Highway and the supposed new freight link between Fremantle and Perth Airport. 

The key issue, of course, is toll roads. Yesterday in the paper the new Treasurer was quoted as saying that he 
welcomed the contribution from the federal government. Of course, we know how much he loves toll roads, so 
he did not seem to have too many criticisms. He did not seem to be standing up for WA and saying no, the 
federal government should just give us the money and let us choose how we spend it. He said that important state 
infrastructure such as the Perth freight link project may be eligible for funding from asset sales, as announced in 
the budget. But of course, last week we heard in the budget speech that asset sales were going to go towards 
reducing debt levels, so which one is it? Are we reducing debt levels or are we going to duplicate freight 
infrastructure in the Perth metropolitan area? 

It is an interesting question which, of course, raises the issue of the privatisation that this government has 
indicated it will engage in. Two key pieces of infrastructure that are earmarked for early privatisation are the 
Utah Point bulk facility at Port Hedland and the Kwinana bulk cargo jetty. We could privatise those, and it 
would provide revenue; it would give us a big dollop of cash in the bank overnight. But is it as simple as that? 
No, it is not as simple as that when it comes to privatising assets like Utah Point or Kwinana bulk cargo jetty. 
We debated port authorities last week, and I made the comments about how port authorities have very much 
become a cash cow for this government. I want to take members for a trip back in time to the 2008–09 budget. 
At that time, Port Hedland did not have the Utah Point facility and the estimated total benefit that the 
government would receive from the Port Hedland Port Authority was $2.9 million in income tax expenses, 
$242 000 in local government rates equivalents and $5.172 million in dividends. That dividend figure was pretty 
consistent across the forward estimates; the income tax expenses climbed to $4.481 million in 2011–12. In the 
first year we were going to get $8.3 million from the Port Hedland Port Authority, climbing to $9.6 million over 
the forward estimates. 

Fast forward to last week’s budget, and what do we see? The government expects to collect in the 2014–15 
budget $130 million from the Port Hedland Port Authority, comprising $41.5 million in income tax and 
$89 million in dividends. Again, the income tax expenses will climb from $41.5 million to $63 million, whereas 
the dividend sort of bounces around between $74 million and $89 million. Next year we will see the interim 
dividends coming into play, and I will talk a little later about how this government will reach a surplus for next 
year, but that is a story for a bit later. Over the four years of the forward estimates, this government is expecting 
to collect $541 million in revenue from the Port Hedland Port Authority. I would suggest that three things have 
been major contributors to that climb. The first is the greater volumes going through Port Hedland port; there is 
no doubt about that. The second is the fact that this government has increased fees and charges, and I assume, 
given the commitment made by the Treasurer, that those dividends do not include the special levy that has been 
put on for infrastructure upgrades at the port authorities. The third one, of course, is the Utah Point facility. 
Those are the three things that have contributed. Obviously, over time we will have to drill down and find out 
exactly how much of that $541 million in revenue from that infrastructure will actually come from the Utah 
Point facility. Even if it is only a relatively small percentage, it is still a significant contributor to the revenue of 
Western Australia. If that asset is sold, how could the future purchaser of that asset do it better than the state of 
Western Australia? Is it an old, outdated asset that requires significant capital investment to improve its capacity 
and efficiency of operation? It is interesting. A number of articles have been written about this matter. I refer to 
one article that appeared in the North West Telegraph under the heading “Utah Point is ‘performing above all 
expectations”, which states — 

LAST month marked the second anniversary of the Port Hedland Port Authority’s commissioning of 
Utah Point. 
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Port chief executive Roger Johnson said the multi-user bulk export facility continued to perform above 
expectations, including being recognised with a National Engineering Excellence Award last 
November. 

Stockyard 1 is operating above its design capacity with a throughput last financial year of more than 
10 million tonnes. 

There are people with great experience in the mining industry on the Port Hedland port authority board. Surely 
the people on the board of that port authority who have signed off on the proposal would know what a 
reasonable amount to expect from that port authority is. Some excellent people have sat on the Port Hedland port 
authority board—people who are intricately involved in companies such as BHP, Rio and FMG. Those people 
would have signed off on what they believe are realistic targets for Utah Point, and what this tells us is that the 
facility was operating above its design capacity. That would suggest that it is a very efficient operation, and that 
we can be very sure that it is a modern facility, well-designed, well-run and operating extremely efficiently. 

The other argument would be to try to increase the volume that goes through the port. Anyone who knows 
Port Hedland would understand that the volume at each of the berths at Port Hedland is limited by the capacity 
of the channel, and there is an allocation from the channel. Utah Point, like the other areas, has an allocation that 
matches the built capacity, which was part of the upgrading of the Port Hedland port authority to deal with the 
expansion over the last few years. It is not as if suddenly more tonnage can be put through the Utah facility. It is 
an efficient operation. If it is privatised, why would anyone pay more than they already do? There is only one 
reason someone would pay more for that facility—that is, because they expect to be able increase the fees and 
charges on the users of that facility. The users of that facility have a right to expect the government to treat them 
fairly in that regard. The only way to get significant increases in money from Utah Point over and above the 
future revenue the government expected is because others expect to increase significantly fees and charges. 
People in this place may say that they do not care and that we should just tax the mining industry by putting an 
extra toll on Utah Point after it is privatised. If we want to charge them more, why does the state not keep the 
asset and charge them more so that there is revenue coming in, and not bring forward profits from the future 
years, which will mean that future revenue streams in the out years will not be available to help pay off the 
remainder of the debt that will be left by the Barnett government? 

It is not only the Port Hedland port authority that the government is considering when looking at privatising port 
assets. There is no doubt that the government is looking across the nation at the arguments going on and at the 
Liberal governments in the eastern states that have already privatised ports. If people think that privatising ports 
or parts of them is the answer, I refer them to an AAP article, entitled “Port Privatisations Hurt Economy”, 
which states — 

The head of ports and rail operator Asciano fears the high-priced privatisation of Australia’s ports is 
damaging the economy. 

The short-term benefits to public coffers of realising massive prices by selling public assets could 
ultimately hurt people more, chief executive John Mullen says. 

They are not my words; they are the words of one of the major operators at our existing ports with leases on the 
port space at those locations. The article goes on to state — 

That happened when the consortiums that bought ports ensured returns by charging high rents to port 
operators such as Asciano, whose rental costs had jumped 350 per cent at one port. 

We could say again, “Who cares about that? That is the company; it has vested interests.” But, of course, that is 
not the full story. The article continues — 

Asciano and it’s competitors then pass costs on to importer and exporter customers. 

Again, if port authorities are privatised and they produce record profits, the debt may be paid down today, but all 
that does is, instead of taxing the people directly to pay off that debt, the obligation to charge the people of 
Western Australia is passed on to Asciano and a privatised port authority. The taxpayer still pays—that is, the 
exporters and importers. If an exporter of goods in Western Australia is a price-taker on the international market, 
it will not be able to recoup that money from anybody else. 

After saying that they would pass it on to importer and exporter customers, Mr Mullen goes on to say that it then 
risks damaging competitiveness and causing higher costs to the consumer. The article continues — 

“It starts to become — 

Here is that word again — 

a tax on trade,” he told an American Chamber of Commerce lunch in Melbourne on Wednesday. 

A tax on trade—no new taxes, but there will be a toll! A toll that is not a tax; but it is a levy, a user charge, 
which, if we were to get out the dictionary, means the same thing. 
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Then the ports are going to be privatised. A major port operator has said that when ports are privatised it is just a 
“privatised tax”. The government should be honest with the people of Western Australia and admit that its 
inability to control expenditure means that the people are going to be taxed. Wherever a person goes, whatever 
they do and every item they buy will be taxed. Do members know what will be worse? It will force up prices of 
goods and services in Western Australia. Depending on how the modelling is done—one argument says that will 
lead to a reduction of GST collections—if the price of goods and services is forced up, higher charges on 
importers and exports is passed on into higher costs of goods and people then pay a higher GST and that leads to 
a higher collection of GST. What happens to the GST money? It does not stay in WA, does it? The government 
will be getting in there. Remember what I said about Joe Hockey saying that he thinks it is good that WA 
sponsors and supports the rest of Australia. The Liberal Party of Western Australia will be working in cahoots 
with Joe Hockey to provide more money to the eastern states and that money will be taken out of the economy of 
Western Australia—away from the farmers of Western Australia, the consumers of Western Australia and the 
families of Western Australia. That is the process the government will be engaging in if it goes down this path of 
privatisation. Rather than facing up to and accepting its responsibilities, the government has made a mess of it. 
We are going to have to pay for the way the government has wasted money over the last five years and we are 
going to have to make the state of Western Australia pay off that debt. I suggest one way of doing it is to stop the 
wastage of expenditure on developing transport plans that are never implemented. 

Mr Millen goes on to say, after he tells us that it is a tax on trade — 

“Governments just want to get a fantastic price for it and use those funds to develop other things in the 
state and there is nothing wrong with that. 

“But if the owner has to put prices up to try get a return, ultimately the consumer or manufacturers or 
exporters are paying that bill and it is probably not good for Australia in the long run.” 

Mr Mullen said he supported privatising freight and infrastructure assets but only if it improved 
Australia’s productivity and way of life. 

So let us see, when this government starts to privatise the assets of Western Australia, whether it will take up the 
challenge that Mr Millen gives to it today—that is, to demonstrate that it will improve Australia’s productivity 
and way of life, and that controls over the sale prices have been inserted into the pricing. We have a good 
example of that in Western Australia when the Dampier to Bunbury gas pipeline was privatised many years ago. 
We got a premium for that pipeline above what was expected in the marketplace at the time. It is suggested that 
that was because there had been a wink and a nod between the then Minister for Energy and the purchaser that 
they would be allowed to increase their charges after the event. Luckily, we had a change of government, and 
those increases in charges did not occur. However, that had a significant impact on the economy of Western 
Australia for a number of years. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 3141.] 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 
SCHOOLS — YEAR 7 — CONSTRUCTION WORKS 

518. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Minister for Education: 

How much has been spent to date on construction works to accommodate the transition of year 7 students to 
secondary schools in 2015? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. An amount of $101 214 538 has been expended 
to date on construction projects for the 29 schools identified for the program. 

SCHOOLS — SEMESTER 1 ENROLMENTS 

519. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Minister for Education: 

What was the number of full-time enrolments at Western Australian public schools by year level as at the first 
semester census for 2014? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

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

The response is in tabular form, so I seek leave to have it tabled and incorporated into Hansard. 

Leave granted. [See paper 1466.] 
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The following material was incorporated — 
 
 

Kindergarten Pre-primary 
23,928 24,730 

Includes students enrolled at Community Kindergartens. 
 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 
25,370 24,785 23,298 22,109 21,083 20,556 17,672 

 

Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Ungraded 
Secondary 

Grand 
Total 

16,993 17,569 17,880 18,115 9,547 104 283,739 
 

MINISTERIAL OFFICERS — CONTRACTS 

520. Hon KATE DOUST to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
(1) Other than the officer referred to in question without notice 321, how many ministerial officers’ 

contracts have ended since 1 January 2014? 

(2) For each officer — 
(a) on what date did the contract end; 
(b) what was his or her level and position; and 
(c) what was the total cost of any end-of-contract payments? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. The Department of the Premier and Cabinet 
advises — 

(1) One term-of-government employee. This does not include officers who have resigned from their 
employment in a ministerial office or where the fixed-term contract of employment expired at the 
contract date. 

(2) (a) 10 January 2014; 
(b) level 6, senior policy adviser; and 
(c) $35 378.80. 

ROE HIGHWAY EXTENSION 

521. Hon KEN TRAVERS to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport: 
(1) Does the Minister for Transport agree with the statement that the Roe Highway extension from 

Kwinana Freeway to Stock Road will take 65 000 trucks a day off local roads? 
(2) If yes to (1), will the minister table the modelling on which this was based? 
(3) If no to (1), what does the minister expect the number will be; and will he table the modelling on which 

this is based? 

Hon JIM CHOWN replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 
(1) We believe this project will remove a significant number of trucks from local roads and will carry out 

further analysis at the state level. 
(2) Not applicable. 
(3) The traffic modelling information for the Roe Highway extension is publicly available through South 

Metro Connect. 

CHILD PROTECTION OFFICERS — WA POLICE — CO-LOCATION 

522. Hon STEPHEN DAWSON to the Minister for Child Protection: 
I refer to the co-location of senior child protection workers with Western Australia Police. 
(1) What is the purpose of this co-location? 
(2) Will the minister provide a list of where these co-locations occur? 
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(3) How many child protection workers are currently co-located with WA Police? 
(4) Are any of these dedicated positions currently vacant? 
(5) If yes to (4), for how long has each position been vacant, and when does the minister anticipate the 

positions will be filled? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 
(1) The Department for Child Protection and Family Support is co-located with WA Police in three key 

program areas: family and domestic violence; ChildFirst; and multi-function police facilities. The 
purpose of the family and domestic violence co-location model is to improve the safety of child and 
adult victims of family and domestic violence through timely, early and coordinated intervention 
following a police call-out to a domestic violence incident. The purpose of ChildFirst is to achieve 
better outcomes for child victims of abuse by jointly planning and interviewing children. There are 
currently eleven multi-function police facilities located in remote Aboriginal communities, the purpose 
of which is to deliver a coordinated response to child protection, police and justice-related issues. 

(2) Family and domestic violence co-location by area is as follows. I will state the CPFS district first, 
followed by the police station/site of co-location: Rockingham, in Rockingham; Mirrabooka, in 
Mirrabooka; Midland, in Midland; Joondalup, in Joondalup; Fremantle, in Fremantle; Cannington, in 
Cannington; Armadale, in Cannington; West Kimberley, in Broome; Murchison–Gascoyne, in 
Geraldton; goldfields, in Kalgoorlie; Great Southern, in Albany; South West, in Bunbury; Peel, in 
Mandurah; East Kimberley, operating but not physically co-located; wheatbelt, operating but not 
physically co-located; Pilbara, operating but not physically co-located; Perth, the senior child protection 
workers and the family and domestic violence unit are operating but not physically co-located. 
ChildFirst is co-located with police in the police specialist child abuse unit in Perth—not attached to a 
police station. 
The multi-function police facilities co-location by district is as follows: West Kimberley, located in 
Wirramanu—Balgo; Bidyadanga, Dampier Peninsula and Looma; Murchinson–Gascoyne, located in 
Burringurrah; Pilbara, located in Jigalong; and East Kimberley, located in Kalumburu and Warmun. 

(3) Thirteen family and domestic violence senior child protection worker positions are currently co-located 
with WA Police. Seventeen full-time equivalents are based within ChildFirst. Eleven full-time 
equivalents in total are co-located in the multi-function police facilities. One full-time equivalent is 
allocated per remote community location as listed above. 

(4) Dedicated co-location positions currently vacant are at Blackstone, Warakurna and Warburton; 
however, temporary arrangements have been in place to ensure continuity of service. 

(5) The positions in Blackstone, Warakurna and Warburton have been vacant for approximately six 
months. A recent recruitment process has identified successful applicants for these positions. 

SHARK DRUM LINE PROGRAM — BEACH CLOSURES 

523. Hon LYNN MacLAREN to the Minister for Fisheries: 
(1) Before the minister issued his media statement on 7 May about the success of the shark mitigation 

policy, was the minister aware that the Surf Life Saving of Western Australia policy on beach closures 
was changed in January 2014? For example, did the minister know that, previously, a beach closure was 
triggered if a two-metre or larger shark came within one kilometre of the shoreline; and that, since 
January, a two-metre to three-metre shark would be able to come within 500 metres of the shoreline 
before a beach closure would be triggered? 

(2) Does the minister agree that when one considers this change in policy, it is not an equal comparison to 
compare the beach closure figures for previous years with the beach closure figures since January 2014? 

Hon KEN BASTON replied: 
I thank the member for this question, which is without notice. That is a matter that I would need to look at. I 
thank the member very much. 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING STRATEGY 

524. Hon SALLY TALBOT to the minister representing the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to the 255 affordable housing dwellings delivered in the south west under the government’s affordable 
housing strategy. 

(1) Where are these dwellings located? 

(2) How many of these dwellings are included in the national rental affordability scheme? 
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Hon KEN BASTON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. The Department of Housing advises — 

(1) The dwellings are located at Augusta, Australind, Boyanup, Bridgetown, Bunbury, Busselton, Capel, 
Carey Park, Collie, Cowaramup, Dalyellup, Eaton, Harvey, Manjimup, Margaret River, Nannup, Usher 
and Withers. 

(2) The number is 74. 

EAST LANDSDALE — NEW PRIMARY SCHOOL 

525. Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH to the Minister for Education: 
I refer to the minister’s recent announcement about a new primary school in East Landsdale, which is to 
commence in the 2017 school year. 
(1) Will the new school site be on lots 167 and 168 on Kingsway; and, if not, where is the site? 
(2) Will the new school cater for kindergarten to year 6; and, what is its planned capacity? 
(3) Will there be any community consultation about this project? 
(4) When the East Landsdale primary school is completed will the Trentham Road annexe close; and, if 

not, why not? 
(5) If yes to (4), what is the future intended purpose of the Trentham Road site? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) Yes. 
(2) Yes; 430 students. 
(3) A project consultation group will be established once architects have been appointed. 
(4) No; the annexe will remain open. 
(5) Not applicable. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND FOOD — PASTORAL LEASES VIABILITY STUDY 

526. Hon DARREN WEST to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 
(1) Has the Department of Agriculture and Food undertaken any studies into the viability of pastoral leases 

in Western Australia? 

(2) If yes to (1), will the minister table a copy of the report and associated documents? 

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

(4) Does the government intend to renew any pastoral leases that are deemed non-viable? 

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

Hon KEN BASTON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 

(1) Yes. Reports have been completed for the northern and southern rangelands. 

(2) Redacted copies of the report will be tabled. 

(3) Redaction of the reports will delete material that will have commercial implications for individual 
businesses. 

(4)–(5) This question should be redirected to the Minister for Lands. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT — AMALGAMATIONS — FUNDING 

527. Hon SAMANTHA ROWE to the minister representing the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to comments made in recent days by the president of the Western Australian Local Government 
Association, Troy Pickard, that indicated that the government’s loan scheme to assist councils being forcibly 
merged is insufficient and that rates will inevitably rise to meet the costs of the reform. 

(1) Does the government believe that the rates of residents in Belmont and Kalamunda will rise to meet the 
costs of the merger? 

(2) If no to (1), what assurances can be made to ratepayers that their rates will not rise as a direct result of 
the merger? 
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Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1)–(2) The state government has provided a $60 million assistance package for local government reform. This 
funding is for one-off transition costs, with ongoing savings being retained by local governments. Net 
transition costs will be decided by local governments themselves as they make decisions about, for 
example, office accommodation and asset duplication. It is up to local governments to determine the 
level of rates needed to deliver community projects, services and infrastructure. 

ABORIGINAL HERITAGE ACT 1972 — SECTION 5 INTERPRETATION 

528. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs: 
I refer to the operations of the minister’s department and, more specifically, the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972. 

(1) Has a lawyer or legal firm been seconded or contracted to advise the department on the interpretation of 
a “site” under section 5 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act? 

(2) If yes to (1), who is that person or company? 

(3) What qualifications does that person or company have in the area of archaeology or anthropology? 

(4) If none to (3), why not? 

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

(1) No. 

(2)–(4) Not applicable. 

HOUSING AUTHORITY — FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT EMPLOYEES 

529. Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON to the minister representing the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to pages 524 and 525 of 2014–15 budget paper No 2. 

(1) Why does the service area information not include figures for full-time equivalent employees as it does 
in other agency budgets? 

(2) For each of the Housing Authority’s four service areas, will the minister provide the FTE figure for — 

(a) the 2012–13 actual; 

(b) the 2013–14 budget; 

(c) the 2013–14 estimated actual; and 

(d) the 2014–15 budget target? 

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

Hon KEN BASTON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. The Department of Housing advises — 

(1) The Housing Authority is a public, non-financial corporation, not a general government agency. 
Accordingly, it does not report its FTEs in budget papers. 

(2) (a) The Housing Authority’s total actual FTE in 2012–13 was 1 511. 

(b)–(d) Not applicable. 

(3) Not applicable. 

SCHOOLS — YEAR 7 ENROLMENTS — 2015 

530. Hon ALANNA CLOHESY to the Minister for Education: 
What is the current projected number of year 7 enrolments in public secondary schools in 2015? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 
The projected number of students for semester 1, 2015 is 18 050. The projection is current as at semester 1, 2014 
and has been rounded to the nearest 10 students. The Department of Education’s projections are based on 
historical enrolment figures, trends, and the Department of Treasury’s Western Australian population 
projections. They are used for broad planning purposes and are revised after each biannual student census. 
Actual enrolments in 2015 will differ from the projections. 
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND WILDLIFE — HEADQUARTERS 

531. Hon ADELE FARINA to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the commitment to build the headquarters of the Department of Parks and Wildlife in Bunbury. 

(1) Of the $116 000 committed in the 2013–14 budget for site works to progress the development of the 
headquarters, how much has been spent? 

(2) What works have been completed? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question. I note that the answer was provided on 7 May. 

(1)–(2) There was no specific allocation in the 2013–14 budget for site works. Planning work is ongoing with 
funding subject to the normal budgetary process. 

SCHOOLS — ENROLMENT PROJECTIONS 

532. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Minister for Education: 
What do the most recent enrolment projections indicate for Western Australian public schools, by primary and 
secondary level, in — 

(1) 2015; 

(2) 2016; 

(3) 2017; and 

(4) 2018? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 
(1)–(4) The actual figures are in tabular form. I seek leave to table that component of the question and have it 

incorporated into Hansard. 

Leave granted. [See paper 1467.] 

The following material was incorporated — 
 
 

1 – 4: 

Calendar year, Semester 1 
Projected full-time students (public schools only) 

Primary (K to Year 6) Secondary (Years 7 to 12) 
2015 190,640 104,120 
2016 195,800 105,420 
2017 201,290 106,960 
2018 207,160 109,560 

 
 

The supplementary information is as follows. 

Primary includes kindergarten students, including those at community kindergartens. Secondary includes 
ungraded secondary students. The projections above are current as at semester 1, 2014 and have been rounded to 
the nearest 10 students. They are revised after each biannual student census. The projections are based on 
historical enrolment figures, trends, and the Department of Treasury’s Western Australian population 
projections. They are used for broad planning purposes. Actual enrolments in 2015 to 2018 will differ from the 
projections. Part of the projected increase in enrolments in 2015 is due to it being the first year of full 
kindergarten to year 12 cohorts after the half cohort finishes year 12 in 2014. 

REY RESOURCES — DUCHESS PARADISE COAL PROJECT 

533. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to question on notice 858 answered on Tuesday, 1 April 2014 and seek further clarification because the 
answer to (a) is correct in respect of the mine site, not the town of Derby. 

(1) Why are the impacts of diesel carcinogenic pollution from Rey Resources’ 24-hour trucking operations 
through the centre of Derby not dealt with in the public environmental review? 



3136 [COUNCIL — Tuesday, 13 May 2014] 

 

(2) Will the Environmental Protection Authority request that this submission be addressed by way of 
further addition to the PER by Rey Resources? 

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

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

(1)–(3) Under the Environmental Protection Act 1986, the Environmental Protection Authority is responsible 
for setting the form, content and timing for the assessment, and is to report to me on the key 
environmental factors and whether the proposal should be implemented; and, if so, recommend 
conditions. It is not appropriate for me to comment while the EPA is undertaking its assessment. 

WORKSAFE — HARMONISED OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH AND SAFETY LAWS 

534. Hon KATE DOUST to the Minister for Commerce: 
I refer to the WorkSafe Western Australia web page of frequently asked questions about harmonised 
occupational health and safety laws. 

(1) Is the Marsden Jacob Associates regulation impact statement report that is referred to publicly 
available? 

(2) If yes to (1), will the minister table a copy of the report? 

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

(4) When will the minister introduce into Parliament a work health and safety bill for general industry? 

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

(1) No. 

(2)–(3) Not applicable. 

(4) Legislation is under consideration. 

ROE HIGHWAY — EXTENSION — TOLL 

535. Hon KEN TRAVERS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I refer to question without notice 472. 

(1) Can the Premier explain how the Minister for Transport would know when the Premier first became 
aware that the federal government was considering providing funds for the Roe Highway extension? 

(2) Can the Premier explain how the Minister for Transport would know when the Premier first became 
aware that federal funding would be conditional on the WA government charging heavy vehicles a toll 
to use the road? 

(3) Why is the Premier avoiding answering these questions? 

(4) Does the Premier accept that it is part of his job to stand up for WA against the federal government 
seeking to impose a policy on WA against our wishes? 

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

(1)–(3) It is entirely appropriate for the Premier to ask the member to direct the question to the Minister for 
Transport as the Roe Highway extension falls within his responsibilities. 

(4) Yes. 

MENZIES NURSING POST 

536. Hon STEPHEN DAWSON to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the Menzies Nursing Post. 

(1) Following the resignation of a full-time nurse in 2012, why has the department decided to advertise the 
position as a three-day-a-week position? 

(2) Is the minister aware that the Shire of Menzies offered to financially partner with WA Country Health 
Service to ensure the replacement practitioner worked full time? 
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(3) If yes to (2), why has WA Country Health Service refused to enter into an agreement with the Menzies 
shire in which the shire would fund the balance of a full-time practitioner? 

(4) Will the minister ensure that WA Country Health Service enters into an agreement with the shire so a 
full-time nurse can be appointed or, at the very least, direct WACHS to provide the allocated funding 
direct to the Shire of Menzies so it can add to the department’s funding and appoint a full-time nurse? 

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN replied: 

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

(1) The decision was made after a comprehensive review of the health data over a four-year period, which 
included two years when Menzies had a full-time nurse and a part-time Aboriginal health worker, was 
examined. This information indicated that occasions of service provided at Menzies Health Centre were 
consistently low, with most OOS being for management of chronic disease. There were relatively few 
emergency call-outs and there were no category 1 OOS during this time. With such a small population 
and a relatively low health service requirement, it was determined that a full-time nursing service could 
not be justified. 

(2) Yes. 

(3) WA Country Health Service has not refused to enter into an agreement with the shire. WACHS 
goldfields is happy to consider this option. Detailed discussions around how this arrangement could 
work would need to take place. Historically, however, it has been difficult to recruit suitably qualified 
nurses who are prepared to live full time in Menzies. 

(4) No. A nurse is currently employed to work three days a week in Menzies and she does not want to live 
and work full time in the town. Despite extensive recruitment nationwide by the department, it has 
taken over two years to recruit a suitably qualified nurse for Menzies. 

CHILD HEALTH APPOINTMENTS — SOUTH WEST 

537. Hon SALLY TALBOT to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the answer to question without notice 513 asked on 6 May 2014 about the partnership between the WA 
Country Health Service and GP down south. 

(1) When will the government extend this kind of partnership arrangement to Busselton and Dunsborough? 

(2) What will be the cost of this extension? 

(3) What is the cost of the arrangement currently operating in Cowaramup, Margaret River and Augusta; 
and how is this funding provided? 

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN replied: 

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

(1) An expression of interest to provide child health services across the Naturaliste region, including 
Busselton and Dunsborough, will be advertised in the coming weeks. 

(2) Funding for this service will be negotiated with the successful non-government organisation, dependent 
upon their response to the expression of interest. 

(3) GP down south received a grant agreement of $203 500 for the 2013–14 financial year. 

ANSTEY–KEANE DAMPLAND — BUSH FOREVER SITE 

538. Hon LYNN MacLAREN to the minister representing the Minister for Planning: 
I refer to the Bush Forever policy, introduced in 2000. 

(1) Can the minister advise when statutory protection for Bush Forever sites might happen? 

(2) Is the minister aware that the Environmental Protection Authority has released guidelines 
recommending infrastructure including roads should not proceed through large consolidated naturally 
vegetated sites such as Bush Forever site 342, Anstey–Keane dampland? 

(3) Will the department oppose the development of infrastructure through urban remnants such as Bush 
Forever sites, as per the EPA guidelines outlined in “Environmental Protection Bulletin No. 20: 
Protection of naturally vegetated areas through planning and development”? 
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Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) “State Planning Policy 2.8: Bushland Policy for the Perth Metropolitan Region” provides a policy and 
implementation framework that ensures bushland protection and management issues in the Perth 
metropolitan region are appropriately addressed and integrated with broader land-use planning and 
decision-making. This is the principal planning policy governing the consideration of Bush Forever 
sites in the metropolitan area and sets differing policy measures for Bush Forever areas according to 
their zoning. 

(2) The Department of Planning is aware of the guidelines. 

(3) The Department of Planning assesses all proposals in accordance with relevant environmental and 
planning policies. The proposal for the development of Keane Road through Anstey–Keane dampland 
is currently before the Environmental Protection Authority for consideration. The Minister for 
Environment will make a determination on this proposal in accordance with environmental legislation 
and policies. If the Minister for Environment determines the proposal is environmentally acceptable to 
proceed, the City of Armadale is the decision-making authority for the development approval under the 
Planning and Development Act 2005 as the works constitute public works under section 6 of that act. 

TEACHERS — SWITCH PROGRAM 

539. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Minister for Education:  
I refer to the Switch teacher training program funding allocation of $22.4 million to retrain 525 teachers in 
preparation for the transition of year 7 students to secondary schools in 2015. What is the breakdown of how the 
$22.4 million has been spent to date on — 
(1) university postgraduate fees; 
(2) short courses, training materials and travel/accommodation for regional teachers; 
(3) teacher relief—study; 
(4) school-based professional learning; and 
(5) other? 

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

The allocation of $22.4 million is for the period 1 July 2013 to 30 June 2016 — 
(1) $940 945; 
(2) $79 138; 
(3) $294 725; 
(4) Nil to date. However, school-based professional learning will commence later in term 2; and 
(5) $142 906. 

DEPARTMENT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND COMMUNITIES — 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT REFORM FUND 

540. Hon ADELE FARINA to the minister representing the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to the local government reform fund administered by the Department of Local Government and 
Communities. 
(1) Does the Department of Local Government and Communities make a financial contribution to the local 

government reform fund or is the fund comprised entirely of federal moneys? 
(2) Are applicants to the local government reform fund required to submit any of the following as part of 

their application to the fund — 
(a) details of the specific nature of the project on which the funds are to be expended; 
(b) quotations for the cost of any goods and service to be purchased with the funds; and 
(c) details of the suppliers of any goods and service to be purchased with the funds? 

(3) Are applicants to the local government reform fund required to submit any of the following as part of 
their acquittal of the expenditure of funds granted — 
(a) details of the specific nature of the project on which the funds were expended; 
(b) copies of invoices for any goods and service purchased with the funds; and 
(c) details of the suppliers of any goods and service purchased with the funds? 
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Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) The local government reform fund is administered by the commonwealth. No financial contribution is 
made by the Department of Local Government and Communities. 

(2) (a)–(c) Applicant requirements are the responsibility of the commonwealth Department of 
Infrastructure and Regional Development. 

(3) (a)–(c) As above. 

FOETAL HOMICIDE LAWS — DRAFTING PROGRESS 

541. Hon KATE DOUST to the Attorney General: 
In May and September of 2013 I asked the Attorney General questions about when he would seek to introduce 
foetal homicide laws into the Parliament. At that time the Attorney General responded by saying — 

I intend to chase it up to see that it can be introduced at the earliest possible opportunity. 

It has been seven months since the Attorney General responded. Can the Attorney General please explain to the 
house the progress he has made and when those bills will be introduced to the Parliament? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN replied: 
I thank the member for the question. 

I have received a draft cabinet submission regarding those laws. I have not been satisfied with aspects of the 
approach that has been taken and have asked for further work to be done on the subject. 

TAXIS — LONDON CAB TRIAL 

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

I refer the minister to the current trial of the London–style cabs—TX4. 

(1) Have the guidelines for passengers and drivers on the carriage of passengers using wheelchairs been 
finalised? 

(2) If yes to (1), how will these guidelines be communicated to passengers and drivers? 

(3) If no to (1), when will the guidelines be finalised? 

Hon JIM CHOWN replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 

(1) No. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) Guidelines will be finalised following a small-scale pilot involving selected drivers and wheelchair 
passengers. 

HOSPITALS — MEDICAL TYPING SERVICES 

543. Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 
Health: 

(1) Can the Minister for Health confirm whether medical typing at Osborne Park Hospital is being 
outsourced to a private company; and, if so which company or companies have been awarded the 
services and where are those companies located? 

(2) Can the minister confirm that the payment for services is per line rather than cost per letter; and, if so, 
what is the cost per line? 

(3) Are medical typing services being outsourced at other hospitals; and, if so, which hospitals? 

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 

(1) Yes. The service is National Transcription Services, and it is located in Melbourne. 

(2) This service costs 25c per line. 

(3) Yes. Medical typing services are outsourced at other sites including for the WA Country Health 
Service: Kalgoorlie Hospital, goldfields region; Nickol Bay Hospital, Pilbara region; Bunbury Regional 
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Hospital, south west region; Albany Health Campus, great southern region; regional specialist services, 
Kimberley region; Geraldton Regional Hospital, midwest region; Carnarvon Multi Purpose Service, 
midwest region; Exmouth Hospital, midwest region; and the Kimberley region outsources medical 
typing for specialists visiting the region. For the South Metropolitan Health Service: 
Fremantle Hospital; Royal Perth Hospital; and Bentley Health Service. 

ROE HIGHWAY–BERKSHIRE ROAD INTERSECTION 

544. Hon SAMANTHA ROWE to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 
Transport: 

In 2012 the government announced a $15 million upgrade to the dangerous Roe Highway–Berkshire Road 
intersection, with construction to begin in the 2013–14 financial year. 

(1) Has construction commenced on the upgrade? 

(2) If no to (1), why has the commencement been delayed? 

(3) If no to (1), when will construction commence? 

(4) When will the upgrade be complete? 

Hon JIM CHOWN replied: 

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

(1)–(4) Design and tender documentation work is well advanced and will be completed by the end of the 
current financial year. Construction is anticipated to commence during the 2014–15 financial year, and 
be completed in 2015. 

MOUNT LAWLEY SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL — FUNDING 
Question without Notice 227 — Answer Advice 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Education) [5.05 pm]: I have an update on 
question without notice 227, asked by Hon Alanna Clohesy on 18 March. I would like to table the response and 
have it incorporated into Hansard. 

Leave granted. [See paper 1468.] 

The following material was incorporated — 
 
 

1. No. 

2. The dollar value reduction in cash resourcing will be $120,468. This is a result of changes to the School Support Program 
Resource Allocation, some school grant components, the introduction of a leave liability levy, the 1.5% procurement saving and the cessation 
of funding allocation for performance management. 

The net reduction in Education Assistant FTE of 0.1 and teacher formula FTE of 6.1 is $684,189. The net reduction takes into account 
formula changes and a decline in student enrolments. Mount Lawley Senior High School had 35 fewer students enrolled at the 2014 student 
census, compared to the 2013 census. 
 
 

SCHOOLS — SEMESTER 1 ENROLMENTS 
Question without Notice 151 — Supplementary Information 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Education) [5.05 pm]: On 11 March 2013, 
Hon Sue Ellery asked question without notice 151. I have an update to that question, and I would like to have 
that incorporated into Hansard. 

Leave granted. 

The following material was incorporated — 
 
 

Answer 
1. 283,739 full-time students, as at the Semester 1, 2014 student census. 

2. 2.7 per cent. 
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QUESTION ON NOTICE 989 
Paper Tabled 

A paper relating to question on notice 989 was tabled by Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Child Protection). 

ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [5.06 pm]: I was very pleased to have been interrupted by 
question time today, because some very interesting answers came back during that session. 

As I was saying before the break for question time, in the past in Western Australia we have seen what happens 
when a government tries to secure a price above the true value of an asset: either the charges to the ordinary 
consumer need to go up, or there is a period when investment in that asset is constrained and there is a period of 
instability, with companies falling over and that asset having to be onsold for a true and correct value. I think it 
could be very strongly argued that the privatisation that the former Minister for Resources—now Premier—
undertook for the Dampier to Bunbury gas pipeline is a good example of that. I hope this government, if it goes 
down the path of privatising assets, is prepared to be open and accountable and present a full business case that 
accurately reflects the cost of the asset, how the estimated prices of the assets are arrived at, and the future 
impact on state revenue. There should be a clear business case that demonstrates that Western Australia is better 
off in the long term, and that it is not just a simple case of selling the family jewels to pay off the debts—worse 
still, selling the family home to pay off the debts and then leaving us without a future income just so that the 
government can say it has cleared the debt it ran up. 

I wanted to touch on a couple of things in response to some answers during question time today. An article 
appeared in The Weekend West on 10 May about the proposed $1.6 billion freight link plan that connects 
Perth Airport to Fremantle port without traffic lights. The article reads — 

… the Perth Freight Link will involve upgrades to High Street and Stock Road as well as an extension 
to the Roe Highway. 

I might add that the High Street upgrade is one that has been around for some considerable time and has been 
funded by the federal Labor government since 2008. The article continues — 

To be finished by 2020, it will take 16 minutes off the Reid Highway to Fremantle Port route and 
remove about 65,000 trucks a day from local roads, addressing some of the traffic pressures for when 
the Fiona Stanley Hospital opens. 

It will not be built in time for the opening of Fiona Stanley Hospital. 

The other question that arises is this claim of removing 65 000 trucks a day. Interestingly, I asked the 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Transport—his representative in this place—whether the minister 
agrees with the statement that the Roe Highway extension from Kwinana to Stock Road will take 65 000 trucks a 
day off local roads. The answer was “We believe this project will remove a significant number of trucks from 
local roads and will carry out further analysis at the state level.” It is interesting that the state government is not 
signing up to that figure. I can only assume from that answer that the parliamentary secretary believes the figure 
of 65 000 trucks a day is a figure provided by one of the Liberal Party’s federal colleagues. I look forward to 
seeing whether that figure can in any way be justified. Considering the number of heavy vehicles—non-light 
vehicles and cars—in Western Australia is about 81 000 according to Bureau of Statistics figures, I find it 
extraordinary to suggest that that one extension between those two locations will be able to remove 65 000 
trucks. At best it will displace trucks from one route to another, but not actually ease congestion. I asked what 
the minister expected would be the case, and the parliamentary secretary referred me to the South Metro Connect 
website. The parliamentary secretary did not table the information in the house, but I had a copy of it available to 
me. It is interesting to look at the figures on building the Roe Highway. Let us look at Stock Road. If the 
Roe Highway extension is built, according to the government’s own modelling, it would lead to an increase of 
5 000 vehicles a day using Stock Road between Winterfold Road and South Street and there would be very little 
change on other roads. Hon Sue Ellery might be interested in this. The difference between building and not 
building the Roe Highway on the area between High Street and Karel Avenue on Leach Highway is a change of 
75 000 to 70 000 vehicles a day. Looking at the details of the modelling, one finds that difference is in part due 
to rounding. The difference is even closer than that. The number of vehicles currently on that section of Leach 
Highway is 40 000 a day. The government is predicting almost a doubling of vehicles along that section of road. 

I wonder what the modelling would be if we were to get a lot of those containers off trucks and onto rail and 
distributed to intermodal terminals across the Perth metropolitan area. What would that modelling show? The 
problem is that the government does not do that sort of modelling. Why is it that the government does not do that 
sort of modelling? It is because it is not in the Liberal Party DNA or its knitting—the Liberal Party equals hate 
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rail. It is a great defining point between the Labor and Liberal Parties. Apart from the way that workers should 
be treated, the point of difference between the two parties is whether or not they support rail. I want to make it 
clear that the Labor Party does not say that it should be rail and rail alone. We acknowledge that there needs to 
be a balanced approach to transport. Labor initiated many of the projects that are a part of the Gateway project. 
Alannah MacTiernan secured funding from the federal Labor government to commence work on those 
Gateway projects; and it is a great disappointment that the incoming government continually delays projects like 
the Horrie Miller Drive overpass on Tonkin Highway in Kewdale. If that overpass had been built to the original 
time frame, it would probably be completed by now. An important part of the road network is managing the 
freight task in the Perth metropolitan area. 

The Labor Party also accepts that part of a balanced transport system requires rail freight and passenger transport 
using rail, buses and light rail. It is about balance, and that is something that members on the other side of the 
chamber completely fail to get. Looking at these figures, I struggle to find anywhere a significant difference 
between traffic with or without Roe Highway. I am confident that if we were to do modelling on fixing up the 
rail freight network for a tenth of the cost, we would significantly change the amount of freight and how it is 
operated. We would get a far better economy for Western Australian, with higher productivity, which would 
allow us to expand and create more jobs, including in the transport industry and across regional 
Western Australia. We would then be able to spend some of that money on regional roads. There are many roads 
in regional Western Australia that desperately need to be fixed. I will talk about dangerous country roads in 
another speech at another time, but the way this government has completely ignored our dangerous country roads 
is a great concern to me. 

I will comment about the fact that this government, as confirmed in this budget, is stripping $70 million from 
local governments in Western Australia. At least half of that amount would have gone to regional local 
governments. Members representing both regional and metropolitan seats, the government is taking $70 million 
from local government, we are each losing about $35 million from our local governments and their road building 
projects. I suspect that most members in this chamber have written letters to local councils saying that they need 
to fix that road; or can they do X at that road; or I have had a complaint about the traffic conditions at this 
intersection and what can be done to fix it. I suspect that members will find that in the future local governments 
will write back and say “Well, if your government had given us the $70 million that you agreed to when we 
signed an agreement with you; if you gave us the money that you said you would under that agreement, then we 
might be able to do it. But thanks to you, Mr Barnett, Mr Nahan and Mr Nalder, we cannot do the roadworks that 
we promised to do.” That money comes from our motor vehicle licence fees. It just highlights the dishonest way 
that this government treats local governments in Western Australia. 

I previously expressed concerns about the way the government is going down the path of local government 
amalgamations. There are potentially areas where we can get efficiencies, but only if it is done in a cooperative 
way with agreement from the local councils about the best way forward. We are seeing a ham-fisted attempt to 
force amalgamations without the necessary funding. This budget does not provide the funding required to go 
down the path of local government amalgamations. Yet again, this government has taken a decision and then 
tried to transfer the cost of that decision onto ratepayers, when they get their rates notices, if amalgamations go 
through. I am increasingly of the view that the ham-fisted way that this government has undertaken the 
amalgamation process is actually beyond the act. I suggest that members of the Local Government Advisory 
Board should get some independent legal advice about the way in which they are conducting the current 
inquiries and whether they conform with the act, and, if they continue to act in the way in which they are acting 
and they are in breach of the act, whether any personal liability would arise out of that for them. It is clear that 
they are acting as if the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013 has passed this chamber. The bill has not been 
brought back on for debate by the government, and it is clear that the government intends to proceed down this 
path. It will be a shemozzle. Let there be no doubt about that. It will be is a shemozzle because of the way the 
government is trying to force local government amalgamations, and it will cost people money. People, when they 
get their rates bill, will need to understand that their rates have gone up because of the incompetence and chaos 
of the Barnett government—the same chaos that killed off MAX. 

I want to raise another issue about toll roads. Last week I asked a question during question time about the 
suggestion that a condition of federal money would be that we have to put a toll on trucks using the 
Roe Highway extension. It is very important that this house knows when the Premier was first made aware of the 
proposal to fund the Roe Highway extension and when the Premier was first made aware that that would be 
subject to putting a toll on that road. When I asked that question, I was told to talk to the Minister for Transport. 
I am not asking a question about Roe Highway; I am asking a question about the Premier’s knowledge of a 
matter that, in my view, goes beyond just Roe Highway. It goes to a policy decision of government—a policy 
decision that the Premier has talked about in the other place. The Premier in fact talked about it in a recent online 
discussion through The West Australian. We are entitled to know when the Premier first knew about these 
matters. The Leader of the House, representing the Premier, has obfuscated on that issue. He refused to answer 
that question. He has refused to tell this house when the Premier knew about the funding and about the toll 
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condition. That clearly says to me that this government has something to hide. It clearly does not want to let us 
know when the Premier first found out about it because it could be embarrassing. When the Premier first knew is 
relevant. For instance, an article in The West Australian on 13 November 2013 stated — 

Colin Barnett has ruled out introducing tolls for roads to deal with Perth’s growing traffic problems, 
saying people rightly paid their taxes in the expectation governments would provide proper transport 
networks. 

Colin Barnett said that; not the Minister for Transport, who at that stage was probably Troy Buswell. I lose track. 
Last year it would have been Troy Buswell. In November 2013, the Premier made comments about toll roads 
and said that he was ruling them out; they would not happen. We now find out that they are happening. When the 
Premier made that statement, was he already aware of discussions going on between the Minister for Transport 
and the commonwealth about introducing a toll? I refuse to believe this toll road just emerged overnight. I would 
hope the government did a significant amount of work on the proposal before getting to the stage of it now being 
announced. I suspect it is being announced in the federal budget as we speak. If it did not do that work, that 
shows how completely negligent and completely beholden the WA Liberal Party is to its Canberra masters. We 
know that the WA Liberal Party relies on Mathias Cormann for its preselections. It is no surprise it would be 
doing the bidding of Mathias Cormann and doing what he wants when it comes to agreeing to toll roads. He is 
clearly a part of the architecture of this policy. We know why members of the Liberal Party would all be 
kowtowing to him—because they rely on his preselection. His loyal lieutenant sits across the chamber from us. 
He will be doing the bidding because he knows that his position in this place is dependent upon it. Liberal Party 
members have caved in to Canberra. They do not even have the guts to tell this Parliament when the Premier 
found out about this proposal. 

The Premier says that he understands and accepts that part of his job is to stand up for WA against the federal 
government imposing policies on WA against our wishes. Where is he on this issue? Where is the Premier 
standing up for WA on this issue, as he promised at the last election? He is nowhere to be seen. He has sought to 
try to justify it. He has played the same silly semantics game that his other Liberal colleagues do that a toll is not 
a tax—it is a user charge, not a toll; or it is a levy, not a tax. That is semantics. If Liberal Party members believe 
that, they are the only people who do! The public do not believe their nonsense on these matters—they know that 
these things are taxes, they are tolls, and they are broken promises. 

It is clear that this government has its priorities wrong. It is running up massive amounts of debt. It is funding 
things that are unnecessary and ignoring the important areas of government. In doing that, it is hurting families. 
I said at the beginning of my comments this afternoon that this is a horror budget. It is a horror budget in that it 
demonstrates the continual poor financial management of the Barnett government. Ninety-three million dollars 
of the $175 million that it predicts as next year’s surplus will come from bringing forward an interim dividend 
from port authorities. That is $93 million of that! If I include the money that it actually has not expensed in the 
road trauma trust fund and some of the other areas where it has not actually put money into the budget, a deficit 
would have been predicted for the 2014–15 financial year. The government cannot keep introducing new 
dividends or bringing forward dividends. Fundamentally, it has to get the budget right by controlling its 
expenditure and cutting its cloth. If the government can achieve the expenditure growth predicted in this budget, 
I will be the first to congratulate it. It will be a remarkable occurrence because it has never been able to do it 
before in terms of what it has predicted over the next 12 months. 

It is a horror budget because it continues the government’s poor financial management and it will leave a legacy 
for future generations to pay off. It is a poor budget because it will impact on families and it continues cost-of-
living increases that total, after seven years, $2 500. That is just in the basket of goods as the government puts it 
forward. It does not include all those other things associated with living in the outer metropolitan area, the higher 
public transport costs, the parking levy, parking at railway stations, the waste levy or any of those other fees and 
charges that the Barnett government has put on families. It is a budget that confirms that the fully funded, fully 
costed plan that this government took to the last election was nothing but a hoax. It does not intend to deliver 
that plan. It is almost impossible to find promises that are actually being delivered within the time frame, in the 
amounts and with the scope promised back in 2013. The government should be condemned for that. The 
budget’s priorities continue to focus on vanity and bling; not on the basic, essential infrastructure needed for a 
growing economy. It is a budget that is based on selling assets that will do long-term damage to the future 
economy of Western Australia. It is a budget that sells out WA. Along with the federal budget that is being 
delivered in federal Parliament as we speak, the interests of Western Australia will be sold out by the 
Barnett government. 

I look forward to taking the fight up to this government over the next three years. It will be a fight. If the 
government had any real courage, it would actually not commit to things such as toll roads until such time as it 
had a mandate from the people of Western Australia. Do not try to hide behind semantics—accept it is about to 
engage in this; accept it will not fund rail, it will only fund roads; and accept that is the wrong thing for 
Western Australia. If the government thinks it is the right thing for Western Australia, let us have another 
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election. The Liberal Party can put its road projects out there and the Labor Party can put its rail and road 
projects out there for a balanced transportation system, and let the people decide. The government went to the 
people with a package of public transport initiatives, including rail initiatives, to try to match Labor’s. It has now 
completely changed it including, as I say, the expectation that no toll roads would be introduced. That is why this 
is a horror budget. I feel for those people who are on low incomes. Everyone in this chamber will get up 
tomorrow and might have to make some minor adjustments to our cost of living; my SmartRider will be 
automatically deducted from my cheque account perhaps a bit more quickly than it was last week, and I will 
have to slightly adjust my day-to-day expenditure to accommodate that. But there are many people out there in 
Western Australia who do not have the luxury that we in this chamber have and do not enjoy the incomes that we 
enjoy, and this budget will hurt them. For that reason, those opposite who support and encourage this budget 
should stand condemned. What I want to know is: where are the dries of the Liberal Party? Even Mike Nahan, 
who I thought would be the driest of the dries in the Liberal Party, is now a bit of a wet dishcloth. Where are 
they? When we think about the traditional orthodoxies of politics, it is amazing how this government is carrying 
on. It is not a Liberal government in the sense that it has traditionally tried to define and brand itself, and this 
budget—and, I suspect, tonight’s federal budget—confirms, once and for all, that the Liberal Party is a high 
spending, high taxing party. Worst of all, it taxes and spends on the wrong things. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (North Metropolitan) [5.31 pm]: I, too, rise to support the motion and to put 
on the public record my absolute disgust at what has been presented in this budget and served up to the good 
people of this state. It is a shocking budget from an appalling government. It is going to cause a great deal of 
pain to people in our communities and to the government’s own backbenchers. Backbenchers and rank-and-file 
members of the Liberal Party must be shaking in their boots after having looked at this budget, because there is 
absolutely no good news. There is no ray of sunshine in this budget; it is all gone. It is bleak, and dark clouds are 
coming. 

State debt, as has already been put on the public record, is expected to blow out to nearly $30 billion. Families 
will be slugged a massive $1.1 billion in additional taxes and levies, and it just so happens that $1.1 billion is 
about the amount that the Leader of the House, Hon Peter Collier, lost on all those energy projects. We can all 
remember the $600 million blowout of the solar panels scheme; the $150 million blowout of Muja A and B; the 
$150 million blowout of the Pilbara underground power project; and, of course, the Kwinana gas turbines. 

Hon Ken Travers quite rightly made the point that there is no problem with revenue growth; the problem is the 
lack of control over spending, and I could not agree more. There is a lack of control over spending, and it is 
spending by incompetent ministers who have no regard for the efforts of the taxpayers of this state, who work 
hard to earn an income and to make contributions, via their taxes, into the federal coffers through which, of 
course, the money comes back to Western Australia. It has no regard for the efforts of the people of this state 
who provide revenue to government. When one minister alone can rack up a debt of $1 billion, and still sit on the 
front bench in this Parliament without having had to answer any questions, I think it is a reflection of exactly 
what is wrong with this government. But he is not alone; they may not be quite as offensive as the 
Leader of the House, but there are also the enormous debts racked up by the Minister for Health and the Minister 
for Corrective Services. In fact, I could go through them one by one. They are all guilty of misappropriation of 
Treasury funds; that is what they are guilty of. They are also guilty of coming into this place, when asked an 
honest question in relation to — 

Point of Order 
Hon HELEN MORTON: Madam Deputy President, I believe it would be inappropriate to let go unchallenged 
the comment that was made about ministers misappropriating funds. I think the member should withdraw that 
and perhaps try to use some different language. That is not appropriate. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It does not take much! Very tetchy over there! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Not at all. Just remembering that after 16 years the member still does not know what 
is right. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! If you could just give me a minute. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: On the point of order — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I do not think points of order are matters for debate. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, but I want to put a point to you, Madam Deputy President. There is an opportunity 
for members to do that, normally, on points of order. I have just looked up the definition of “misappropriate”, 
and the first definition is to put to wrong use. The second definition is to apply wrongfully or dishonestly to 
one’s own use funds entrusted to one. I think it would be very dangerous if we were to start trying to redefine 
words that have very broad meanings and make them unparliamentary. 
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: There are three standing orders that relate to this point of order. The first is 
standing order 44, “Offensive Words”, which reads — 

A Member shall not use offensive words in debate, including offensive words against either House of 
Parliament, any Member of either House, the Sovereign, the Governor or a judicial officer. 

I do not think that that particular standing order applies in this instance, but it does not hurt for members to be 
reminded of that standing order. 

Standing order 45, “Imputations and Personal Reflections”, reads — 

All imputations of improper motives and all personal reflections on Members shall be considered highly 
disorderly. 

Standing order 46, “Unparliamentary Language”, reads — 

(1) For the purposes of these Standing Orders, “unparliamentary language” is any language that 
falls within Standing Orders 44 and 45. 

(2) A Member may object to the President that the words used by another Member constitute 
unparliamentary language, so long as the objection is taken immediately after the words have 
been used. 

(3) If the President determines that the words used by a Member constitute unparliamentary 
language, whether or not an objection has been raised by another Member, the President shall 
direct the Member to withdraw those words and may require an apology. 

(4) Any withdrawal or apology made by a Member must be made without explanation or 
qualification. 

I think in this instance the point of order relates directly to standing order 45, “Imputations and Personal 
Reflections”. The alleged imputation of improper motive is in this case marginal, so I am not going to direct the 
member to apologise or to withdraw her remark, but I just remind members that we are covered by parliamentary 
privilege in this house, and parliamentary privilege should be used as a shield, not a sword. We need to be very 
careful about the language that we use when we are in this chamber. I remind members to keep on the right side 
of that. 

Debate Resumed  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. Let me put it this way. If somebody 
thinks it is effective appropriation, because of a miscommunication error, to lose $600 million on a poorly 
implemented solar panel scheme, which cost the taxpayers $600 million; or that it is effective appropriation of 
funding to have a blowout on the Muja A and B refurbishment of $100 million, when the whole value of the 
project was $150 million; that it is effective appropriation to have a blowout on the Pilbara underground power 
project to the value of $100 million, when the project cost of that was $150 million; and that it is effective 
appropriation to also have a blowout on the gas turbines in Kwinana, I do not believe that to be the case, and 
perhaps they should think again. Having said all of that, the real point I wanted to make—because that was only 
by the by—was to say that Hon Ken Travers was exactly right, because there is a problem with lack of control 
over spending. The ministers in this government have no regard for taxpayers’ money; they have no regard for 
the public purse. The minister might be offended by the comment I make about “misappropriation”, but I use 
that word because it was not an effective appropriation to begin with. If something is not an effective 
appropriation, what is it? Anyway, I will leave that to somebody else.  

Having said that, it is on the public record that Labor left $3 billion worth of debt in 2008. The government 
obviously through ineffective appropriation—simply squandering the money—has now over the forward 
estimates got the debt level up to the order of $30 billion, which is the debt that is there. This budget is very 
interesting. Before I go on and look at the detail of it, I want to say that there is no doubt that this entire lack of 
spending control starts at the top. It starts with the Premier and flows through to his ministers. The Premier is 
totally obsessed with building monuments to himself and has no regard for what is happening to service 
provision to the good people of this state—they come somewhere in the order of about nine out of 10. As far as 
he is concerned, it is about him and his ministers. They do not really care what goes on as long as they have a 
good time engaging in their pet projects and wasting people’s money. That is the sense you get. Hon Christian 
Porter knew this and he could see what was happening and he got out of the kitchen quick smart and got himself 
over to Canberra; so we are left with not a particularly experienced government in many ways, and certainly a 
government that does not have experienced Treasurers. We are on to about Treasurer number seven in six years. 
The government cannot run an effective Treasury if the Treasurer is changed every 12 months. It simply does not 
work like that. There is no doubt that we have some problems.  
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I wanted to spend time on the spending risks, but instead of going into the budget papers and outlining the 
spending risks—I have done that before in the midyear review—I want to focus on questions that I asked in this 
place, the answers to which were very telling about what sort of controls there are and what we can expect from 
the government to control spending over the forward estimates. One of the spending risks, of course, is the 
government’s fiscal action plan, which is aimed at successfully limiting increases in wages and conditions to 
projected growth in the consumer price index, in accordance with the government’s public sector wages policy. 
There are many enterprise bargaining agreements coming up, including the teachers’ EBA that expires in 
December this year. That will be a major challenge because the Minister for Education is going to ask his 
employees to accept a 2.5 per cent wage increase—in fact, that will apply to all public servants; they are all 
expected to take 2.5 per cent. It will be a real challenge because wages are only one component of the expense 
growth of any agency. I take members to a question I asked about the average annual rate of growth in the 
agencies of health, education and law and order. I asked that question because the cost of the three portfolio 
areas of health, education and law and order make up 54 per cent of the state budget. They make up a huge 
component. It is very important that if any government is to control the budget, it must control the expense 
growth in those areas. In Legislative Council question on notice 870 of 12 March 2014, I asked the Minister for 
Mental Health representing the Treasurer what is the total growth in health expenditure in the last 10 years and 
what has been the average annual rate of growth in health expenditure in the last five years. The answer came 
back — 

(1) The Department of Health annual operating expenditure has increased by $4.4 billion over the 
past 10 years, from $2.6 billion in 2002–03 to $7 billion in 2012–13. The 2002–03 figures 
have been revised to make comparable with 2012–13 by adjustments for the transfer of 
functions associated with the new Mental Health Commission and accounting related changes 
such as the capital user charge.  

(2) The average annual rate of growth in Department of Health expenses over the past five years 
was — 

Guess what? 

$10.5 per cent. As per (1) above, adjustments have been applied to the 2007–08 actual for 
comparability purposes. 

Over the past five years health expenses have been running at 10.5 per cent. In anyone’s language, that would 
mean, “Warning! Warning! Danger, Will Robinson! We have trouble here.” A 10.5 per cent expense growth 
against a budget which has a paper-thin surplus of $175 million—you have got to be kidding! This government 
is starting way back from the start mark.  

I will quickly turn to education. I will not read out the answer, but for anyone who is interested it is question on 
notice 868, asked in the Legislative Council on 12 March 2014 by me. The answer is very revealing. The 
average annual rate of growth in education expenses over the past five years was 7.6 per cent. In police—this is 
question on notice 869 asked on 12 March 2014 by me—the average annual rate of growth in police expenses 
over the past five years was 7.1 per cent.  

In corrective services—this is question on notice 876, which I asked on 12 March 2014—the average annual rate 
of growth in Department of Corrective Services’ expenses over the past five years from 2007–08 to 2012–13 was 
10.4 per cent. The government simply cannot have those rates of expense growth and manage its budget. It does 
not add up. The point I am making is that although there is a paper-thin surplus, the government knows that it is 
heading into much higher deficits. Therefore, any suggestion by the government that it will be able to control 
spending is wishful thinking on its part. 

Budget paper No 3 contains a statement of risks that exist for the government in controlling expenditure. That is 
apart from the interest payment. One of those risks is the expiry of national partnership agreements. I note that 
63 national partnership agreements are due to expire in the near future. The government does not know which of 
its programs will continue to be funded or assisted to be funded by the commonwealth under those agreements. 
Surely that must be weighing on the government. I want to pick up on that point, because it is important to put it 
on the public record. It states at page 77 of budget paper No 3 — 

The majority of NPs create increased service levels, which generates community expectation that such 
levels will continue despite the time-limited nature of NPs. Unless another source of 
Commonwealth funding is found at an NP’s expiry, the State must either fund the increased service 
levels or allow service delivery to revert to pre-NP levels. 

At the time the government was putting together its budget, no determination had been made about whether 
these national partnership agreements would continue to be funded by the commonwealth government. We are 
not talking about one or two agreements valued at a few million dollars. We are talking about 63 agreements 
valued at hundreds of millions of dollars. The question is: what will the state government do in the event that no 
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funding is forthcoming from the commonwealth government for those agreements, particularly given that the 
government has only a paper-thin surplus of $175 million in its budget? One agreement that is due to expire is 
the National Partnership Agreement on Improving Public Hospital Services—Subacute Care. That agreement is 
valued at $166 million over four years. Another agreement is the National Partnership Agreement on Early 
Childhood Education—Universal Access. That is valued at $71 million over 18 months. Perhaps the Minister for 
Education would like to tell us whether any progress has been made on the funding for this agreement; and, if no 
money will be forthcoming from the commonwealth government for this agreement, where he intends to source 
that money from. I think the parents of the little kiddies who access this program need to be fully informed so 
that they can put in place some contingency plans in the event that this program is scrapped. Another agreement 
is the National Partnership Agreement on Indigenous Early Childhood Development. That is valued at 
$42 million over five years. We do not know about the future of that program. Another agreement is the National 
Partnership Agreement on Financial Assistance for Long Stay Older Patients. That is worth $39 million over 
three years. We do not know what contingencies this government has put in place to ensure that these services 
will continue to be provided, or whether these programs will just be wiped off the face of the earth. 

Another spending risk is education. It would seem to me, having looked at some of the spending risks in the area 
of education and training, that the Minister for Education is up to his old tricks, because, once again, we see huge 
deficiencies, and we see too many unanswered questions and too much uncertainty. It is important for the 
government, in framing the budget, to shore it up and try to eliminate the uncertainties so that we have a clearer 
picture of where we are going. However, once again, in the area of education and training there is a great deal of 
uncertainty. It states at page 80 of budget paper No 3 — 

Projections in this Budget are based on the assumption that the Department of Education’s Student-
Centred Funding Model (SCFM) will be implemented in time for the 2015 school year. Development 
and implementation of the SCFM could place pressure on the agency to remain within approved budget 
settings. However, this risk has been mitigated with the approval of $10 million in transitional funding 
($5 million in 2014–15 and $5 million in 2015–16) to assist in the implementation of the new funding 
model. 

Additional pressures in 2015 that pose potential risks to the projections include: 

• the transition in government schools of Year 7 students moving from primary school to secondary 
school settings; 

• the implementation of reforms to the Western Australian Certificate of Education that may impact 
the delivery of Vocational Education and Training in Schools; and 

• the impact of the next Teacher and Administrators’ enterprise bargaining agreement (the current 
agreement expires in December 2014). 

That agreement is one to watch, because the previous agreement that was struck between the State School 
Teachers’ Union of Western Australia and the government was quite generous. In fact, I think the government 
has given teachers a couple of generous agreements, basically to keep them quiet and keep them subdued. 
However, that has come at an enormous cost to the budget. We only need to look at the mess that the budget is in 
to see what has happened. However, I doubt very much whether teachers and administrators will be happy with a 
2.5 per cent wage increase. So that will certainly be one to watch. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members, noting the time, and just before Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich starts her next 
point of argument, I think this would be a good time to leave the chair until the ringing of the bells. 

Sitting suspended from 5.59 to 7.30 pm 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I welcome the opportunity to continue my remarks. Prior to the break, I was 
going through some of the spending risks, and I will continue on that point. Spending in a number of areas poses 
a risk to the achievement of the budget outcomes. I have already mentioned the 63 national partnership 
agreements that are yet to be confirmed and, therefore, raise serious question marks. In addition, there are also 
spending risks with asset investment. Some projects listed on the asset investment register are still subject to 
confirmation of commonwealth government funding, further planning and definition of scope and design, and 
finalisation of contract negotiations and/or other events. It would be very interesting to know what those 
investment proposals are, and it would be very helpful if the government were to provide information on those 
asset investments that are still subject to confirmation of commonwealth funding. 

In addition, a key plank of the budget, of course, in trying to restrain spending is the fiscal action plan and other 
savings measures that the government hopes to achieve. A lot of store has been put into the fiscal action plan and 
the savings measures, and there is no doubt that that will present a challenge to the government. The measures 
include limiting the wages and conditions increases to projected growth in the consumer price index, in 
accordance with the government’s public sector wages policy. The outcomes of the upcoming enterprise 
bargaining agreements for police, firefighters, health salaried officers and general public servants pose particular 
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risks to the assumptions upon which this budget is based. There is also the question of trying to manage the CPI 
cap on salaries expenditure. To date, I do not think there has been effective management of that CPI cap, and 
unless that can be managed effectively, clearly, that will also pose a risk. There is no doubt that time and again 
we have heard of the population increase and the pressure that is putting on government agencies. It does not 
appear as though that will go away, and it certainly needs to be managed properly. 

I want to touch quickly on education again. There have been a number of initiatives in the education portfolio. 
The projections of the budget are based on a number of assumptions, including that the student-centred funding 
model will be implemented in time for the 2015 school year. Development and implementation of this model 
could place pressure on the agency to remain within approved budget settings. However, this risk has been 
mitigated with an approval of $10 million in transitional funding, with $5 million of that for 2014–15 and 
$5 million for 2015–16 to assist with the implementation of the new funding model. Additional pressures in that 
portfolio include the transition in government schools to year 7 students moving from primary to secondary 
schools, and the implementation of reforms to the Western Australian Certificate of Education that may impact 
on the delivery of vocational education and training services in schools. There is no doubt that the amount of 
funding required to facilitate that will be quite significant. How that money will be provided, and where it will 
come from, is still uncertain and poses significant risk to the budget. 

Health is another area of potential challenge for the government. It seems that health just goes from bad to 
worse, and the blowouts in that agency seem to be ongoing. Much of that can be attributed to the cost blowouts 
at Fiona Stanley Hospital and the general contractual arrangements that the government has entered into with the 
Serco contracts. There are some serious challenges if the government is to meet its budget objectives. 

At the last election the government made a number of commitments. We have not seen some commitments that 
were made prior to that eventuate in terms of the government meeting those commitments. One of many 
commitments made was about electricity prices. The Premier made a comment in the leaders’ debate on 
19 February 2013 that the government would keep electricity prices at or around the rate of inflation. If we look 
at where electricity prices are now, we see that they are well and truly over the rate of inflation. In fact, in 2008, 
electricity prices were $963. If we compare that with the prices over the last six years, we see that there has been 
a substantial increase in every year since 2008. That substantial increase continues to rise and is reflected in a 
total increase of 76.96 per cent in electricity prices for that period from 2008 to 2014–15. That is way over the 
rate of inflation and should be of concern to everybody. Of course, the cost of electricity has an impact on all 
government agencies. For example, all government agencies use electricity and, consequently, it is a burden on 
all government agencies, as it is a burden on households. 

An interesting area of significant increase is also the cost of water. The revenue to government from the 
Water Corporation is also significant. In fact, the government trading enterprises are being gouged by the 
government to provide top-up revenue for the budget. So, consumers—the taxpayers—are paying way over the 
odds for power; water, sewerage and drainage; public transport; and just general cost-of-living increases. This is 
having a devastating impact on households right across the state. 

We can conclude that this budget really is all pain and no gain. It is certainly hitting the hip pockets of 
consumers and householders. In fact, families across the state will have to pay an extra $324 a year in increased 
charges. This will have a really devastating impact on many households, particularly those on fixed incomes. 
I think it is a little sad that the government did not have a very close look at the likely impact of these increased 
charges on households, because quite clearly there will be a huge burden for many households across the state. 
I fear for the ability of many people within our community to access those things that they generally take for 
granted—that is, to turn on the tap or the heater and to enjoy doing it. Given the fees and charges that have been 
imposed by this government, those things are no longer likely to be accessible for many people within our 
community. 

There was a very interesting cartoon by Dean Alston in The West Australian of Friday, 9 May this year. It 
probably sums up what this budget is really all about. It shows “King Col” sitting smugly in a carriage. 

Several members interjected. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: What is the problem? 
Hon Robyn McSweeney: Is it Old King Cole? Who are you talking about? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It is “King Colin”, our Premier. In this cartoon he is sitting in a carriage. 
Obviously, there is an old saying about a picture telling a thousand words. Clearly, that is the case in this 
cartoon. The Premier is riding in the carriage on his own; no-one else is with him. He is sitting there smugly. It 
seems as though the carriage is bogged in a whole lot of mud. I think it is mud; it could be something else, but it 
looks like mud. The Treasurer is pushing forward the wheel of the government carriage, which is deep in 
quicksand, mud or any number of things. The Treasurer is trying to push the carriage forward, but it is obviously 
not going anywhere. There are a number of boxes on top of the carriage, and one box that is falling off the back 
of the carriage is aptly labelled “Buswell”. I do not know whether that is symbolic of anything, but certainly 
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when I looked at the cartoon, I thought that that about sums things up pretty well. On top of the carriage are 
boxes labelled “Hospitals”, “Roads”, “Sharks”, “Elizabeth Quay” and “Stadium”. It indicates to me that the 
Treasurer is pushing it uphill. Basically, it signifies where things are at at the moment. Everything is bogged 
down. 
Hon Nick Goiran: Didn’t you say that everything was on top of the carriage? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Everything is on top of the carriage, but the carriage itself is bogged down. 
Things are not in a particularly good state for the government. Certainly, this cartoon sums things up. There is no 
doubt that the government has hit a rough patch. I would be very surprised if the government could push 
through. If the government truly believes that the people of this state are not aware of what is going on or are not 
aware of what it has done to them in the delivery of a shocking budget that will cause such hardship on them, I 
think that it is not in the real world. I think that the backbenchers of the Liberal Party must be very concerned 
about their prospect of re-election next time around. Even if they tried to deliver something that is so anti the 
mums and dads in the community, I do not think that they could have done it, because this is about as bad as it 
gets. The budget really hits at many aspects of the community. 
I want to touch quickly on local government reform. Local government reform was billed as an important part of 
this government’s reform agenda. This government has been in office now for five years and there seems to be 
very little progress. We saw the bill come to this place and then we saw the bill basically disappear from this 
place. The big question is: will we ever see the bill again? I have asked a number of questions in Parliament 
about the cost of local government reform. To my surprise—perhaps I was not that surprised—I found that not 
much money had been allocated for local government reform; it was some paltry amount of some $5 million or 
$6 million. That sent a signal to me about whether these guys are serious. When local government reform has 
occurred in other jurisdictions, particularly in Queensland, the bill for local government reform was to the tune 
of some $200 million. The fact that this government has put such a paltry amount of money towards this state’s 
local government reform signalled to me that either it was going to leave local governments basically to pick up 
the cost of the reform or, alternatively, the government was not serious about the reform process itself or the 
reform program. Surprise, surprise. I expected that there might have been something substantial in this budget to 
fund local government reform, so I was surprised not to see any significant sum of money for councils to 
complete the reform program. 
Certainly, councils in my electorate have been complaining to me about the way that the reform program has 
been handled, and councils have been raising the issue of the cost that has been carried by the councils to make 
sure that they are prepared to undertake the reform program. In fact, many of them have complained about 
having to undertake so many different inquiries and reports in preparation for the reform that it has cost them 
collectively hundreds of millions of dollars, if not more, and it has been quite a burden on their finances. But 
they were required to do it because the government asked them to undertake some of these inquiries and to 
produce certain reports, so many of them engaged consultants to do this work for large sums of money. Members 
can imagine my shock when the budget came out and there was so little funding in it for local government 
reform.  
It was not really surprising, therefore, that councils were being asked by this government to raise rates and 
bankroll the cost of local government reform because, effectively, that is the only way reform will occur. The 
local governments were to be pretty much left to their own devices. A pocket of money—$60 million—was 
allocated in the budget to be spread across the board, remembering there are 139 councils or thereabouts. It did 
not include the regional councils, so about 100 councils in the metropolitan area and some of the other parts of 
the state were to be reformed. Certainly the wheatbelt councils were excluded. Basically, $60 million was 
allocated in the budget. The amount of $15 million was to be delivered in the form of grants over three years, but 
the bulk of the $60 million—that is, $45 million—was to be in the form of subsidised loans. The WA Local 
Government Association president, Troy Pickard, told the lobby group that he was deeply concerned about what 
he described as a token allocation of $5 million in grants for 2014–15. He said it would not fund one merger, let 
alone the dozen or so required to meet the government’s agenda. He said that WALGA rejects any offer of loans. 
Basically, the government has put some money on the table and said that it expects councils to reform and it will 
allow them to access cheap Treasury loans to undertake that reform program. 
I have to say that the councils believe that to be most unsatisfactory and I believe it to be most unsatisfactory. 
There are no laws as far as I am aware to force local governments to borrow from Treasury, be it at a reduced 
rate or any other rate, to undertake local government reform to meet the government’s local government reform 
agenda. That being the case, I think the local government amalgamations are very much at risk. Firstly, I do not 
think local governments will decide to participate in a reform program that they have never wholeheartedly 
supported. Secondly, I do not believe either local governments or ratepayers will find palatable the need to 
borrow from Treasury to implement that reform process. It begs the question of what will happen to the local 
government reform program. I do not know, but I think that, if given the choice, most local governments will 
decide that they do not want to meet the government’s local government reform agenda. Of course, that 
highlights yet another reform program that has been very badly botched by this government. 
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There is an interesting advertisement in today’s paper, in which Mayor Troy Pickard, president of WALGA, 
made quite clear that what the government seeks to do about the reform program is simply not acceptable to 
local government. It states —  

Unfortunately more pain is to come from last week’s State Budget from the flow on effect to Local 
Government rates. The combination of a raft of increased charges, funding cuts and cost shifting by the 
State Government will hit Councils’ bottom lines and ultimately have to be borne by ratepayers through 
reduced services or increased rates. 

As a consequence of the Budget, Local Governments face increased charges for essential services such 
as waste and street lighting, and new costs resulting from inadequate funding for Council reform and 
severe cuts to road funding. 

The new financial imposts on Local Governments from the Budget will have a dramatic impact upon 
Councils finances. 

The real question is: just how much of an impact will it have? It continues — 

The result will be criticism of Local Governments, which is frustrating and unfair given these changes 
and increases are completely out of their control. In effect, Councils wear the complaints from the State 
Government’s actions. 

The most perplexing impact of the Budget is the decision on State Government funding for 
metropolitan reform. 

For more than five years the majority of metropolitan Councils have participated in good faith and 
constructively in the State Government’s reform agenda. So it was a slap in the face to then have the 
State Budget only allocate $5 million per year for reform over three years and the option for Councils to 
access low interest loans. 

WALGA has estimated that the cost of reform will be between $65m and $l00m based on recent 
experiences in WA and the cost of amalgamations in Queensland, in excess of $200m to which that 
State Government contributed $51m. 

I will not read the rest but there is a lot of disappointment in the local government sector, and rightly so because 
it lines up with a whole lot of other interest groups to say, “Hey, this is not good enough. You, the government, 
have let us down, and let us down badly.” That is very, very disappointing. In fact, on a close look at this budget, 
I do not think there is one sector of the community that will say that this budget is even fair, let alone good. It is 
an absolutely shocking budget; it is the worst budget I have seen in all the time I have been here. 

I know I am running out of time so I will comment about the promise of the Metro Area Express light rail. A 
Liberal Party media statement of 11 February 2013 states — 

“A Liberal Government, if re-elected, will maintain its nation-leading infrastructure program by 
building the Metro Area Express (MAX), a new light rail system connecting Mirrabooka with the CBD 
and across to Nedlands and Victoria Park, with commuters able to use the new rail by 2018.” 

That was 2013, so one would have expected that we would see something in this budget for the MAX light rail 
system. But if, as I did, members go through budget papers Nos 1, 2 and 3, there is very little on the MAX light 
rail. Given that this was a key election commitment at the last election when it was purported to be fully costed 
and fully funded, I am gobsmacked that there is so little in the budget papers about the MAX light rail election 
commitment. I found a reference to it on page 330, which reads — 

The Department supports the WAPC in developing structure plans for selected activity centres and 
corridors, including Stirling, Murdoch, Burswood Peninsula, MAX Light Rail Corridor (including 
Mirrabooka), Canning Bridge, Bentley–Curtin Precinct, and Scarborough Beach Road Activity 
Corridor. 

The next reference I found was under part 18 of division 17, under the Public Transport Authority of Western 
Australia, where there is reference to MAX light rail planning and development. No money has been allocated 
this financial year or next financial year, but $5 000 has been allocated for 2016–17. 

Then we go across to another reference on page 832 of budget paper No 2 of an estimated total cost for the 
Metro Area Express light rail of $1.87 billion, but there is absolutely no money across the forward estimates for 
this particular promise. That seems very odd to me—fully costed, fully funded and fully promised, but not 
delivered at all. 
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I asked a series of questions in this place, including question without notice 222 on 18 March this year. It was to 
the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport. I asked — 

(1) What is the current estimate for the net cost, including debt servicing, of operating the 
government’s proposed airport railway link? 

(2) What is the current estimate for the net cost, including debt servicing, of operating the 
government’s proposed Metro Area Express light rail project? 

Hon Jim Chown, on behalf of the minister, replied — 

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

 (1)–(2) The project definition plans for both the Forrestfield–airport link and the MAX light rail 
projects are nearing finalisation for consideration by the government. Until that consideration 
is complete it is premature to provide cost estimates. 

This was a fully funded, full costed, fully promised promise. On 10 April, I asked the Minister for Transport my 
next question about the Metro Area Express light rail and Perth Airport rail projects. I asked — 

Further to the Minister for Transport’s answer to question without notice number 222, asked in the 
Legislative Council on 18 March 2014 — 

(1) When the government committed to build the MAX light rail system what advice did it receive 
about the likely costs of operating the service, including debt servicing once it was built? 

(2) Has the government received any formal or informal advice about the likely cost of operating 
the MAX light rail system? 

(3) If yes to (2), what is that advice? 

(4) If no to (2), how could the government describe its commitment as fully funded and costed? 

(5) If no advice at all was received, is it usual practice for the government to decide to build 
projects without any idea of the cost of operating the project? 

Hon Jim Chown, on behalf of the minister, replied — 

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

(1) The government was aware of the likely operating costs based on other light rail systems. 

Basically, the government had no idea of what it would likely cost to operate the light rail system. In fact, 
Hon Jim Chown said that the government was only aware of the cost based on “other light rail systems”. How 
sloppy is that? This was a $1.8 billion election commitment said to be fully funded and fully costed, but the 
costing was based on an awareness of the likely operating costs of other light rail systems. One has to ask: 
On which other light rail systems was the costing based? How could the government ascertain a comparative 
analysis between the proposed MAX light rail system and one based on a light rail system elsewhere? How 
could the government have gone to an election saying that it was fully funded and fully costed when it had no 
idea of what the operating costs would be because it did it only on some faint reference to rail systems 
somewhere in other countries? This is absolutely shocking! No wonder the government is in a mess; no wonder 
the government is in a pickle. If this is how the government ascertains the cost of operating something as 
significant as a $1.8 billion light rail system, of course the government will have difficulties. 

Hon Jim Chown then went on to say — 

(2) Yes. Detailed work will be presented as part of the project definition plan. 

(3) This will be presented as part of the project definition plan. 

One can only assume that there must be a project definition plan somewhere. I understand what a project 
definition plan is, but, clearly, the project definition plan was not fully costed or fully funded or done with any 
rigour whatsoever. 

It is a total breach of trust of the Western Australian community. This whole thing has been an absolute 
fabrication, an outright lie and a deception of the good people of this state. You lied about it at the election; you 
knew it was not fully funded, you knew it was not fully costed and you had no idea what the operational cost of 
it would be. You lied to the electors! You can kick me out, Madam Acting President, if you think I am wrong 
when I say that you lied, because you did! Kick me out; I will be happy to be kicked out. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Are you asking me to do that, honourable member? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No; you will not kick me out. I will tell you why you will not kick me out—
because you know what I say is absolutely 100 per cent true. 
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Hon Peter Collier: I was not listening; what did she say? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: You would not, because a lie is normal to you; you got here by forging 
signatures—no, no, no! 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I call your attention, Madam Acting President, to standing order 45 in regard to 
imputations, and I ask the honourable member to withdraw that comment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Honourable member? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No, I will not withdraw the comment; it is true. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: You refuse to withdraw the comment? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, I do. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Member, standing order 45, “Imputations and Personal Reflections”, reads — 

All imputations of improper motives and all personal reflections on Members shall be considered highly 
disorderly. 

I listened closely to what you were saying and you repeated it on several occasions; you made the accusations 
that you did. Whilst you may not have specifically referred to a member in particular at the time that you did, 
when you repeated your accusation, you did across the chamber use the words “You are a liar” directed to the 
Leader of the House, and so I would ask you to perhaps reconsider and you may wish to withdraw that remark 
that you made. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I would have to have a look at the transcript tomorrow. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: I am sorry? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I would have to have a look at the transcript, but no, I am sorry, Madam Acting 
President. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: So, you choose not to withdraw? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes; I am sorry. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The other comment that I found incredibly offensive was the direct imputation to the 
Leader about forging signatures, and I would ask that that be withdrawn specifically as well. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: It’s on the public record. 

Hon Peter Collier: It’s what? 

Hon Kate Doust: The ABC; didn’t you see it? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Got the transcript. 

Hon Peter Collier: What was that, Kate? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: The ABC transcript. 

Hon Kate Doust: The 7.30 report. 

Hon Peter Collier: What? Someone made an accusation? You’re better than that, Kate. Don’t stoop to her level. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: I do not think we need to have a discussion with regard to that. There have been 
several comments made across the chamber, some of which I did hear and a couple of which I did not hear 
directly. Perhaps at this stage if the member chooses not to withdraw those comments that I have particularly 
asked her to withdraw, perhaps I need to leave the chair until the ringing of the bells to seek some further advice. 

Sitting suspended from 8.13 to 8.25 pm 
Ruling by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Members, I have been following proceedings behind the Chair, and 
the Acting President has reported to me the two points of order that were taken on Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. From 
what I heard and observed and from the report from the Acting President, according to standing order 46(3) — 

If the President determines that the words used by a Member constitute unparliamentary language, 
whether or not an objection has been raised by another Member, the President shall direct the Member 
to withdraw those words and may require an apology. 

Firstly, I determine that the words used were unparliamentary and do require those words to be withdrawn, and 
an apology is invited. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Thanks, Mr President. I withdraw and apologise. 

The PRESIDENT: In that case, we proceed with order of the day 10, “Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure”. 
The question is that the motion be agreed to. 

Debate Resumed  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I have, unfortunately, only one minute left. Basically, the house needs to see the 
project definition plan in the answer given to me by the parliamentary secretary. There is no doubt that the whole 
issue about the Metro Area Express light rail project was a fabrication. Quite frankly, the former Treasurer, 
Hon Troy Buswell, must have cottoned on to the fact that the government had looked at the operating costs of 
other light rail systems when it made the MAX light rail commitment—it never did any costing on it—and he 
made a trip overseas to look at what other nations were doing with light rail. Unfortunately, and this is pretty 
typical of this government, he came back with a plagiarised report. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Samantha Rowe. 

ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2014 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 9 April. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [8.27 pm]: I rise to make 
some comments on behalf of the opposition on the Electoral Amendment Bill 2014. On the surface, it appears to 
be a relatively simple bill that is broken into three parts and that seeks to amend both the Electoral Act 1907 and 
the Freedom of Information Act 1992. This bill canvasses and seeks to change a number of matters in both 
pieces of legislation. It seeks to provide a greater scope of powers to the Electoral Distribution Commissioners. 
Members need to be clear when we deal with this bill that it is not dealing with the whole of the Electoral 
Commission but only the Electoral Distribution Commissioners, who number three. It is quite narrow in scope. 
The bill will extend the range of powers that the Electoral Distribution Commissioners have. It seeks to provide 
greater flexibility in the consultation periods, which I will go into a bit more. It seeks to provide additional 
immunities and protections that are similar to those of a royal commission and an exemption under the Freedom 
of Information Act. It also allows the commission to post the final electoral boundaries in a digital format and to 
lodge that with Landgate. I will break that down a bit further. On the first point, if this bill is passed, the 
Electoral Distribution Commissioners will be given the full protections and immunities of a royal commission, 
as set out in the Royal Commissions Act 1968. The second reading speech states that this change has been 
brought about due to some doubts surrounding legal standards when exercising their powers. I hope that the 
minister will articulate exactly what those doubts are and what incidents have occurred to trigger this change. 
Later I will refer to an amendment that we have on the supplementary notice paper relating to that. 

The Electoral Distribution Commissioners have sought an extra month to carry out the individual phases of the 
distribution process. I understand from the briefing we were given that they found that the last electoral 
distribution period was quite tight and they operated under a very tight time frame. That may have prevented 
them from providing some level of consultation or affording them the opportunity to travel to some places. If the 
bill is passed and they are able to access that additional month, if they need it, I understand—the minister might 
correct me if I am wrong—that this will give them the capacity to stretch out the time by a month if they need it 
to engage in additional consultation or to travel to certain places to engage with the community. It is not 
something that they will necessarily always take if they do not need it, but it will give them a little more 
flexibility. I also understand that they will be able to release a consultation paper on the distribution process if 
they think it is appropriate to do so. 

The Electoral Commission has also sought in this legislation that the final electoral boundaries be published on a 
digital database and lodged with Landgate. I understand the reasons for that relate to timeliness and the fact that 
it would be more cost effective. That seems to be a perfectly logical way to go about getting the information and 
the final boundaries out to both the interested political parties and members of the community as quickly as 
possible. It would save a lot of money in printing and delivery costs, so it is an eminently sensible change. 

We will ask questions about a couple of other changes. One of these is an amendment that seeks to add the 
words “means of travel” to the section of the act that deals with the matters that the commissioners may take into 
account. When we get into committee, we might seek some detailed explanation of what that is and how that will 
work in reality. We have had some discussion with the commission about that. I think it would be useful for the 
minister to put on the record exactly what is involved and why that change has been put in place. 

The final significant change that the commissioners have sought is to be exempt from the Freedom of 
Information Act. We were advised during the briefing that, given their tight time frames, they are concerned that 
if they were to receive a significant number of freedom of information requests, that would slow down the 
process. I asked how many FOI requests they had received over time. I was told that they had received none, but 
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they occasionally get a request from an interested party, say, a political blogger or somebody else, to provide 
some advice. To date, no formal FOIs have been presented. We are concerned about this issue. We will seek to 
amend the bill in this area. Although this is a very small group within the Electoral Commission and it operates 
for only a specified period—every four years effectively—during the term of this government, it has become 
more and more difficult for members of Parliament and the public to access information from this government. 
We do not see any reason why the distribution commissioners should not have to provide information if it is 
sought through that mechanism. At the end of the process, they publish the boundaries and their reasons but 
members may seek other information. Exempting the commissioners from the FOI process would prevent 
members from accessing that information. It comes back to the whole issue around transparency and 
accountability that the government purports to hold up as a primary issue. That is a concern. I will talk more 
about that when we get to the committee stage. 

The commissioners gave a number of reasons for the changes they seek to the legislation. I accept that these 
changes suggested by the distribution commissioners identify the ways they can perform their role more 
effectively or more efficiently. We question why they would seek some of these changes now. In fact, the 
commission already has the powers of a royal commission, but clause 5 of this bill seeks to also have the 
immunities and protections of a royal commission. I understand that it has had those powers for an extended 
period, I think going back to the 1960s. I would question why we should make this change now. Perhaps the 
minister might tell us why it is so important for it to happen now and then go back to the issue I canvassed earlier 
about what events have occurred for the three commissioners to have the same level of protection applied to 
them as they would in a royal commission. Regarding the second part of the amendment in clause 5, I question 
which provisions of the Royal Commissions Act the minister specifically wants to apply to this part. I will 
mention the parts that I think should be applied when we get into committee and the minister can tell me whether 
they are appropriate and why they were not specifically mentioned. As it stands now, it is effectively picking up 
the whole of that document and dropping it into this piece of legislation. The commissioners already operate 
under significant parts of that act, so I think we can have a discussion about the relevant key parts that relate to 
that amendment in clause 5. 

I think this is the first piece of electoral reform legislation that we have had within the past few years; it is 
certainly the first bill that I have had to deal with since I have had responsibility for electoral affairs as a shadow 
minister. I am not aware of any electoral reform legislation that went through in the last term. 

Hon Peter Collier: The four-year fixed term. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Of course. A very significant change happened. I forgot that. Forgive me. Given that we 
have had to wait so long—electoral reform is not something that is dealt with on a high frequency—it is 
disappointing that the government may have missed an opportunity to bring about changes in a number of other 
areas. I wanted to flag a couple of those. We have put a couple of amendments relating to those areas on the 
supplementary notice paper. One area of interest—I am sure it is of interest to all parties in this place—is the 
start time and the finish time for the redistribution process. If this bill goes through and the changes come into 
effect as soon as practicable after the second anniversary of the election, there is a view that perhaps change 
could be implemented to kickstart that process even earlier—that is, not at the two-year point but perhaps at the 
18-month point. I had a discussion with officers from the Electoral Commission about how this could be 
managed. There are differing views about some of the barriers to that. I will move that amendment when we get 
to the committee stage and perhaps test the waters. If it is not successful tonight, perhaps the minister and I can 
have a discussion about it later. Given the time frame for the review to be completed and the fact that making the 
boundaries public will now be pushed out from seven months to a potential eight months, there are concerns at 
the tail end leading up to what I suppose is the pointy end for most politicians—the preselection rounds. If we 
could bring the process forward, it would be better for the political parties in terms of their own internal issues of 
candidate preselection, starting that process and getting candidates into the field. They are perhaps matters that 
we can discuss either in committee or outside this place. 

Some other matters are important to not only political parties, but also members of the community for whom the 
government might have missed an opportunity. I hope we will be able to have a proper discussion about them at 
some point and that that will lead to amendments to legislation. One such issue is the automatic enrolment of 
voters, so that when a person turns 18, rather than having to enrol through the Electoral Commission, they would 
be automatically put on the roll. Another issue is whether we could implement an automatic change of address. I 
imagine that it is an onerous task for the Electoral Commission to chase people who move home. If somebody 
moves house, they might think to change the address details on their driver’s licence, their Medicare card or with 
the local library, but they do not always think to change them with the Electoral Commission until a local, state 
or federal election is coming up and a reminder is sent out about the close of the rolls. I had this discussion with 
the commission last year. I am sure it would save the government from issuing fines for breach of licence or a 
range of things if a person were able to change their address with one government department and for those 
details to be automatically changed for every government department or agency and picked up by the 
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Electoral Commission. That would be a much more cost-effective and practical way to deal with that and would 
save the Electoral Commission a lot of time and money in following up people. I know that is not part of this bill 
and that there is no capacity to make that amendment, but I hope that with the next round of legislation—I 
understand another bill will come our way over the next year or so—the government can have a mature 
conversation with everyone in this chamber about that and look to make some changes. These are practical, 
sensible changes that would be cost effective and improve productivity.  

Another issue on which we need to have a grown-up discussion is that of political donations. This matter has 
been canvassed not just in our state. On our trip to Canada, we found that this issue was being canvassed and was 
part of a significant piece of electoral reform in Canada. The issue has also been canvassed in places like 
San Francisco. I met with the vice president of the League of Women Voters of San Francisco and discussed 
how they manage political donations and issues around change of address and voter enrolment. Even though they 
have non-compulsory voting, it was interesting that they were dealing with similar issues to us. There is a strong 
and growing demand from the community to have better mechanisms in place for the more timely reporting of 
political donations and more transparency about who makes significant donations. These issues and how they are 
managed are probably being discussed by a range of party rooms and community organisations. 
The Independent Commission Against Corruption in New South Wales held a series of hearings recently. It has 
been quite amazing to hear the stories about the number of significant donations that were made to members of 
the government in New South Wales. A number of heads have rolled as a result. The community expects 
transparency with political parties. They want to know who is giving money and how much. They want this 
information quickly; they do not want to wait a year or so after the election to find out. 

I just wanted to give members a flavour of the issues that we should be discussing about future changes to 
legislation. We will have a number of questions about the clauses of this bill when we get to the committee 
stage. As I have said, we have a number of proposed amendments that deal with issues around the provision of 
immunity or protection to the commissioners, freedom of information and the means of travel to a member’s 
office. The opposition will support the bill at the second reading stage, but we want to discuss those amendments 
in committee. We have some serious concerns specifically about FOI and means of travel. We will wait to see 
the government’s response before deciding how to vote on the third reading. Because this is a simple bill, there is 
no point spinning out this debate. I wanted to canvass those other issues and put them on the record so that the 
government would know where we are coming from. These issues are relevant to not only us, but also members 
of the community in making improvements to our electoral legislation. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [8.46 pm]: The Greens will be supporting the Electoral 
Amendment Bill 2014, but I will listen diligently to what Hon Kate Doust has to say about the amendments that 
she will put forward in the committee stage. I would like to thank the minister’s office; Hon Neville Owen, 
chairman of the Electoral Distribution Commissioners; Chris Avent, acting Electoral Commissioner; 
Justin Harbord; and Jeremy Buxton for giving us a very good presentation on the legislation. As has been stated, 
it is a very small bill that seeks to amend the Electoral Act 1907 and the Freedom of Information Act 1992. The 
bill contains provisions that will improve and modernise the electoral distribution process for electors, political 
parties, administrators and other stakeholders. The administrative preparatory work for the next state election 
boundary changes will begin this year. One of the major features of the bill concerns flexibility in relation to 
consultation periods. Currently, the distribution time frame set out in section 16F of the Electoral Act is 
restrictive and leaves no discretion for the Electoral Distribution Commissioners to vary the periods for 
individual phases. The proposed amendments would allow the Electoral Distribution Commissioners to take 
more time to consult widely before making proposed and final determinations and to set out an indicative 
distribution timetable, and would give them discretion to vary the closing date. Overall processes will need to be 
concluded in eight months, not seven months, and commissioners will be provided with the discretion to release 
boundary consultation papers. 

The proposed changes seek to provide the Electoral Distribution Commissioners with the immunities of a royal 
commission. Currently, commissioners do not have the powers of a royal commission under the 
Royal Commissions Act 1968 nor do they have the associated protection and immunities of a royal commission. 
The proposed amendments will remove doubt about the commission’s legal standing in the exercise of its 
powers and provide the Electoral Distribution Commissioners with the full protection and immunities of a royal 
commission, as is the case in New South Wales and Tasmania. The changes will also provide an exemption 
under the federal Freedom of Information Act. Currently, Electoral Distribution Commissioners are not exempt 
under the FOI legislation, unlike royal commissioners and members of a royal commission.  

The proposed amendments will provide the commissioners with a specific exemption under schedule 2 of the 
Freedom of Information Act 1992, which is consistent with the specific protections and immunities offered to the 
royal commission. Submissions, objections and proposals will be made available online. One of the salient 
points being made was that in almost all cases all documents will be available. It will address the concerns that 
FOI requests would make compliance with time frames difficult to achieve. The point that was made by the 
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commissioner and the chairman of distribution was that because the time frame is somewhat restrictive, even 
though we have extended it to eight months, if an FOI application was introduced in that time, it would really 
constrain the commissioners in getting on with the work because they would have to comply with the FOI 
request. 

Hon Ken Travers: The current FOI process already provides for that. It is a nonsense argument. If an FOI 
diverts significant resources, many agencies use that to deny FOIs today. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The idea is that they would have to comply with the FOI request, but it might shorten 
the time frame in which to do the work. I am not necessarily saying that I do not support the honourable 
member’s amendments, but I will listen diligently to what is said during Committee of the Whole. This is, 
basically, what we were told by the chairman of distribution and the acting Electoral Commissioner. 

I refer to the electronic publications of the final boundaries. Currently, technical descriptions of the boundaries 
are required to be produced and published in the Government Gazette. Therein lies quite an incredible problem; 
they are a series of data points and, unless we have a GPS working for us, we have no idea where the electoral 
boundaries are. The proposed amendments will make use of technological improvements to allow for digital 
representation of the final boundaries. Everyone would like to see which side of the street a boundary is on. It 
will allow final electoral boundaries to be published in digital datasets and lodged with Landgate. I will make 
some comments about that in a minute. It will provide electronic copies of final boundary changes in a user-
friendly service to the stakeholders and the public. There are some minor administrative changes to the Electoral 
Act 1907. The bill is not a uniform legislation bill as it does not ratify or give effect to any inter-government or 
multilateral agreements to which the government is a party and the bill does not introduce any uniform scheme 
or uniform laws throughout the commonwealth. 

In our discussions with the representatives of the minister, we learned that everything in the bill was requested 
by the commissioners; the government is responding to their concerns. Eight months is in keeping with fixed 
terms; because every step was fixed, there was insufficient time to do a proper public consultation, especially in 
regional WA. That is why we have extended by an extra month. The ability to put out consultation papers first 
enables political parties to consult, which is currently not provided for in the act. The electronic map currently 
cannot be taken as an official version. Therefore, the commissioners need to be satisfied that it is a legal version 
before it can be published electronically. We would ask in this process that those maps be provided free. 
Originally, if someone tried to get a dataset in a Landgate map, they had to pay for it, and quite a significant 
amount in some cases. That mapping needs to be available to everybody and in a manner that is quick and in 
detail. I have a map of my electorate with a sort of boundary on it, but if I really wanted to dig down and look at 
exactly where a boundary is in relation to a station, I would have problems. We need a better mapping process or 
perhaps to keep to simple maps that are already available through the WAEC and its PDF systems, so that the 
parties or people with a genuine concern about the detail of the map can get that much more detail from the 
mapping system. 

We also consulted with the party over this, obviously. A number of people looked at the legislation and no 
particular concerns were raised, except about access to this mapping and that the request be provided in detail, in 
a timely manner and free of charge. We obviously note that the FOI process may attract controversy. The point 
made by the commissioner and the chairman of distribution was that they were concerned that it could hold up 
the process and then put them back to almost the situation they had before whereby they had to truncate the 
issue. Obviously, we asked questions about any dealings with a political arm and we were advised that the chair 
of the distribution committee is a retired Supreme Court judge and, as such, any dealings with any political arm 
and the commission would be automatically disclosed. That tended to satisfy us to a large degree about 
disclosure. 

I have made it clear that I will listen to the arguments put forward about the amendment. I will deliberate on that 
as we progress through committee. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [8.56 pm]: I rise briefly to make a short contribution in support of the 
comments made by my colleague Hon Kate Doust on the Electoral Amendment Bill 2014. I have a couple of 
questions on this bill, which is a very important piece of electoral reform legislation. The last two pieces of 
electoral reform legislation have been good for the voters and politicians alike in that we have introduced four-
year fixed terms, which is a positive step forward. The bill before that, of course, relieved Western Australia of 
the gerrymander that it had for several years, which is that in a fair and equitable way everyone has a vote of 
equal value. 

I have a few questions, which I know we will get to later. As a relatively new member of Parliament and as a 
farmer in a previous life, I like to see pragmatic solutions and ways that things can work more easily. I note that 
further electoral legislation will be introduced in Parliament later in this term and I wonder why this bill is being 
debated separately from all that, but I am sure that will become apparent to me as we move through. I understand 
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the desire for the legislation to give immunities to the royal commissioners. I know 
Justice Neville Owen reasonably well. He is the chair of the board of Iona Presentation College, where we had 
an association for quite a number of years. 

I also have some views on the freedom of information matter. Once the Electoral Commissioner has made his 
rulings and drawn up the boundaries, why cannot all that information in those deliberative proceedings become 
public information? Then there would be no need to make freedom of information requests, because everything 
would be out on the table for public information, barring other things that may be commercial-in-confidence or 
cabinet-in-confidence. I think there would be no good reason why a lot of the deliberations and transcripts of 
meetings et cetera could not be made available to members of the public. That would then take away the 
commission’s need to follow through freedom of information requests, should there ever be one. 

As a country member, the means of travel is important to me. I do not see a whole lot of sense in dividing a 
community such as Geraldton and putting it into two electorates. To me, it is important that like areas be kept 
together. I think that is something that everyone here would suggest might not be such a bad idea. In that case, to 
have a regional city such as Geraldton in one electorate and the hinterland surrounding it in one electorate makes 
good political sense, rather than dividing Geraldton in half and having mixtures of regional city and hinterland in 
the same electorate. I think that would create its own set of difficulties. 

I do not understand why a redistribution needs to begin two years after an election. Surely, as Hon Kate Doust 
has pointed out, there would be a mechanism so that this process could begin earlier. It takes a good amount of 
time, and so it should. The Electoral Commission has a very important role and should not be rushed. But why 
should it be two years? What is the right amount of time? I think it should be sooner than that. Whether it is 
18 months or even less would make some sense to me in that the process could get underway and the 
redistributions could be made. There would then be plenty of time for preselections and the like to be done after 
the redistribution. Of course, seat boundaries will change a lot with the advent of new electorates. We all know 
that towns can move in and out of different electorate boundaries at different times. 

I also do not understand why we need to go through this process after every single election. I think the Electoral 
Commission would save itself a terrible lot of money if this was done after every second election. Why does it 
need to be done so regularly? I understand—it was before my time—that some legislation was passed, and that 
seemed to be one of the riders on it getting through. However, we have moved on and we have a new group of 
people in the Parliament now. 

Also, I feel for electors who live in, for instance, places such as Donnybrook who are constantly shifted between 
electorates. I have spoken to the member for Collie–Preston and he told me that Donnybrook goes out of his 
electorate and at the next redistribution it comes back into his electorate. When he goes down to Donnybrook, 
they say, “Well, where have you been for four years?” He has not been in Donnybrook because it was not in his 
electorate. It is confusing for people — 

Hon Ken Travers: It makes you realise that no-one else visited them during that time. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Precisely. That is a very good point, Hon Ken Travers. That may be so, but I just use 
Donnybrook as an example of a community that gets buffeted around between different electorates. I am sure it 
is not the only example in which two or three electorates may converge and a community is shifted into a 
different electorate, which means it has a different local member. Rebuilding relationships in that situation 
cannot be as good as it is for a community that is statically in its own electorate and has time to work on those 
relationships with its members in the Parliament. I think there is a good argument to be made, and I look forward 
to hearing later why we do not do this after two elections rather than after each one. 

The other point I will make before I finish is that I agreed with Hon Kate Doust’s comments about donations and 
spending on elections. I think that things are getting a bit out of hand in that regard. I refer members to the latest 
Senate by-election in which the Palmer United Party outspent everyone significantly. I think it is becoming a 
perception in the community that anyone can buy their way to a seat in Parliament. That should never be the 
case. We should have a true democracy in which it is truly the voice of the people, and their opinions and 
decisions are not swayed by the enormous amounts of money being thrown at elections. The process is regulated 
and there are rules. However, as we are seeing in New South Wales, whenever a set of rules is put in place, 
someone will always be looking to work their way around them. The Australian Football League, for instance, 
has handled the issue of payments and spending by imposing a salary cap on clubs so that no matter how much 
money they raise, that is all they can spend. I think that we, as a group of parliamentarians, might perhaps 
consider something like that, because I never want to see the day when the richest organisation wins. I do not 
think that is good for anybody. 

They are just a couple of points that I wanted to raise. I always welcome electoral reform. If we are going to 
strive for a perfect system, which we all will and probably will never achieve, I think the trick is to keep at it, no 
matter who is in government, in a bipartisan way that benefits the people we are all here to serve, and that is the 
electors of Western Australia. 
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HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [9.06 pm]: I, along with my colleagues Hon Kate Doust and 
Hon Darren West, want to make a couple of brief comments on the Electoral Amendment Bill 2014. I concur 
with the issues which Hon Kate Doust raised and on which she has amendments standing in her name on the 
supplementary notice paper. In doing so, I want to take members back to a debate that we had in this place on 
11 March 2009 when we were discussing an earlier electoral bill that was introducing some matters that had 
been in a previous bill from 2008 but had never gone through Parliament, and some changes that had been made 
to that bill. There was disagreement between the parties. The majority of the bill had been agreed. Then there 
was a change of government. Towards the end of the speech given by Hon Norman Moore, he said — 

I have had a bill drafted and it is in draft form. 

That related to fixed terms — 

I am now proposing to consult with all the political parties and discuss with them the contents of that 
bill to see whether we cannot find some sort of consensus on this matter. It seems to me that with 
legislation of this sort, it is not about whether the government can get its way in the Parliament; it is 
about whether the political parties can reach some sort of accommodation of each other’s views so that 
all parties feel comfortable with the legislation. 

He then went on to talk about how he would discuss it with members in due course and the like. I think they 
were very salient words of Hon Norman Moore that he would seek to get consensus. There will be times when 
agreement cannot be reached on matters, but at least an attempt will be made. That attempt, as was clearly 
outlined in the comments of Hon Norman Moore, should be before the bill arrives in the house. Labor has 
concerns with some issues here. I understand—I am a realist—that the government has the numbers, but it is not 
a good practice, in my view, for bills of this nature, which the government says are purely mechanical bills, to be 
brought into this place without any consultation occurring with not just the Labor Party, but also all the other 
parties in Western Australia. There are a number of issues, such as the need to exempt certain things from 
freedom of information applications, that I simply do not believe the government has made the case for. 
I understand—unfortunately, I was in a parliamentary committee meeting when the opposition was briefed, so 
I could not attend the briefing—from talking to people who attended the briefing that no FOI application has 
been made in the past, so it is not as though this is a regular occurrence. Equally, I am someone who from time 
to time submits FOI applications. I can assure members that the concerns that have been raised are already 
addressed in the FOI legislation. There is the capacity for an agency, for instance, to decline an FOI request on 
the basis that it would divert significant resources. Of course, that is not defined, so how that impacts on a 
particular agency would very much be a case of the agency looking at the case history of how that has been 
applied. Obviously, one of the things that the agency would normally seek to do is negotiate the scope with the 
applicant, if that were ever to occur. There are a range of other mechanisms. 

I suspect that a large chunk of what the Electoral Distribution Commissioners do would be exempt under other 
grounds within the Freedom of Information Act and people would be fairly limited in what they could FOI. 
I also argue that I expect there are documents that go beyond those and that many of the documents are tabled at 
the end of or, in some cases, during the process. I also believe there may be documents that, at some point in the 
future, members of this chamber from either side of the house or members of the public may want to FOI. I do 
not think a case has been put. If the government does have a case, it should have sought to hold proper 
discussions with the opposition on that matter before this bill was brought in. When we change electoral acts we 
need a clear understanding of what those matters are because, at first glance, elements of “communication, 
means of travel” could be picked up within the existing provisions. “Communication, means of travel” is clearly 
a subset of communities of interest and communication, but to make it a separate definition will have an impact 
on the way boundaries are drawn. Ultimately, one of the things I have learnt about this is that often people do 
these things thinking they will have an impact but they end up achieving the opposite. Political parties might 
think it is to their advantage to make those changes, but they end up having the opposite impact. That is one of 
the reasons I agree with Hon Norman Moore that at least an attempt should be made to reach consensus before 
the bill comes into the house. 

The shadow minister outlined the opposition’s formal concerns, and I wanted to concur with her concerns and 
express my concern about the process by which this bill has even arrived in this chamber. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Electoral Affairs) [9.11 pm] — in reply: I 
would like to thank all members for their contribution to the debate thus far and for their indications of support 
for the second reading at the very least. The Electoral Amendment Bill 2014 is fundamentally a mechanical bill; 
it is an administrative bill to streamline the redistribution process. These recommendations have all come from 
the Electoral Distribution Commissioners. I have had several briefings about them and I concur with the issues 
contained within the bill itself. I will not go through the bill; it is a fairly simple bill. Each member has 
commented on the various areas. 
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Extending the time frame between the various stages, the exemption from freedom of information requests and 
giving the commissioners the same powers as a royal commission have caused a little contention with the 
opposition. The publishing in the Government Gazette and the other matters are intended to streamline the 
process and we will do that through this bill. The redistribution is a vital component of the electoral process and, 
as far as I can remember, there was bipartisan support for redistribution after each election, unless that has 
changed. That is my memory of what initially occurred with that amendment. 

I will deal with a couple of issues: firstly, freedom of information. I will not go into too much detail because we 
will deal with this bill in Committee of the Whole. At the moment, the Electoral Distribution Commissioners 
have the same powers as those of a royal commission but they do not have the same protections as a royal 
commission. That is not within the Freedom of Information Act. This legislation will identify the Electoral 
Distribution Commissioners within the Freedom of Information Act. Yes, we can speculate on the fact that 
perhaps there may not have been FOI applications at this stage. As I said, I will go into more detail in committee, 
but we want to get to a point at which we avert any situation that may cause the final distribution of the 
boundaries to be delayed, and we increasingly get more and more vexatious FOI applications. 

Hon Kate Doust: Not in this area. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: No; but I am saying that we — 

Hon Ken Travers: It’s a nonsense argument to say it will delay redistribution. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: We could argue this all day. As I said, I will have more to say on this in committee. 
Originally, when the commission first spoke to me, it wanted to establish an electoral boundaries commission 
that was virtually identical to a royal commission but that would take an enormous amount of change to other 
acts, so we decided not to go down that path. That has the full support of the commission and we are now 
providing a similar outcome in that all we are doing is protecting the commissioners from FOI applications. 
I will deal with that in committee. 

With regard to communication between the opposition and the government, with all due respect, there will be — 

Hon Ken Travers: I didn’t say “between the opposition and the government” I said “between all parties”. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I am responding to Hon Ken Travers’ comments, so if he lets me finish — 

Hon Ken Travers: But you said — 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Can Hon Ken Travers let me finish. I have had a discussion with Hon Kate Doust. 
Yes, we have a couple of ideas about electoral reform and I am sure that the Greens have a couple of ideas and 
the same goes for Hon Rick Mazza and our National Party colleagues. That is becoming more and more relevant 
on a day-to-day basis. We have seen an example of issues about our electoral system at the national level by 
having to go through a half-Senate election. We want to avoid that. Yes, those discussions will take place. This 
bill in itself is, quite frankly, a very simple bill. It is not the sort of bill we can put out on public consultation or 
have an elongated period of discussion about. I read in this bill over a month ago. We have offered briefings and 
briefings have been provided. I had a discussion with Hon Kate Doust and we made an arrangement to meet in 
the very near future to talk about broader electoral reform. I will also have a discussion with the Greens, as I will 
with my National colleagues and Hon Rick Mazza. I have had a couple of discussions already with my National 
colleagues. If we are not going to tinker around the edges on electoral reform, but make significant electoral 
reform, it would be foolhardy on the part of me as Minister for Electoral Affairs to assume we can blatantly pull 
it into the Parliament and bulldoze through it. It simply will not happen. The dialogue between all parties will 
take place for a positive outcome for, ideally, electoral reform. As I said, I take on board further comments made 
by Hon Kate Doust on other issues; donations and financial contributions are but one of them. The whole 
electoral process will probably be an evolving beast. It will require—they will happen, certainly as long as I am 
electoral affairs minister—consultations with our colleagues. Having said that, I will respond in a more forensic 
fashion to the amendments on the notice paper when we get to the committee stage. Ideally, even though we will 
not support the amendments, I would like to think that I can explain to the Greens and the other parties why we 
will not support them. Hopefully, they will support the bill into the third reading. Having said that, I thank 
members for their indication of support for the second reading at this stage, and I commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Bill read a second time. 

Committee 

The Chair of Committees (Hon Adele Farina) in the chair; Hon Peter Collier (Minister for Electoral Affairs) in 
charge of the bill. 
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Clause 1: Short title — 
The CHAIR: I bring to members’ attention that they also need to have regard to supplementary notice paper 59, 
issue 1, dated Tuesday, 13 May 2014. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I want to make one very short comment that I tried to make by way of interjection. The 
minister was saying that I had said that the opposition should be consulted. 

Hon Peter Collier: Yes. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was very careful with my words. I said that all political parties should be consulted. I 
was not saying simply the opposition. My view is that consultation should be with the opposition, the Greens, 
the Shooters and Fishers Party, the National Party and probably these days, because it clearly has representation 
in the federal Parliament, even the Palmer United Party—at the very least those parties that are active parties and 
have clear representation with members of Parliament. I was not therefore saying only the opposition. That is 
why I tried to interject to correct the minister on the point that I was arguing that there should be consultation 
with everybody. I appreciate the minister’s comments that he will do that in the future, but even though it is a 
mechanical bill, mechanical bills like this should still go through a consultation process before coming into this 
chamber. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The general question I want to ask is about the electronic mapping that originally 
could not be taken as an official version. At what stage will the new electronic digitised mapping become an 
official version? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It will be at the declaration. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 2 to 4 put and passed. 
Clause 5: Section 16B amended — 
Hon KATE DOUST: I move — 

Page 3, lines 15 and 16 — To delete “, protections and immunities”. 

We seek this amendment because—I alluded to this amendment in the second reading debate—although the 
Electoral Distribution Commissioners have had the powers of a royal commission for some time, for some 
reason they did not have the immunities and protections applied, I suppose the first question to the minister is 
why now? I might start with that and then go on. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The concerns from the commissioner about their legal protections while carrying out 
their responsibilities was a motivating factor. The chair of the distribution, Hon Neville Owen, is a former 
Supreme Court judge and he shares these concerns. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Following on from that, there was not a lot of detail in the explanatory memorandum or in 
the second reading speech about what has triggered his concerns in that regard. Some other event must have 
occurred that all of a sudden has raised this as an issue to seek this type of change. We are not too sure. 
Royal commissions operate in a particular way, and we are currently seeing that happening at a federal level with 
the inquiry into the trade unions. We have seen that happen in Western Australia with a range of 
royal commissions, and one would see them as being fairly adversarial in the way they go about their business 
seeking information. However, that is not how we would see the operations or functions of the Electoral 
Distribution Commissioners. We would question why they need to have these additional changes to afford them 
the same type of protections and immunities. My question is really coming back to what is actually triggering the 
need for this change in this circumstance. I do not imagine that putting submissions in to move boundary lines 
for electoral areas would be an adversarial type of interaction between the relevant parties and the 
commissioners. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: A number of requests for information had been provided to the commission from 
members of Parliament, members of the public and a number of different areas that gave every indication that 
this would be an area of open slather for freedom of information applications. 

Hon KATE DOUST: So, the only reason for this change to afford them those immunities and protections is to 
enable them to be exempt from FOI. No other issue has occurred and no other concern has been raised about the 
way they go about their business for the need for these additional changes to be made. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: No, there is no other reason. That is the reason. Section 31 of the Royal Commissions 
Act 1968 is the relevant section on the commissioners having the protections and immunities. This means that 
the Electoral Distribution Commissioners are protected from legal actions arising out of acts that are done by 
them in the exercise of their functions as a commission. It therefore actually does serve to protect them. 
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Hon KATE DOUST: Is that not a different issue from the issue of someone accessing information via an FOI? 
The minister has talked about individuals seeking advice and during the briefing there was discussion about 
individuals seeking advice from the commission in the form of a legal opinion. I would see that as being a 
different vehicle from an FOI. An FOI application seeks documents or a range of that type of material. The 
matters raised by the commission are of a totally different nature. In my view, clause 31 of the Royal 
Commissions Act deals with an entirely different area. It is really about protecting the commission if someone 
takes action or if they challenge, disagree or feel impugned by a decision of the commission. I would have 
thought that that is what that type of clause relates to, not to an FOI.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: The commissioners have the powers of a royal commission, but not the protections of 
a royal commission. This bill will provide the Electoral Distribution Commissioners the protections of a royal 
commission, which is separate from the amendment to the Freedom of Information Act. This amendment will 
provide both the protections afforded to, and the powers of, a royal commission, which then provides that they 
are not open or vulnerable to FOI requirements.  

Hon KATE DOUST: One of the reasons the opposition initiated amendments to this bill is that it is not satisfied 
they need that protection at this point, given the type of treatment that is applied during the process. I will allude 
to the next amendment I have on the notice paper because it picks up on section 33 of the Royal Commissions 
Act. I assume—the minister might correct me—that those are the two sections of the act to which part 2 of the 
bill refers. The explanatory memorandum and the second reading speech are not clear enough about which parts 
of the Royal Commissions Act apply. On my first reading of the bill, it implies that the whole of this document 
is picked up and dropped into this bill, which it is not. The Electoral Distribution Commissioners already operate 
under a range of the powers in the act, and it would have been helpful to members in this chamber had there been 
more detail as to which specific sections were picked up under these changes.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: That is a fair cop. The State Solicitor’s Office provided advice that may give the 
clarity the member wants. The State Solicitor states that section 31 of the Royal Commissions Act confers the 
same protection and immunity to commissioners exercising their duties as commissioners, and by operation of 
the relevant act on Electoral Distribution Commissioners whilst performing their functions. This means that they 
are protected from civil actions arising out of acts done by them in the exercise of their functions as 
commissioners. The immunity is absolute. I take on board Hon Kate Doust’s point about the explanatory 
memorandum, but I think that covers her concerns.  

Hon KATE DOUST: As I work my way through the explanatory memorandum, statements are made with no 
great explanation as to why the changes are occurring, and that has given rise to some of these issues. The issue 
around FOI applications is still not clear to us. The minister has talked about tight time frames and not wanting 
to extend those out, but some of my colleagues have referred to the fact that the FOI act already contains 
provisions to deal with those matters. I know that the Electoral Distribution Commissioners are not an office in 
the real sense; they do not have a fixed allocation or separate allocation of funding for staff, and I understand the 
difficulties with that. I also understand that there have not been any FOI requests in the past that would consume 
their time, but if there were, surely people have the right to raise issues and to seek documents from the 
Electoral Distribution Commissioners? If that is the case, would not the Electoral Commission then provide the 
resources to facilitate those documents being provided; and, if not, why would they not do that?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I will repeat what I said in a general sense. I emphasise that the Information 
Commissioner was consulted on this matter and he has no objection to Electoral Distribution Commissioners 
being exempt from the FOI act. On the other hand, royal commissioners are already exempt under schedule 2 of 
the FOI act and this bill merely makes the distribution commissioners’ exemption consistent with that. We are 
doing that to establish clarity that they will be exempt. To answer the member’s question more comprehensively, 
under the FOI act, all documents that will be excluded need to be identified. That is a given.  

Hon Ken Travers: Not if the scope is too extensive and requires significant resources of the agency.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: But not everything is deliberative and everything is open to appeal. As the member 
would know, it is the same in any FOI application, which could potentially delay it for a further 30 days.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This is a nonsense argument. The FOI act already contains clear provisions that an FOI 
application that will divert significant resources of the agency is grounds for them to ask for the scope to be 
narrowed. Also, even if the FOI request is under appeal, it does not stop the Electoral Distribution 
Commissioners doing what they are doing; they can send the letter back to the applicant and say that the scope is 
too wide. They should have a tracking system in place for their correspondence anyway, so they will type in the 
key terms that have been looked for, and identify that there are far too many documents and that the request will 
divert too many resources, so they go back to the person and indicate they have to narrow their scope if they 
want to continue to progress it. If the person does not narrow their scope, the commissioner can refuse the 
application and the person can appeal. That does not stop the commissioners from continuing the redistribution. 
The minister can trust me that in many cases it may be resolved two years later, long after the commissioners 
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have packed up and moved on with the claims. The act provides a process that clearly deals with the concerns 
the minister has raised today. The minister is racing out with a straw-man claim that it may cause a difficulty 
when, in my view, the current act makes provision for the concerns the minister has. It is not even as though the 
minister can give us an example in which that has occurred, yet he wants to change the act. The minister tells us 
that the Information Commissioner has been consulted, but no-one in this chamber was consulted.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: With all due respect to the member, we will have to agree to disagree on this. This is 
not something that I dreamed up as Minister for Electoral Affairs; this came from the commission itself. The 
commission has three staff who deal with FOI applications. Every single time that the scope of an application 
has to be narrowed, or whatever has to be done, it takes time and effort and considerable resources. I understand 
the member’s argument, but there is nothing clandestine about this.  

Hon Ken Travers: I am not suggesting there is. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I know that, member. At this stage, all I am saying is that we want a streamlined 
process in the redistribution of the boundaries. The commissioners have said to me that this will help and assist 
to ensure that the processes are streamlined.  

Hon Sue Ellery: They are not being blocked now. How does it make them more streamlined when it does not 
abuse the system now?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: The honourable member has been a minister and she knows that with an FOI 
application it may be necessary to narrow the scope, restrict particular aspects and consult. There is a whole raft 
of things that can occur.  

Hon Sue Ellery: You have to provide evidence that something is blocking the system now, and you have not.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: No, I do not. I am acting on advice from the commission. It is telling me that this will 
assist in the process.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I wish to make two points. Obviously, this issue around FOI is controversial. First, 
what information will be retained and not be in the public domain? Second, what information will be in the 
public domain? I think that is really important. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The meeting minutes and scenarios that the commissioners have considered will not 
be in the public domain. The submissions will be in the public domain. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: If the commission is concerned about FOIs during the eight-month period and the 
problems of FOI creating restraints within that, will it not be possible after deliberation to then have an FOI 
application that would not impede the process during those boundary changes? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: In that instance, it could still be used to impugn the integrity of the commissioner, so, 
no. 

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

AUSTRALIAN DEFENCE LEAGUE 

Statement 

HON LIZ BEHJAT (North Metropolitan) [9.43 pm]: I rise this evening to bring to the attention of the house a 
matter that disturbs me greatly. It also disturbs my colleagues on this side of the house greatly. It disturbs this 
government that I represent greatly and I know for a fact that it also disturbs members of the opposition and 
other parties greatly. The matter that I am referring to is the rise of a group called the Australian Defence League 
in Western Australia and in Australia in general. A number of members would have been in receipt of a letter 
from Dr Rateb Jneid, the president of the Islamic Council of Western Australia, inviting members to attend a 
meeting that it will hold on 21 May to discuss this issue of the Australian Defence League. Unfortunately, I am 
not able to attend that meeting—I definitely would attend a meeting of this nature to discuss those issues that are 
greatly concerning our fellow Muslim citizens in this state—because I am attending a citizenship ceremony on 
that day, something that I am very proud to do, as I know that all members of this house are very proud to do. 
No doubt on that day I will be welcoming a few more Muslims as citizens of Australia. I am very proud to do 
that. I am not proud of seeing groups such as the Australian Defence League growing in support around this 
country. 

I want to take a moment to give some background about these far-right groups that are starting to raise their head 
in Australia. We know of groups such as Blood & Honour Australia that are backed by Mr Geert Wilders, who, 
in my opinion, has no place in Australia. I was very glad to see that his visit was blocked some time ago. 
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In June 2012, the then Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural Interests was asked to comment on a meet and 
greet that was planned by Blood & Honour Australia with regard to Mr Geert Wilders. The response at that time 
stated — 

… growth of any group that promotes disunity is an issue for concern. It is the right of every Australian 
to express their views, however, with that right comes responsibility. An important aspect of that 
responsibility in a multicultural society such as Western Australia is respect for difference … 

Western Australian Government has ‘zero tolerance’ to racism. Fairness and equality are key features of 
our society. Fairness includes freedom from prejudice, discrimination and exclusion on the basis of 
characteristics such as origins, perceived ‘race’, culture, religion, ethnicity and nationality. Equality is 
about the right of all members of our community to achieve their full potential and is equal before and 
under the law. Websites and views that promote ideas contrary to these values are not supported. 

Nothing has changed in our opinion since those comments were made that we would not hold true today. 
On 3 October 2012, our Premier, Hon Colin Barnett, stated that the far right Dutch politician Geert Wilders 
would not be welcome in Western Australia because he would offend Muslims and could trigger violent protests. 
That is something that none of us in this house wants to see happening in our country at the moment. 

The Australian Defence League is an anti-Islam far-right group that exists primarily on social media but with the 
intentions of forming a larger social movement. The group first appeared in New South Wales in early 2010. It 
was reported that this group initially formed as an informal project of the far right Australian Protectionist Party. 
This group is also affiliated with the English Defence League, an active far-right group known for football 
hooliganism, street marches and violence, again something that none of us in this place would condone. It is a 
registered not-for-profit organisation but at the moment it is unclear how it is organised. It largely exists on 
Facebook and other social media. According to its official website, its objective is to “defend the 
Australian people by maintaining our way of life” and to “protest and confront all those who seek to pervert our 
way of life, or segregate our communities”. Our way of life encompasses the Muslim community. Our way of 
life encompasses the Hindu community. Our way of life encompasses the Buddhist community. Our way of life 
encompasses everybody here in Western Australia. In particular, the attacks that are currently occurring on 
Islamic people in our community are to be abhorred in every way, shape and form. We have seen Muslim 
women in New South Wales, in particular, being stalked and maliciously photographed and then cyberbullied by 
Australian Defence League members. We know that there has been some activity of the Australian Defence 
League in our own defence forces, but action has been taken to weed out those sorts of people from our defence 
forces because they have absolutely no place in our society today. 

We are very proud of our multicultural history here in Western Australia. I share a delight in going to citizenship 
ceremonies with all members of this house, both government and opposition members, and we are all very quick 
to embrace the differences that we share. It is important that we recognise and respect our differences and get 
together in a very peaceful and tolerant way. There is absolutely no way that the actions of groups such as the 
Australian Defence League or the Australian Liberty Alliance, another group that comes under the Q Society of 
Australia, should be allowed to survive in Australia, and definitely not in Western Australia. This evening 
I wanted to go on the record and firmly say that I fully support the Islamic Council of Western Australia’s call 
for action to be taken against these groups. I will read one part of the letter sent to me by Dr Jneid — 

Australian society was built on the foundation of “Advance Fair Australia” which we all take pride in. 

That is true. One thing that all those I come across in the Islamic community do take pride in is the fact that they 
are now citizens of Western Australia. Some of our sisters and brothers from these Muslim societies have come 
from war-torn countries or from countries where people do not enjoy the freedom that we have in the democracy 
that we share. 

That meeting will be held on 21 May at the Multicultural Services Centre of WA in View Street, North Perth at 
5.30 pm. I urge members to try to attend that meeting to show their support for the Islamic Council of WA and 
its call to outlaw this group. Once and for all we need to try, in every way we can, to stamp out the hatred and 
vile things that groups such as the Australian Defence League are trying to promote in this country. I urge all 
members to note that the people who have come to live in Western Australia, who become Australian citizens, 
who have done the right thing, who have embraced our way of life, who follow our laws and who take their 
responsibilities seriously should be given all the protection that anyone who has been born in or who has come to 
this country should be given. I urge all members to use any opportunity they can to decry the actions of 
Mr Geert Wilders, the Australian Defence League, the Q Society of Australia and any other society that 
promotes racial hatred in the way that those groups do. 
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DELEGATION — JAPAN VISIT 
Statement 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [9.51 pm]: I gave an undertaking to 
the house that I would provide a further explanation with regard to a question asked by Hon Lynn MacLaren on 
19 March about the status of a trip to Japan by five members of this chamber—Hon Brian Ellis, 
Hon Phil Edman, Hon Nigel Hallett, Hon Peter Katsambanis and Hon Rick Mazza. The response I gave to 
Hon Lynn MacLaren was entirely accurate. As the President himself confessed in this chamber last Thursday, he 
perhaps incorrectly interjected on that answer. I do not think there is an issue with that. What I would like to do 
is to clarify that even though this was not an official Legislative Council delegation, it was in fact a very 
legitimate delegation to Japan that was done entirely through the imprest allocations of the various members. 

From all accounts it was a most fruitful and effective visit to Japan. I will not go into detail about the visit 
itself—each honourable member who went on that visit made a contribution to a debate in this chamber last 
Thursday about the benefits of the trip and its overall merits. Suffice to say, in addition to waste energy options, 
which were discussed and alluded to by Hon Lynn MacLaren, the delegation looked at new opportunities for 
agriculture, options with fish aggregating devices and ways to develop further harmonious relationships with 
Japan. Having had discussions with each honourable member who went on that trip, I am satisfied and confident 
that it was a most worthwhile trip. I hope that members use their imprest accounts to do what those members 
have done; that is, to harness opportunities within the state, interstate and overseas wherever possible to broaden 
their horizons in their areas of expertise or interest. That is exactly what occurred with this trip. It was a 
legitimate and worthwhile use of imprest funds. To clarify, and for the benefit of Hon Lynn MacLaren, who is 
on urgent parliamentary business, while it was not an official Legislative Council delegation, it was carried out 
within the legitimate surrounds of the imprest account. 

House adjourned at 9.54 pm 
__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

PUBLIC HOUSING WAITLIST — SOUTH HEDLAND–PORT HEDLAND 

985. Hon Stephen Dawson to the Minister for Agriculture and Food representing the Minister for 
Housing: 

(1) What are the average and longest periods a person remains on the public housing wait list in 
South Hedland and Port Hedland? 

(2) What are the average and longest periods a person remains on the priority housing wait list in 
South Hedland and Port Hedland? 

Hon Ken Baston replied:  
The Department of Housing advises: 

(1) Average = 178 weeks; Longest = 472 weeks, as at 31 March 2014. 

(2) Average = 124 weeks; Longest = 247 weeks, as at 31 March 2014. 

ALCOA REFINERIES — RESIDENT BLOOD TESTING 

988. Hon Robin Chapple to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Health: 
Regarding the testing for heavy metal accumulation in blood and tissue of long-term residents near Alcoa 
refineries and residue drying area (mudlakes) in Wagerup and Yarloop, I ask: 

(a) has the Minister or the Department of Health ever been asked by local residents, who live near 
the refineries, to conduct medical blood or tissue testing; 

(b) have residents been offered medical testing to identify what heavy metal concentration their 
bodies hold; 

(c) if no to (b), why not; 

(d) what baseline health data is used by the Minister or the department to monitor heavy metal 
concentration in residents near the refineries, especially in light of the licensed extension of 
production; 

(e) if no such baseline data is currently available, when will the department collect such data; 

(f) have water tanks in the area been tested regarding heavy metal content and concentration in the 
water; 

(g) if no to (f), why not; 

(h) given that groundwater extraction is not permitted around the refineries, do similar restrictions 
exist regarding the use of water tanks; 

(i) if yes to (h), why; 

(j) if no to (h), why not; 

(k) how does the department monitor the health of the residents around the Alcoa plants; 

(l) if the department does not monitor the health of residents around the Alcoa plants, why not; 

(m) why have the residents in Esperance been tested for heavy metal but not the residents in 
Yarloop and surrounding communities; 

(n) what is the Ministers advice to residents regarding sleep deprivation due to noise from both the 
rail traffic in the Yarloop rail corridor and Wagerup refinery outside of the Alcoa Area A, and 
its long term impact on human health; and 

(o) what testing or assistance has been offered to residents who have reported the impact of sleep 
deprivation due to rail and refinery noise emissions in Yarloop? 

Hon Alyssa Hayden replied:  
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 882. 
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DEPARTMENT FOR CHILD PROTECTION AND FAMILY SUPPORT — STAFF 

989. Hon Stephen Dawson to the Minister for Child Protection: 
(1) As at 1 March 2014, what was the total Department for Child Protection and Family Support (DCPaFS) 

funded full time equivalent (FTE) employee allocation, by directorate and district? 

(2) As at 1 March 2014: 

(a) what were the vacancies in the FTE terms, by directorate and district; 

(b) by district, how many of those vacancies were subject to advertising; and 

(c) of those vacancies not subject to advertising, please provide the reason why? 

(3) As at 1 March 2014, what was the total service delivery FTE employee allocation, by directorate and 
district? 

(4) As at 1 March 2014, what were the total vacant service delivery positions, by directorate and district? 

(5) As at 1 March 2014, what was the total FTE case worker allocation, by directorate and district? 

(6) As at 1 March 2014, what were the total FTE vacant case worker positions? 

(7) As at 1 March 2014, what was the FTE number of employees, by directorate and district on: 

(a) permanent contract; and 

(b) fixed term contract? 

(8) As at 1 March 2014, how many DCPaFS field officers have been co-located with 
Western Australia Police staff from the family protection unit, in regional and rural offices, as part of 
the strategy to combat family and domestic abuse? 

(9) What are the co-location sites where the DCPaFS officers referred to in (8) are situated? 

Hon Helen Morton replied: 
(1)–(9) [See paper 1469.] 

PORT HEDLAND HOSPITAL SITE — FINBAR DEVELOPMENT 

990. Hon Robin Chapple to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Lands: 
According to the Australian Business Journal of 21 January 2014, Finbar is now finalising documentation with 
LandCorp to acquire the former hospital site in Port Hedland with a view to seek development approval for the 
first stage of the project, consisting of 138 residential apartments and 800sqm of commercial space, and I ask: 

(a) what proportion of the former Port Hedland Hospital Site of 3.15ha is planned to be used for 
this development; 

(b) if the answer to (a) is not 100 per cent, please explain why not; 

(c) what is the current market value of the property; 

(d) who currently owns the site; 

(e) please provide details about any transfers of land ownership that have taken place since the 
hospital closure; 

(f) is it proposed to transfer the ownership of the land to Finbar Group Limited; 

(g) if yes to (f), what is the agreed or discussed price for the property; 

(h) if no to (f), is the Department for Lands or Landcorp involved in any sales negotiations; 

(i) if yes to (h), please provide details about the parties involved in the negotiations; 

(j) if the answer to (g) is different from the answer to , please explain why; 

(k) what environmental concerns have been raised regarding the future development of the site 
and by whom; and 

(l) how are the concerns under (k) addressed in the amended proposal? 

Hon Col Holt replied:  
(a) Finbar plan to develop 100 percent of the site over multiple stages depending on market 

conditions. 

(b) Not applicable. 
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(c) LandCorp instructed CBRE to complete a market valuation of the property in January 2014, 
however because Finbar and LandCorp are still in the process of finalising the sale contract for 
execution, this market valuation figure should remain confidential until contract execution. 

(d)  The site is Crown land under a Management Order to the Department of Health. 

(e)  There have been no transfers of land ownership since closure of the hospital. 

(f)  Assuming execution of the sale contract between Finbar and LandCorp and successful 
completion of the conditions precedent it is proposed for the land to be transferred to 
LandCorp, and from LandCorp to Finbar.  

(g)  As Finbar and LandCorp are still in the process of finalising the sale contract for execution, the 
agreed purchase price should remain confidential until contract execution. 

(h - i)  Not applicable. 

(j)  As Finbar and LandCorp are still in the process of finalising the sale contract for execution the 
contract commercial terms should remain confidential until contract execution. 

(k)  The environmental concerns raised are: 

• Industry Dust - raised by the Department of State Development, Department of 
Health and BHPBIO. 

• Noise - raised by BHPBIO. 

• Contamination - the site is classified as a Contaminated Site by the Department of 
Environmental Regulation with a Memorial on Title. The potential contamination is 
in reference to a large proportion of the existing hospital buildings being constructed 
using asbestos cement boarding. 

(l) Proposal for demolition and construction will need to comply with relevant statutory 
requirements. 

PORT HEDLAND HOSPITAL SITE — FINBAR DEVELOPMENT 

991. Hon Robin Chapple to the minister representing the Minister for Planning: 

According to the Australian Business Journal of 21 January 2014, Finbar is now finalising documentation with 
LandCorp to acquire the former hospital site in Port Hedland with a view to seek development approval for the 
first stage of the project, consisting of 138 residential apartments and 800sqm of commercial space, and I ask: 

(a) what proportion of the former Port Hedland Hospital Site of 3.15ha is planned to be used for 
this development; 

(b) if the answer to (a) is not 100 per cent, please explain why not; 

(c) what is the current market value of the property; 

(d) who currently owns the site; 

(e) please provide details about any transfers of land ownership that have taken place since the 
hospital closure; 

(f) is it proposed to transfer the ownership of the land to Finbar Group Limited; 

(g) if yes to (f), what is the agreed or discussed price for the property; 

(h) if no to (f), is the Department for Planning or Landcorp involved in any sales negotiations; 

(i) if yes to (h), please provide details about the parties involved in the negotiations; 

(j) if the answer to (g) is different from the answer to , please explain why; 

(k) what environmental concerns have been raised regarding the future development of the site 
and by whom; and 

(l) how are the concerns under (k) addressed in the amended proposal? 

Hon Helen Morton replied: 
(a)–(l) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 990. 
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GOLDFIELDS ESPERANCE DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION — CHAIRMAN 

993. Hon Robin Chapple to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Regional 
Development: 

Regarding the upcoming replacement of Jon Price as Chair of Goldfields Esperance Development Commission 
(GEDC), I ask: 

(a) what process will be guiding the selection of the new Chair of the GEDC preparing for the end 
of the current Chair Jon Price on 30 June 2014; 

(b) what agency will prepare the selection of candidates for the Minister; 

(c) will the position be publicly advertised; 

(d) when will the process commence; and 

(e) has the position already been promised to another board member? 

Hon Col Holt replied:  
(a) The GEDC Board Members including current Chair, meet and discuss needs of the agency and 

provide a recommendation to the Minister of Regional Development for consideration. 

(b)  The Goldfields-Esperance Development Commission. 

(c)  No, the Chairman is selected from current members. 

(d)  The process is underway.  

(e)  No. 

KARRATHA HEALTH CAMPUS 

994. Hon Robin Chapple to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health: 
Regarding the plans for the Karratha Health Campus, I ask: 

(a) do the site plans position the new campus between two major important cyclone drainage 
corridors; 

(b) if yes to (a), is there an evacuation plan for a cyclone event; 

(c) if yes to (a) and no to (b), why not; 

(d) if yes to (b), will the Minister table the plan; 

(e) if no to (d), why not; 

(f) has the placement of the hospital taken into account the Whim Creek cyclonic depression event 
of 720.5 mm of rain in one day of 1898 (Ref: Lourensz, R.S. 1977); 

(g) if yes to (f), what would be the evacuation procedure in such an event; and 

(h) if no to (f), why not? 

Hon Alyssa Hayden replied:  
(a) Yes. 
(b) The WACHS Pilbara has a comprehensive regional and district emergency management 

framework in place which also links to state and local Disaster Management and Preparedness 
protocols, policies and procedures. It also has specific frameworks in place that prescribe the 
evacuation of health care facilities in the event of identified hazards including cyclone and 
storm surge. These frameworks will be updated to take account of the new Karratha Health 
Campus (KHC), prior to that campus being commissioned. 

(c) KHC will be designated a Level 5 Critical Health Infrastructure Post Disaster Facility. 
(d) New plan to be finalised prior to campus commissioning. 
(e)  Not applicable. 
(f)  Not specifically. The Government’s position on placement has been based upon specialist 

advice received in the form of a hydrological storm surge study undertaken by MP Rogers & 
Associates; the study recommended raising the site to 10.3 metres Reduced Level (RL) in 
order to position the site above the 1:500 year storm surge event. 

(g)  Not applicable. 

(h)  Refer to (b) and (c) above. 
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DEPARTMENT OF MINES AND PETROLEUM — FRACKNATION POSTER 

995. Hon Robin Chapple to the Minister for Agriculture and Food representing the Minister for Mines 
and Petroleum: 

I refer to the Fracknation poster which was an invitation extended to the staff at the Department of Mines and 
Petroleum (DMP), and provided to my office by the Community and Public Sector Union/Civil Service 
Association, and which may be found here: http://www.robinchapple.com/qdata 
http://www.robinchapple.com/qdata, and I ask: 

(a) what was the reason for the DMP to promote this movie amongst staff and provide free 
viewing during their lunch break; 

(b) did the DMP provide the same promotion and viewing for the movie Gasland; 

(c) if no to (b), why not; 

(d) does the Minister think the promotion of this movie amongst staff is a breach of public sector 
standards; 

(e) if no to (d), why not; 

(f) if yes to (d), what action will the Minister take; 

(g) does the Minister think the promotion of this movie amongst staff compromises the 
independence and apolitical nature of the State’s mining regulator; 

(h) if not to (g), why not; and 

(i) if yes to (g), what action will the Minister take? 

Hon Ken Baston replied:  
The Department of Mines and Petroleum (DMP) advises: 

(a) DMP does not promote films. A shortened version of the film Fracknation was screened as 
part of a DMP lunch time question and answer session held with DMP petroleum experts. 

(b) The film Gasland, has been available for DMP staff to view on DVD, available at the DMP 
library. DMP staff were invited to borrow and view the DVD prior to the DMP lunch time 
question and answer session. 

(c) Fracknation addresses concerns surrounding the information presented in the anti-fraccing 
film, Gasland. 

(d) No 

(e) The purpose of screening a shortened version of the film Fracknation was not to promote the 
film. It was screened as part of a DMP lunch time question and answer session held with DMP 
petroleum experts to help DMP employees understand community concerns and what 
regulations DMP has in place to protect the environment.  

(f) Not applicable 

(g) No 

(h) See response to (e) 

(i) Not applicable 

ROAD SAFETY PORTFOLIO — VEHICLES 

1043. Hon Ken Travers to the Attorney General representing the Minister for Road Safety: 
For all departments and agencies in your portfolio, I ask: 

(a) how many vehicles are leased by each department and agency; 

(b) of those in (a), how many are: 
(i) passenger vehicles; and 
(ii) commercial vehicles; 

(c) how many vehicles are owned by each department and agency; 

(d) of those in , how many are: 
(i) passenger vehicles; and 
(ii) commercial vehicles; 

http://www.robinchapple.com/qdata
http://www.robinchapple.com/qdata
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(e) of the total number of vehicles, how many are: 
(i) petrol; 
(ii) diesel; 
(iii) LPG; 
(iv) LPG/petrol; 
(v) hybrid petrol/electric; 
(vi) electric; and 
(vii) powered by other means; 

(f) for each department or agency, what is the estimated total cost for motor vehicles in 2013-14; 
and 

(g) how much of the amount in (f) is: 
(i) capital cost; and 
(ii) recurrent cost? 

Hon Michael Mischin replied: 
(a)–(g)  The Office of Road Safety is administratively supported as part of Main Roads WA and as 

such, the response will be included in the Main Roads WA response under the Minister for 
Transport.  

WOMEN’S INTERESTS PORTFOLIO — VEHICLES 

1044. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the Minister for Women’s Interests: 
For all departments and agencies in your portfolio, I ask: 

(a) how many vehicles are leased by each department and agency; 

(b) of those in (a), how many are: 
(i) passenger vehicles; and 
(ii) commercial vehicles; 

(c) how many vehicles are owned by each department and agency; 

(d) of those in , how many are: 
(i) passenger vehicles; and 
(ii) commercial vehicles; 

(e) of the total number of vehicles, how many are: 
(i) petrol; 
(ii) diesel; 
(iii) LPG; 
(iv) LPG/petrol; 
(v) hybrid petrol/electric; 
(vi) electric; and 
(vii) powered by other means; 

(f) for each department or agency, what is the estimated total cost for motor vehicles in 2013-14; 
and 

(g) how much of the amount in (f) is: 
(i) capital cost; and 
(ii) recurrent cost? 

Hon Helen Morton replied: 
(a)–(g) Women’s Interests is administratively supported as part of the Department of Local 

Government and Communities and as such, the response will be included in the Department of 
Local Government and Communities’ response under the Minister for Local Government; 
Community Services; Seniors and Volunteering; Youth. 

__________ 
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