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SUPPLY BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 12 June. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [2.38 pm]: I will pick up from where I was last night when the debate 
was adjourned. I was debating the Supply Bill 2013 and the concerns of the opposition that the budget is not 
prepared and the government is not ready to hand down this important document to the people of Western 
Australia who elected it. Members may recall that last night I raised some of the issues the opposition has and I 
asked what happened to the fully-funded, fully-costed plan promised from the new year through to the election 
on 9 March. The people did indeed see fit to support that fully-costed and fully-funded plan, but have now been 
disappointed.  

I also mentioned services and health, and I acknowledge Hon Donna Faragher’s comments. Having been through 
a very difficult situation myself, I know firsthand how wonderful the staff in our hospitals are and how lucky we 
are to have such good health system. But, like anything we need to do, “Good, better, best. Never let it rest. Until 
your good is better and your better is best.” I can sympathise with the honourable member on her situation and I 
am pleased to hear that the outcome was good.  

I was talking about the areas in my electorate in which I had concerns about spending and I gave a little run-
through of the electorate. I add that I may have been a little enthusiastic last evening when I called for 
interjections and said to members feel free to bring them on. I presumed that interjections would be of an 
intelligent and perhaps substantive nature, and that they may have added something to debate. 

Hon Ken Travers: Obviously the government told you that is what the interjections were! 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am learning — 

Hon Helen Morton: You reap what you sow! 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am learning about this! I note there were some intelligent and meaningful 
interjections, for instance the Deputy President (Hon Brian Ellis) modestly saying that it was not all due to his 
work that we got the extra police in Moora. I thought that was intelligent and meaningful. Indeed, the 
Leader of the House put up a meaningful interjection about the Southern Hemisphere’s largest solar farm being 
in the Geraldton district, and although I commented it was not in Geraldton, it is a significant achievement 
nonetheless. We all know that we need to go to renewable energy and that we will have to pay more and more 
money for emitting carbon in the future, although that notion will possibly be temporarily stifled in September if 
there is a change in the federal government. What a shame it will be that all those new renewable energies and 
new technologies which we are bringing into the midwest and the regional areas—I note that there are several 
wind turbines in that area that were put in by the former Gallop government to power the desalination plant—
and which we should be looking forward to, working on, improving and thinking forward about will drop by the 
wayside should there be a repealing of the clean energy future legislation in the federal Parliament. I urge those 
opposite to talk seriously to their federal colleagues and ensure that this does not happen. It would be a very, 
very sad day if we stopped investing in new technologies that will power our world forward. I do not think there 
is very much doubt at all that all the carbon dioxide we are throwing out into the atmosphere has some effect. 
We just cannot continue to burn oxygen and hydrocarbons, which results in carbon dioxide, forever and expect 
that nothing will happen. We have to get a bit stern. Apart from that, the stuff will run out one of these days and 
there are better uses for petrochemicals than putting them through the internal combustion engine of a car. I hope 
that members opposite can see the future in some of these technologies, and I thank the Leader of the House for 
his observation on the largest solar power station in the Southern Hemisphere. 

Hon Ken Travers: What we need to know about that solar farm is some of the financial dealings to establish it. 
Are they confidential, minister? 
Hon DARREN WEST: I just noted that the solar farm was not in Geraldton and we can have a discussion about 
the finances later on.  
I will elaborate a bit more on where I left off yesterday. 
Several members interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I might add, speaking of interjections, that I was surprised that not all interjections were 
well thought through, intelligent and politely framed. I could not help but notice that several members from the 
National Party returned after a couple of hours in the bar and some of the discussion that was coming from the 
seats at the back of the chamber was clearly not intelligent or thought out! 

Hon Ken Travers: The member of course is jesting with those comments. 
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Hon DARREN WEST: The member is jesting with those comments; however, the situation reminded me of a 
small pleasure I have of picking up the children, coming to Perth, going to Cottesloe Beach, ordering as many 
fish and chips as we can possibly eat, taking them over to the grass and spreading them out. Being from inland, 
seagulls are a bit of a novelty to us and they move in ever closer and, sure enough, I throw a chip out and the 
noise that comes from those birds is very similar to what I heard from the back stalls of the chamber last night! 

I want to talk a bit about railways, because during the election campaign I had a lot to say about the state of 
railways in the wheatbelt. There is a railway network that runs through the wheatbelt that has served us well for 
over 100 years. In some places some of the lines that have been there nearly all that time are still in place. The 
lines have had new sleepers and been rebuilt, but we have had some very good service from those lines. They 
have carried countless hundreds of millions of tonnes of grain to port. Some went to Bunbury, some went to 
Kwinana and some went to Albany. We have rationalised our ship-loading capacities so now we just have the 
ports of Albany, Esperance, Geraldton and Kwinana. Because of that, some of the lines run at right angles and 
some run backwards towards Merredin and then down to Perth, which is a result of the changing nature of bulk 
ship–loading capacity. Nonetheless, these lines are still a better alternative in my mind and, I think, in the minds 
of most of the voters in the electorate, to continuing to put more and more grain on our roads. We are putting 
more and more grain on our roads, which were not built, as I pointed out yesterday, to handle such heavy traffic. 
They were never built to handle those volumes of traffic.  

When the decision is made to empty a wheat bin, there is a continuum of trucks for hours and hours, days and 
days, weeks and weeks and then nothing until harvest, and then the harvest traffic comes through, mostly 
through the school holidays. It is true that a lot of the grain moved through to the wheat bins, as was pointed out 
yesterday by Hon Jim Chown, is moved by trucks. That is all short hauls and it is often done in school holidays 
from the harvest in early December through to the end of the year, sometimes a little earlier. I am concerned 
about the road safety impacts of the closing of tier 3 railway lines. I am concerned about all the extra trucks that 
will come onto our roads because there are families in cars, with women and children, who will constantly be 
passing these trucks on roads that are not suitable for the purposes for which we are using them. That is a big 
issue because we can say that the railway lines are not viable and that it is 70c or $2 a tonne cheaper to move 
grain by road. We can say these things, but none of them has really been proven to us, because I have to say 
some of the reports we have seen are a bit suss. We have seen all these reports, but I ask: what price can we put 
on the lives of our people in these regions? Of course, there can be no price put on the life of a fellow person. I 
am not sure where this is all at and I will ask some questions about it soon. My understanding is that the railway 
lines will close in October and the government has asked Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd, our grower-owned 
cooperative that has taken an initiative and spent $135 million on trains, to handle them. We could not rely on 
Queensland Rail to move the freight for us. It had other priorities and it too was distracted by other jobs at hand, 
other than the job that we wanted it to do, which was to move our grain in a timely matter and to get it onto ships 
so they can travel overseas to our customers and we can deliver that grain at an optimum time that maximises 
our return. Queensland Rail proved to be unreliable on this. A lease arrangement was put forward in about 2000 
that is just a shambles. I have read the lease and the Auditor General has had a bit to say on the leasing of these 
railway lines. This lease is a mess. Consequently, we are suffering in the midwest because our railway lines are 
not being used to their full potential. CBH has chosen to buy some new-generation locomotives and some very 
lightweight aluminium carriages that can cart more grain per train more efficiently. This has totally changed the 
price dynamics for moving grain to the port. It seems odd to me that anyone would stand in the way of a grower-
owned cooperative. Growers and therefore electors—people who employ us as members—own this company. It 
is difficult for me to understand why someone would stand in the way of that company wanting to conduct its 
core business on behalf of its members or the growers. I am grappling a little bit with this. I do not know why a 
full-blown effort has not been made to put some money into this problem, to sit the people around the table and 
say “Look, everyone; we have a problem here. The electorate owns this asset; it is a publicly owned piece of 
infrastructure. We need it to be used to its maximum potential. How can we work out something that suits 
everyone?” I do not know why that conversation has never taken place, but I hope it does take place. We really 
need this valuable infrastructure up and running fairly soon. This is another issue that, of course, requires money 
and, with the uncertainty around the budget, once again October will come and it will be “Oh, gee, hang on, we 
haven’t sorted that out in the budget because we were late.” I hope there is provision for some sort of amicable 
agreement to reopen our tier 3 railway lines. 

Multi-peril crop insurance is something I think needs to be made commercially available in Western Australia. I 
understand that in Western Australia we are working with the farming fraternity, and the banking and the 
insurance fraternities are working together to come up with some kind of cost-of-production crop insurance, if 
we like, so that farmers can insure against the other perils we face in our industry. We can now insure against 
fire and hail but we cannot insure against frost. For those who do not understand, frost is when the plant freezes 
at flowering. In May we plant the seeds and put out the fertiliser and the chemicals; we organise finance and pay 
for the machinery and pay the wages and everything and get ready to harvest. About two months before we 
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harvest, the crop flowers and we get a freezing night and all the flowers fall off the plant, and as those who 
understand plant biology know, it will not make any seeds. We will have a perfectly good looking wheat crop 
with no wheat in it. Then we will have spent all the money and can get no return at all. This is devastating our 
industry. Why, in 2013, can we not insure against such a seasonal event? We can insure against hail. Why can 
we not insure against frost? I do not think enough effort is being made to find a solution to this problem. I think 
the government should be a little more proactive in this area. Perhaps it should get serious when it does the 
budget and work out how we can come up with a scheme that may be phased in over three to five years to enable 
farmers to take up insurance. To help gain an economy of scale in the early days to attract a reinsurer, why not 
provide some kind of incentive to get a broad uptake of this scheme in all growing areas, not just the high-risk 
growing areas? I hope the banks say to their clients whose equity and debt-to-income ratios fall to certain levels, 
“We insist you take up this product.” When I buy a car and want to borrow money against it, the bank says to 
me, “You have to have it insured”, as we do when we buy a house or many other assets. Why, if I can borrow 
$2 million to put in a crop that will essentially create export income for the state and employ a lot of people, is 
there no insistence that I have some sort of insurance against what I am proposing.  

I really hope that at the end of my time in this term of Parliament we walk away with some level of cost-of-
production insurance. If we have a product like this and can stop the bottom of our businesses dropping out of 
the box every year, our towns will sustain themselves. Enough money will be generated through our farms and 
our secondary and tertiary businesses that these communities will be able to sustain themselves. We will not be 
running around saying, “Look, we’re going to have to think about federal or state assistance packages for 
farmers”, because the farmers will be able to insure against these catastrophic losses of income that occur 
regularly.  

Volunteer firefighters in Western Australia do an amazing job. Most of our fire brigades in rural Western 
Australia are fully staffed by volunteers. Only the major service centres have professional firefighting staff. 
Something has come to my attention in the past few months concerning when the volunteer fire brigades get new 
equipment. It is fantastic equipment and does a great job, and the volunteers are trained to use the equipment. If 
there is a fire, we turn up in our utes and little fire units, but I can tell members that it makes a difference when 
the big fire truck turns up with three or four blokes with high-capacity pumps and a bit of training and take 
charge of the situation to make sure it is safe. As they get new trucks, the trucks need to be housed in sheds, so 
popping up all around the rural communities are volunteer firefighter brigade sheds to house the trucks. Sheds 
need power because often the trucks need batteries on trickle charge so that when the firefighters hop into the 
trucks, the batteries are not flat. They hold training nights in the sheds, so they need lights because it is much 
more suitable for people who work on their farms all day to come down at night. We usually make that a social 
occasion as well, so the sheds need power. Some brigades are having to part with $37 000 as a one-off payment 
to hook power to these sheds. This is a tremendous impost on these brigades. These small rural communities 
have to sell a lot of scones and have a lot of quiz nights to raise $37 000. That is something else I would like to 
see when the budget is finally handed down. Maybe some sort of arrangement can be made with Western Power, 
which is basically a government-owned utility, for this impost to be removed from some of the fire brigades to 
help save them money.  

Everywhere in the agricultural region we need land and housing. There is a debacle in Northam. For four years, 
four or six houses have been sitting on stumps in Northam with no-one living in them, although I understand that 
problem may be being rectified now. What a situation when there is a shortage of housing all around the 
wheatbelt and the state, to have six brand-new houses sitting there. They are four years old and have no-one in 
them because they have not been finished. The fencing is not done and the connections are not made. I can fill 
members in on that. These are the sorts of things that frustrate regional communities. The Shire of Northam is 
tearing its hair out about this because the houses are sitting there and we cannot use them. We need to sharpen 
our act with some of these agencies and make sure that when projects are started they are finished so we can get 
some of these important initiatives out to the public, who pays for them.  

Members are probably asking: how will we do these important things; how will we fix the roads; how do we 
know whether we have money to help the volunteer firefighters; how do we know how we will sort out 
something with the railways; how do we know how to get these houses finished and more houses built if the 
budget is not handed down; and do we know the state of play with the budget and what it will look like? We all 
know that the projections are not good. How will we go about some of these initiatives if we do not know what is 
going on? That is why I am concerned about that. If money is the issue, as seems to be the case, why do we not 
go to the eastern states. A lady over there called Julia Gillard, the Prime Minister of Australia, has recently put 
$931 million on the table to implement the Gonski reform. Why do we not eat a bit of humble pie and go and 
talk to someone who has $931 million when we could do with a few bob in the tin and say, “We don’t quite 
agree with everything you’re saying but, gee, we would like the $931 million and we are happy to talk if we can 
reach a compromise”? I think that should happen. Similarly with the National Disability Insurance Scheme, why 
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do we not go along with what our federal government is proposing? This is a very important scheme for people 
who need it. There is an important pile of money that we could chip in with and bring about some real change. If 
money is the reason we cannot do things, why do we not go over and talk to the federal government? We have 
the first woman Prime Minister in Australian history in Canberra. She is a compassionate and smart lady; she 
will sit down and talk to us and go through some of these important initiatives. I think we should be more 
engaged with our federal government. It does not really matter what colour it is; we should all be a little more 
adult and work with whomever is in the Lodge in Canberra and work out some of the best outcomes for the state 
of Western Australia.  

I am going to run out of time today, so I will make brief the last of what I have to say. Once again, I will refer to 
Hon Donna Faragher’s speech that she made earlier. We could feel the love and passion in her words when she 
spoke about reading to her two-year-old child. I love to read to my kids. I often used to be tired at night after 
being on the tractor all day. I would be trying to skip through Paddy and the Fox as quickly as I could and 
sometimes grab a couple of pages and whip them over and hope that the kids would not notice, but they always 
did. They would say, “No dad; you’ve missed a couple of pages.” Kids love being read to. That really illustrates 
what I spoke about before with the year 7s in schools. Kids should be home with their parents getting read to at 
night for as long as possible. That is something that is very important. We have discussed that today in the house.  

I will summarise in the little time I have left. I have already said that I am very concerned as a businessperson 
and someone who has to do budgets and understands fully the importance of good financial planning and fiscal 
management that the budget is not ready on time. It is with some trepidation that I wait for it to be brought down. 
I am concerned about the uncertainty for government agencies, their directors general and the like in how they 
will manage not knowing what is coming in the next financial year. They are running off into the dark with the 
uncertainty of efficiency dividends and not knowing which services they might be asked to reduce. I feel for the 
people who work in the public sector. It has become fairly common knowledge that a good number of very 
important people who work in our very important public service delivery agencies will probably not have a job 
for very much longer. That is a real shame. We can ill afford to lose skilled people out of our public sector. We 
can ill afford to lose people we have put the time and resources in to train. Those people have a very uncertain 
future. I would not like to be going home tonight to sit around the kitchen table to wonder how I am going to 
manage if mine is one of those 1 000 jobs that has been talked about today. Members, thanks for listening to 
what I have had to say. I have some serious concerns; I hope the state’s finances are managed well into the 
future.  

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [3:01 pm]: I thank the house for indulging in giving me the 
opportunity to continue my remarks on the Supply Bill 2013. I also take the opportunity to say to 
Hon Darren West that I enjoyed his speech very much. If, for the remainder of his time in this place, his 
speeches continue to be of that quality, I very much look forward to them. I also enjoyed very much Hon Donna 
Faragher’s speech. I am very glad that it all worked out in the end. My nephew and his wife had a baby earlier 
this year, as well as a stepdaughter. Even though they both went pretty well, I understand their tensions were not 
the tensions that went with the events that were pretty close at hand. It is one of those times when we all put our 
swords away and realise we are human beings and care for each other as human beings when those events occur.  

Hon Donna Faragher: It was very much appreciated.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I realise that it cannot have been easy to give that speech to the chamber.  

I congratulate Madam Deputy President (Hon Alanna Clohesy) on her election to that office. It is the first time I 
have stood in this place under her guidance as Chair. I very much look forward to that. I think that now 
completes my congratulating all new Deputy Presidents to that role.  

When I made my speech on the Supply Bill a couple of days ago, I talked about the fully funded, fully costed 
plan and how it had completely unravelled under the Liberal Party. Little did I know that within two days we 
would see further unravelling. We are now seeing, on a daily basis, the unravelling of the fully funded, fully 
costed plan. Yesterday we saw the sneaky, devious and dishonest approach of this government when it rolled out 
a new charge. This new charge will affect people with motor vehicles in this state by seeking to apply a dividend 
to the Insurance Commission of Western Australia; a charge that is clearly intended to try to prop up the budget. 
I understand the government will seek to backdate charges so that they can be applied this financial year. I very 
much doubt whether that legislation will be through the Parliament this financial year. It will be an interesting 
exercise in itself, under accrual accounting, to see whether the government will be able to account that dividend 
into the budget for this year when no legislation related to it will pass before the end of this year. It may be that it 
gets through, but I think it is incredibly dishonest for the government to have written letters before the last 
election to organisations such as the RAC saying that it did not intend to do these things and then, within months 
of the election, come to Parliament and seek to introduce a new measure that will have an impact on family 
household budgets. That is just despicable. I am sure this will be a theme that we will hear much about over the 
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next four years. It highlights that when the Barnett government went to the election and put those posters out or 
included in every TV ad a little stamp flashing that said “Fully Funded; Fully Costed”, it was telling a lie. The 
government knew it did not have the capacity to fund all the commitments it was making. The government was 
elected under false pretences. 

There are advantages in having an extra couple of days to speak in this place. The Australian Competition and 
Consumer Commission is taking Coles to court for misleading and deceptive advertising when it claims that its 
bread is baked daily. In the same way Coles’ advertising was misleading and deceptive, so was the Liberal 
Party’s advertising when it said its plan was fully funded and fully costed. It now has to change it. That was day 
one of the continual unravelling. What was day two of the unravelling? Of course, the 1 000 public service cuts; 
cuts that the government constantly refused to talk about before the election, even though it was clear that to 
achieve its efficiency dividend it would need to make cuts to the public service. Having sat on the Standing 
Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations for a long time, I get to see the structure of agency budgets. 
One of the things I learnt very quickly is that most agencies’ budgets are predominantly made up of wages. I 
imagine that the vast majority of the Legislative Council’s budget goes on staff. Police staffing makes up 
something like 80 per cent of its budget. When the government suddenly says we will have a five per cent 
efficiency dividend, the discretionary expenditure is very narrow. Once staff wages are taken out, and the long-
term contracts for buildings and depreciation and other costs are incurred, and we finally get down to paying for 
pens and paper, and fuel for police cars, it is a very small part of the budget. If the government says that 
five per cent of the total budget needs to be saved from often less than 20 per cent of the budget, it is actually a 
significant impost on those agencies.  

It is dishonest that the government did not make it clear before the election. This government would have known 
that the only way to actually achieve the level of savings predicted was to have those redundancies. Why are we 
having the redundancies? It is because this government was completely unable to control expenditure over the 
past 10 years. I think I went through that, but just to recap for members: when there is volatile revenue—Western 
Australia has, and has always had —  

Hon Michael Mischin: You said 10 years. We have only been in for four.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the government had 10 per cent growth for each of the four years.  

Hon Michael Mischin: No. You said “has not been able to control spending over 10 years”. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If I said “10 years” I can assure the Attorney General I was referring to the fact that 
under Treasurer Buswell he has never been able to get below 10 per cent expenditure.  

Hon Michael Mischin: “This government has not been able to control spending over the last 10 years” were 
your comments.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What I meant to say, if that was what I said, was that the government has not been able 
to keep its expenditure growth under 10 per cent for the last four and a half years  

Hon Michael Mischin: Ah, that’s what you meant.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am glad the Attorney General made that point because it is worth reinforcing that for 
most of the time under the government, particularly under Troy Buswell—there was a little window when 
Christian Porter was the Treasurer and the government was able to get some handle around expenditure 
growth—it has been a minimum of 10 per cent growth. If members went out to the public of West Australia and 
said, “Expenditure in Western Australia has been growing by 10 per cent”, the public would say, “But where?” 
Talk to the people in Princess Margaret Hospital and ask them! Do they think the growth in expenditure has been 
10 per cent per annum under this government? They will ask, “Where? Where is it showing up in that area?” 

It has been consistently outlined in pre-election financial statements, midyear reviews and budget paper No 3 
that there is a danger to the volatility of the revenue streams for Western Australia and, because of that volatility, 
the government needs to be cautious in the way in which it expends. When the state receives a windfall increase 
in revenue, and the government has had healthy growth in revenue over its time, it has to be careful about 
spending up to the limit of windfall revenue. Of course, one of the difficulties the Liberal Party got itself into 
was in 2008 when one of its quite dishonest election commitments was the promise to give back all windfall 
surpluses in tax cuts. It also actually promised to give some tax cuts, none of which materialised in the manner in 
which they were promised at the time—in fact, in many cases—and it promised tax cuts for windfall surpluses. It 
was as though windfall surpluses were a bad thing.  

As I said the other day, surpluses allow the government to fund its infrastructure without debt. If it can do that in 
a growing state, that is a very good thing and, if the government were doing its budget management correctly, it 
should be a part of its budget management. But, no, this government could not control its expenditure. It allowed 
it to blow out and could not contain it. In the last budget, when it appropriated $16.873 billion to fund its 
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recurrent expenditure, it committed expenditure on a service area beyond the amount of revenue coming in. To 
make the books balance, the government included a line item that just said “efficiency dividend”, but it was 
never able to explain to the Parliament or the estimates and financial operations committee how it was going to 
achieve that efficiency dividend. The government covered it up before the election.  

I do not know whether these things were included as part of its fully funded, fully costed plan and that it just 
chose not to reveal those elements of the plan before the election or whether it just did the same thing it did with 
the budget. It just said, “Well, we can expend lots more than we’ve got and we’ll worry  after the election about 
how we sort this out and how we actually fund the budget.” I will give an analogy. Someone who wants to buy a 
home might earn a record amount of overtime one week, and could say to the bank manager , “Bank manager, I 
want to buy a house, and over one or two weeks I earned $5 000 , so I should be able to get a $600 000 or 
$700 000 mortgage.” However, the reality is that for the rest of the year that person might go back to earning 
only $2 500 a week. A person does not take out a mortgage based on the $5 000 overtime earnings; they take out 
a mortgage based on the $2 500 weekly earnings. When they get that overtime, they might take the opportunity 
to pay down some of their debt, to buy some fixtures or fittings, or to go to Harvey Norman and buy the 
television centre, or whatever else is needed. This government has tried to operate on the overtime. To make it 
even worse, in the capital works program, it has built the house without connecting the plumbing and electricity 
to the buildings by under-costing the true cost of the programs.  

We have constantly made the point that this is a government that regularly brings in legislation and other 
initiatives without having gone through a rigorous budget process to identify full costs. We had a bit of debate 
about it this morning when we talked about year 7 students going into high school. The government has 
introduced the policy initiative but the budget processes have not been completed. We do not know the true cost 
of that, and it becomes a risk. When we read the risks outlined in the midyear review and the pre-election 
financial statement, we can see that it is quite a long list of policy decisions taken by the government that is 
really a spending list. We have talked about the corrective measures, the efficiency dividend, the funding for 
schools, the student skills reform and electricity pricing—that was a wonderful one, of course! The budget said 
one thing, the Premier said another, and then did the exact opposite after the election! That is all part of the 
government’s so-called fully funded, fully costed plan.  

Not only is the government going down the path of redundancies, but also in my view it is doing it in a very 
mean and nasty way. Apart from anything else, the first thing I would say is that the government is going after 
another 1 000 redundancies, after pointing out that it had put in 1 138 full-time equivalent severance packages 
over the last four years. Yet, the full-time employment numbers have grown. Therefore, one has to wonder 
whether we have actually saved that much money out of these redundancy packages given the total employment 
within the public sector has continued to grow. It does not make complete sense to me why the government 
would have been doing that. The other thing that is interesting about today’s announcement by the Premier is 
that the government will increase the payment in lieu of notice from 12 to 20 weeks for people who take a 
voluntary redundancy. On its face value, that seems like a good thing that would be attractive to people and, 
obviously, it is intended to encourage them to take that voluntary redundancy. But on the other hand, the 
government has advised that it intends to bring in legislation to allow it to make people compulsorily redundant. 
If people do not take the voluntary redundancy and are then forced to take a redundancy, will they get the 20 or 
the 12 weeks?  
Hon Helen Morton: I will tell you when I get up.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Oh good! The minister could not just throw it across the chamber right now? Because I 
think I know what the answer is—it is 12, is it not? 
Hon Helen Morton: It depends.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: It depends! Some people will only get the 12 weeks. The government is going to force 
people, in a stressful enough time as it is, into having to decide whether they will be made compulsorily 
redundant, in which case they might as well jump before they are pushed, or whether they should hang on, 
knowing that they might lose eight weeks. That is an incredibly mean thing to do to people. It is cruel. It borders 
on cruelty to people. At least make it so that if people are made compulsorily redundant, they get the same 
payment in lieu as if they were taking a voluntary redundancy. That would be fair and reasonable. Obviously, in 
encouraging people to take the voluntary redundancy, the government is upping the rate to get them to go 
quickly. But to have a situation in which people have to pre-guess what the government will do is really mean. It 
could at least go out there and say to people, “In this area, you are going to lose jobs, so it is highly likely you 
will lose your job”. That would allow people some ability to make that judgement call. It is only a Liberal 
government—it has never really cared about workers—that would come up with an idea like that! 
Hon Helen Morton: Do you know that WA is the only state that doesn’t have it?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Have what?  
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Hon Helen Morton: Even your Labor governments in other states have involuntary redundancies.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Does the minister mean that the government has a voluntary package that is higher than 
the involuntary one? That is the point I am talking about at the moment.  
Hon Michael Mischin: Is that what you’re saying or is that what you’re asking? You’re telling the story.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is interesting that a minute ago I could not get an interjection. Now I am inundated 
with them! But I am happy to take the interjections through you, Madam Deputy President, because I am sure 
that is how they are intended to be. 

I always find what happens when the Liberal Party gets into trouble quite interesting. Let me go back a step. It 
spends a lot of its time telling us about the evils of the eastern states, to the point of suggesting secession at 
certain points, and then as soon as it is in trouble, it tries to look for an example to try to say, “Hang on; the east 
coast does it this way.” We do not have poker machines in Western Australia, and that ban is still fairly 
universally supported around the chamber. It is a good thing that we do not have them. We are different from the 
eastern states, which is a good thing. Just because the eastern states do something, that does not make it right. 
That is the last thing I would have expected from the Liberal Party, given how often it lectures us on the evils of 
the eastern states! I will give the Liberal Party a bit of a lecture about the evils of the eastern states when there 
are Liberal governments at the federal and state level. Before this speech is out, I will take the Liberal Party back 
to the dark days of John Howard and Richard Court to give its members a bit of a reminder about how we came 
to be in the situation we are in today. I was amazed to see Richard Court out there trying to absolve himself of 
the decisions he made when we had that one opportunity in, probably, a generation to reconstruct the 
two problems with the Federation. One is vertical fiscal imbalance, and the other is elements of horizontal 
equalisation. There was an opportunity to fix that. In fact, in the late 1990s when the cabinet set about getting 
reform, one of its priorities was to reduce vertical fiscal imbalance because it is one of the issues that causes 
great problems in Western Australia. It gives Canberra great control over policy outcomes. That was one of the 
objectives of tax reform back in the late 1990s. What was the outcome of the tax reform that John Howard and 
Richard Court, with Colin Barnett sitting in the cabinet, signed up to? An increase in vertical fiscal imbalance; a 
reduction in the amount of own-source revenues for the state of Western Australia. Who is responsible for that? 
The Liberal governments of the past. The Liberal Party always wants to remind Labor of its past governments’ 
actions, and I am going to make sure I remind the Liberal Party of its past governments’ actions.  

Hon Michael Mischin: Since we’re getting into current events, how about we go back even further to the good 
old Burke days and financial management, since we’re talking about competence?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am more than happy to. I found it interesting listening to Mr Buswell talk the other day 
about how a number of assets bought during the days of the Labor government are now actually producing good 
income. 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: He also pointed out that a number of assets were producing good income, which is what 
is keeping the Insurance Commission of WA afloat, and that is how the government is going to get its dividend. I 
am more than happy to talk about WA Inc if people want to. I do not know if the Attorney General noticed in 
The West Australian a couple of weeks ago a really fascinating story about when WA Inc first started; when 
governments of Western Australia first started doing dodgy deals with the private sector. What was that story 
about? It was about a Premier Ray O’Connor, not a member of the Labor Party, Hon Michael Mischin. Gareth 
Parker’s article stated that the Liberal Party’s ability to use those attack lines will forevermore be dented as a 
result of the revelation that the Liberal Party were the architects of WA Inc in Western Australia.  

Hon Michael Mischin: Really?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Michael Mischin needs to realise that, and make sure he is getting his media 
adviser to pick a broad range of articles, because Hon Michael Mischin clearly did not see that article. 
Hon Michael Mischin: I saw that, but I thought it paled into insignificance in view of the Burke years. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Did you? 
Hon Michael Mischin: Yes, I did. Do you want to go through the list of how many ministers — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. I am happy to fast-forward and look at some of the deals we have been talking 
about in the chamber today, such as the solar park outside Geraldton and the arrangements involved for 
government procurement. I am happy to talk about Muja A and B. It is a shame the Leader of the House is away 
on urgent parliamentary business, because I am sure he must be sitting there in absolute horror and 
embarrassment about the deal he did with the private sector, which we were told was going to cost the state no 
money, and there was no money involved. It is now like a cash register going “Kerching! Kerching! Kerching!” 
and running up costs for the state of Western Australia, all achieved without a procurement process.  
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If we want to talk about government having improper dealings with private enterprise, I am happy to have a case 
study on the Oakajee development, which started with probity orders and a very formal tender process under the 
previous Labor government. Then Colin Barnett got elected, threw that process out of the door, and negotiated, 
without any proper probity at all, a new contract granting rights to the Oakajee developers that were never a part 
of the original tender process. Does the Attorney General consider that appropriate behaviour for a government? 
Silence reigns supreme across the chamber! It is funny how members opposite have their one-liners ready to 
throw from their key lines; they clearly have not been updated since the Gareth Parker article. Then when the 
facts are pointed out — 
Hon Michael Mischin: Are you still talking? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Attorney General has come to life again! Does the Attorney General have an answer 
for me yet? No! The Attorney General is speechless, is he not? 

Hon Michael Mischin: You keep telling the story!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Clearly, the Attorney General is speechless. Clearly the Attorney General, when he was 
a member of the backbench, was not following the affairs of the state and did not realise what was going on in 
his first few years in this place with the Barnett government. I suspect that is probably the case. I am more than 
happy to have those debates about the behaviour anytime and anywhere. I do think it is absolutely cruel and 
mean to be basically saying to people, “You go away and you work out whether we are going to make you 
compulsorily redundant, and if we do, you’re going to get less than if you’d taken the package in the first place.”  

Hon Helen Morton: That is not true. That is not how it is going to happen, and you know it.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I invited the minister to interject on me earlier but she did not want to, and now she 
wants to. I get confused, minister! 

Hon Helen Morton: I know you are confused; from your speech it is obvious. So, just wait. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am absolutely looking forward to hearing that. 

Hon Michael Mischin: The sooner you sit down, the sooner you will. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have lots more on my comprehensive speaking notes to go through before I finish 
today, Attorney General, do not worry about that! These matters are of extreme importance.  

Hon Michael Mischin interjected.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy to move that we sit beyond six o’clock, if the Attorney General likes. These 
are important matters that we need to apply ourselves to.  

We need a bit more of a comprehensive study of the underlying problems of this government and its financial 
management, and the way in which it has created a rod for its own back that it is simply struggling to manage. 
When we get to Committee of the Whole, I want to understand from the minister exactly how the revenue 
streams have changed since the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement, because I cannot see that they 
have changed to the magnitude the government is suggesting. The problems the government is facing are not 
around revenue at all; they are all around expenditure. This house is entitled, before it passes the Supply Bill, to 
have the government come clean on how it has gone in achieving the three per cent efficiency dividend, and why 
it is not able to balance its budget. As I say, it will come down to efficiency dividends.  

As I mentioned earlier in the debate, last October the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations 
wrote to every agency well after the budget had been brought down, asking them to tell it how they were going 
to meet their efficiency dividends. Many of the replies referred the committee off and asked it to wait for the 
midyear review; of course, when the midyear review was tabled and one searched through it for the outline of 
the efficiency dividends and how they were going to be achieved, the only comment made, as I mentioned 
earlier, was in the paragraph on “Corrective Measures” under “Spending Risks”. Obviously, if the efficiency 
dividends are not achieved, that will have an impact on the bottom line of the state. 

It was interesting that some agencies did seek to tell us how they were going to achieve the efficiency dividend. I 
have mentioned that WA Police’s response was that it would defer something until the following year. That is 
something that I think we are seeing at the moment. A range of emergency measures were brought in by the 
Treasurer a couple of weeks ago under which different caps were put on expenditure. Basically, people were told 
that they could not purchase items anymore. Government agencies were told that they could not buy pens and 
paper because there was no money and they had to stop it. Do people seriously think that is a long-term 
sustainable savings measure? I think we will find that a whole range of agencies are starting to defer expenditure 
to try to make sure that they come in below budget, but what they are really doing is deferring expenditure into 
the following financial year. Arguably, people would say that under accrual accounting that should not occur, but 
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the reality is that it does. It is about making decisions about when the expenses are incurred. Agencies can defer 
things. Things such as training additional police is one of them.  

I would be fascinated to know exactly how many police are expected to be employed as at 30 June. Did the 
police end up implementing that measure of deferring the recruitment of 70 additional police for seven months, 
or did they employ them? I suspect we will find that they at least deferred employing a range of police officers 
before the end of the financial year, despite having told people otherwise last year when it became a political hot 
potato leading into the election. Again, that reinforces the fact that the Liberal Party went to the election with a 
complete pack of cards that was just hiding the truth from the people of Western Australia. It is like a person 
who has problems with gambling. They try to hide it, and it just compounds and compounds until they can no 
longer hide it. That is where this government is now getting to. 

We could look at the Department of Treasury. One of its savings measures is a reduced effort in strategic 
research and strategic policy advice, or reduced effort in regulatory reform research, analysis and advice. If that 
had happened three years ago, that might have explained why the red tape committee that Hon Ken Baston 
chaired never went anywhere. But it did not happen four years ago; it is happening in this financial year. Of 
course, the problem is that if the effort in regulatory reform research, analysis and advice is reduced, it will 
remove the real ability for Treasury to get productivity increases. One would hope that ultimately it will get back 
to the point of doing those things, but, of course, when it gets back to that point, it will not have saved money for 
the last couple of years. Firstly, it is just deferring the amount that will have to be spent; and, secondly, it is 
probably hurting the budget by not getting that good advice. 

A good quarter of the way into the financial year, agencies such as the Department of Commerce were saying 
that they were continuing to identify and implement these efficiencies across their outlets. That was one of the 
instances in which the agency said, “Look at the midyear review.” If an agency that has a two per cent efficiency 
dividend has not found it after the first three months of the year, it then has a 2.5 per cent efficiency dividend. If 
the agency has not found it by halfway through the year, it is up to effectively a four per cent efficiency 
dividend, and so on. It just starts to magnify. Again, that is one of the problems for government agencies. We 
then get to the point at which agencies have the breakout that we have seen, with ministers saying, “It was a bad 
decision of government.” It is part of the strategy that these ministers are no longer responsible for the operations 
of agencies; they are simply commentators on their agencies. 

If that was the case, one of the productivity efficiency savings could be to get rid of ministers altogether and 
allow the agencies to get on and do what they do, and all of us could sit in here and be commentators on the 
agencies. It is an interesting way in which this government has tried to change the dynamic under which the 
Westminster system operates, so that ministers are no longer responsible for the actions of their agencies. It is a 
question of the ministers saying, “Well, I was advised by the department.” If it was just about advice, we could 
all sit here and send questions down as a collective group and let them advise us, without having a minister in 
here. There is a reason that the Westminster system says that the buck stops with the minister. The question is: 
did they know, or should they have known, that the buck stops with them? 

I remember that probably the best outline of the Westminster system and ministerial responsibility was given by 
Hon Peter Collier back when he still had his skills as a teacher. He came in here and gave us a very thorough 
lecture on ministerial responsibility and why the buck stops with the ministers. Of course, they now think that by 
saying, “I have been advised by my agency”, that absolves them from the responsibility to scrutinise, question 
and challenge, and to be out there listening in the community, the same as I am, to find out what is going on, and 
to then go back to their agency to ensure that the advice they are getting from that agency is correct. If that is not 
what ministers are doing, why do we have them? It is the same argument about this house. If this house is not a 
house of review in which we can challenge the executive, why have it? If ministers are not there to challenge 
their departments and their agencies, why bother having them? We might as well just have Parliaments without 
ministers sitting in them. That would be a saving. There are 17 ministers, and they all get 80 per cent more than 
we do. Then we could throw in the parliamentary secretaries. We could give all the ministers the same salary as 
the parliamentary secretaries. That would be a significant saving, if ministers do not want to accept the 
responsibility of challenging their agencies. If a minister’s agency does not have the resources to do its job, it is 
the minister’s job to work out that it does not have the resources. I suspect that in most cases the agencies will 
tell the ministers. But, even if the agencies do not tell them, the ministers’ job is to get in there and challenge 
that. 
An example I can give the house is the powerline that came down on the northern suburbs rail line on 3 October 
last year. It was the third event in which overhead catenary wires had come in contact with trains. I started to ask 
questions around Perth about what was going on well before that third event. Why was it happening? What was 
the cause of it? Do members know what I heard? I heard that the problem was that there had not been an increase 
in staff in that area since the opening of the Mandurah line. There was supposed to be a gradual upgrade. 
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Obviously, immediately after the line was opened, it was all brand-new equipment, but over time the staff would 
need to be increased progressively to maintain the system at the required level. That had not happened. I know 
that because I asked questions in this place to confirm it. The second thing that was occurring was that a fair bit 
of work was going on within the system. That required more line breaks to be put in to allow that work to go on. 
It was clear. 
When I asked questions of people in that area, it did not take me very long to find out that there was a problem 
for the government of the day with a lack of resources in that area. What did we find out? When the report was 
finally handed down, it said that there was a lack of resources, a lack of training, a lack of capacity and a lack of 
engineering skills and that the Public Transport Authority had not been able to recruit enough staff. All the 
problems in the PTA that were common knowledge around Perth, if the minister had asked, were in the report, 
and again he proceeded to be the commentator on the events rather than the minister responsible for those 
failings. For everyone who was on the train, one person was ultimately responsible for what occurred, and that 
was the minister, who did not secure sufficient funds to enable that section to do its job properly. Clearly, there 
were problems. Whilst it was all very nice for the PTA to go out there—it works hard; this is not a criticism of 
the PTA—take the rap and say it was its responsibility, it can only work within the framework it is given by the 
minister. Of course, we cannot discuss the causes of that derailment in more detail today because the Minister for 
Transport has refused to provide this house with a copy of that report. He was asked to table it in this house and 
refused, but we will probably deal with that a little later today because we need to get our heads around the issue 
of how ministers in the lower house treat this place. It is not about treating the opposition with contempt, but 
about treating the chamber and the public of Western Australia with contempt, because when a document is 
tabled in this place, it is available to not just the member who asked for it, but also every member in this place 
and every person in the community who wants a copy. I find it extraordinary that that report was not tabled in 
this place. There are plenty of other examples of that.  

Yesterday I asked a question about the number of incidents recorded on the Public Transport Authority’s 
database as a result of antisocial behaviour on our public train network. I asked that question because the day 
before I asked about the number of transit officers on the train network and I learnt that the number had declined 
compared with the figure from two years ago. This government promised it would put more police onto the 
trains but it has not done that, and it has also allowed the number of transit officers to reduce, and there are no 
more in training. 

The next thing I wanted to learn was whether there had been an increase in incidents of antisocial behaviour on 
our train lines. The fact of the matter is that at its headquarters the PTA maintains its statistics. It keeps them on 
a database and it is simply a matter of hitting the print button on the computer, printing the summary page and 
sending it to the minister’s office to send to Parliament. For the minister to say that he was unable to provide the 
information in the time available is nonsense; that is not the case and it borders on misleading the house. I am 
confident that if the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges were to conduct an investigation, it would 
find that the information could have been provided. It was not a case of the information not being available, but 
that the minister did not want to provide it to the chamber because he was embarrassed by it. His response has 
bought the government a bit of time to work out how it can spin any problem contained in those statistics. The 
correct answer from the parliamentary secretary should have been, “The minister does not want to provide the 
answer because he wants to work out how he handles anything that is embarrassing in it before he gives it to the 
chamber, and he wants to control the release of that information.” That would be the accurate answer, not the 
answer that was provided to this house by the parliamentary secretary on behalf of the minister.  

Here is another example. Members will recall that I rose during members’ statements about a week ago to point 
out the nonsense answer I got from the parliamentary secretary when I asked him for a proper answer to question 
without notice 52. I accept the explanation from the parliamentary secretary on why that arose in terms of the 
confusion with the numbering systems in Parliament, which is fine. However, it did not address two key 
elements of the issue I raised. The first one was the very fact that I had to ask a question to get the answer that I 
had asked for in the first place—I had to go back and ask the question again. The second was that the answer I 
got was a completely dishonest attack on the Labor Party about our position on the Perth–Darwin highway. It 
was bad enough that the Minister for Transport thought that he could give us a nonsense answer about an issue 
and get it wrong—that is embarrassing—but it was purely wrong to say what he did about Labor’s position on 
the Perth–Darwin highway. As I said last week, Labor supports the construction of the Perth–Darwin highway. 
The difference between us and the Liberals is that we had a fully funded, fully costed plan and we promised only 
what we knew we could afford and could be financially sensible. We even made some provision for the fact that 
we knew the government had been unable to deal with its efficiency dividends. I do not think that we, even in 
our wildest dreams, realised how incompetently the government had been managing that issue, and I suspect we 
will need to get an even better picture from the minister when she responds about the current state of the budget 
and how we are tracking for the end of this financial year. We are in opposition; we are not the government. 
Somehow this government is again trying to take a commentary role by asking how it was supposed to know 
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how badly the previous government had been running the books. It suggests that it has had to defer the budget 
because the state’s finances are in a worse position than it had expected and it needs more time to understand the 
mess that has been left to it, even though it was the creator of the mess. It is just an extraordinary answer.  

The first point, as I said, was that I asked a simple question and I got a nonsense answer. I then asked a second 
question and the minister and the parliamentary secretary got confused and gave me a completely nonsense and 
dishonest answer. Eventually I got the answer I was after about the changes since the election to the Metro Area 
Express light rail that were so complex that it might have to be delayed. I asked that question of the Minister for 
Transport because of a statement the Premier had made on radio as part of his unravelling of his fully costed, 
fully funded plan and his manufactured excuses for the government not meeting its election commitments. The 
Premier told ABC radio on 15 May that one reason was that he thought the MAX light rail system would be 
complex, so his instincts told him that of the three projects, the MAX light rail would be the one on which to slip 
out a bit of time. I assumed that something that would add to the complexity of the project, which had been 
clearly missed by the government before the election when it gave its commitment about the timing, must have 
been learnt by the government after the election. Of course building the first light rail in Perth would be 
complex. Of course building light rail along the wrong route would be complex and difficult to justify and to get 
a benefit–cost ratio, but those things were all known before the election. Of course building light rail into an area 
where there would not be an opportunity to maximise land use around the railway line would be a problem. Of 
course building a railway line through an area where it could get improved land-use management would mean 
restricting the number of stations in that area to speed up the travel times on the light rail, which would be 
complex, but all that was known. The government had taken on board the complexities of that project, had 
known all those things and had said that it would get the rail built by 2018. I could not imagine what the 
government had learnt after the election, but I wanted to ask the question to see whether the Minister for 
Transport could tell me. Of course, his first response was a nonsense answer, as is his wont, and hence my 
attempt to get the right answer. I have to say that after the second attempt, I got the answer to the question; that 
was, no issue had been identified that would prevent the transformational MAX light rail project from moving 
ahead. Clearly, the government has not discovered anything post the election, so the only reason MAX will be 
pushed back is that the government does not have either the money or the competency to deliver it. The third 
option, which is probably the most likely one, is that the Liberals do not build rail. That was the reason on 
previous occasions when the Liberal Party promised rail projects and failed to deliver; that is, the Liberal Party 
just does not do it. The Liberal Party does not like it; it does not want to do it; it promises rail because it has to 
because Labor has promised something similar.  

Having done all that, after the election the Liberal government finds every reason in the book not to proceed. 
That has been the history. It was the history with the Clarkson extension, with Greenwood station and with the 
southern railway line—members can name it. Remember the great days in 1993 when the Liberal Party promised 
to make the Midland railway workshops into a world-class facility by reinvesting in them. Within about four 
months of the election, the government announced it would close the workshops. That is the Liberals’ 
longstanding history on rail, going back to that iconic decision that really saved rail in Perth in the 1970s when 
the Liberal Party decided to close the Fremantle railway line. It is one of those ironic events that by attempting to 
close rail, the Liberal Party created the rebirth of rail and the Labor Party has been very proud of its history since 
that time. I mean this in all genuineness: I look forward to the day when the Liberal Party actually starts to help 
to build the rail system that Perth needs. It would make it a lot easier if every government and every Parliament 
made a contribution to rail. Even if it is not quite as much as Labor, if the Liberal Party made a reasonable 
contribution to rail on an ongoing basis, rather than being dragged kicking and screaming to the table to do 
anything, as was the case with getting additional rail carriages, it would make things better and Perth would get 
to the point of having a good system. Of course, part of that would require the Liberal Party to accept rail and to 
understand it so that it could plan properly. That is one thing I hope the Liberal Party will look at eventually. 

The Liberal Party has picked up little elements of Metronet, but it has to understand why Metronet was such an 
important, integrated, coordinated plan for solving the congestion problem of Perth. Metronet would connect all 
the major regional centres and activity centres of Perth. Those areas that could not be connected by heavy rail 
would be connected by light rail. I am sure this will be a subject of debate over the next four years, but we need 
light rail in Perth. We need to get the initial version right for two reasons. First, we need to stimulate land use, 
because transport can help define the urban form. Second, if we get light rail wrong, we run the risk of setting it 
back because people will say that it is not good and it does not solve the traffic problems, but makes them worse 
for people going to the inner northern suburbs. I would argue that the first light rail project in Western Australia 
should be what I would call “campus connect”—light rail that connects the three inner-city university campuses; 
that is, Curtin University, the University of Western Australia and Edith Cowan University campus at Mt 
Lawley. They are activity centres and attractors in their own right. The routes to them run through inner-city 
areas, and regular stops could be put along them. This would stimulate improved land-use management.  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 13 June 2013] 

 p1457b-1471a 
Hon Darren West; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Ken Travers: 

 [12] 

I noted an article recently that stated people in Perth do not want to live in apartments; they want to live in 
houses. Part of the reason people do not want to live in apartments is that Perth does not have a streetscape 
environment that encourages apartment living. With very few exceptions, the majority of Perth is a fairly 
suburban environment, and if someone is going to live in our traditional suburban environment, they might as 
well live in a suburban home, because that housing structure matches the environment. If a person wants to live 
in the modern urban environment, all the elements of that modern urban environment need to be in place. There 
are many places around the world where people love that environment. People go to live in places like Paris and 
they love it. I have a friend who lives in Paris these days and she always rubs it in by posting photos on 
Facebook and all the rest of it. Most people I know are very jealous of the environment she lives in. She can 
wander down to the coffee shop and do all the things that people do in a strong urban environment with a great 
Metro rail and all those elements that go together. It actually has to be done. 

Hon Liz Behjat: And dealing with the French bureaucracy. I’ve lived there; I know. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is one example; there are many other places in the world — 

Hon Kate Doust: At least people in the bureaucracy have jobs to go to every day. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. 

There are many other such places in the world where people want to go to live. For many years people wanted to 
live in Melbourne because they saw it as a dynamic and attractive environment. It has that urban form for which 
public transport is one of the key drivers. The changes to small bar licences that Mark McGowan brought 
through is another example of how that urban environment can be changed and achieved. 

The point I make today is that, again, the government seeks all this money through the Supply Bill. It told us 
before the election that it had a fully funded and costed plan. The government is now at the point at which it has 
to implement that fully funded and costed plan and it is not in a position to do that, as it should have been, before 
the end of the financial year. That is because the government does not have a fully funded and costed plan. All 
that should have happened after the election is that there should have been a quick cabinet meeting with 
everything else sorted out. There was an envelope of expenditure that the government could use and, for 
example, agency X would have had to do this or that, because that was an election commitment. It is clear that 
the government did not have an envelope from which it could expend and it just put extra expenditure on the 
budget. That was made worse by the fact that the government still had not even worked out how it would meet 
the disciplines of the budget it already had in place. If the minister can explain to me that the government had 
that, I look forward to the explanation, but I would love to see the major changes in the parameters that meant 
that the government was not able have the budget in this place before the end of the financial year. It is 
absolutely a case of the government overpromising and now having to find a way to deliver on those promises. 
That is why the extension has been asked for and why the government brought in a Supply Bill. I suspect that the 
government still does not have the budget sorted out, does it? It has still not been locked down. I suspect that if 
my comments go beyond closing time tonight and I have to come in next Tuesday to continue this debate, I will 
find that there will have been further unravelling of the financial affairs of the state. The government will have 
found another way of putting its hands into the pockets of the Western Australian people. The government has 
had its hands there on a regular basis for the last four years and it wants to continue to do so. I suspect the 
government will find new ways of punishing public servants who work very hard in this community. 

Another thing that was interesting about today’s decision was the announcement that public sector wages would 
be locked in to the consumer price index and that that will be done by legislation—the government will get rid of 
the industrial umpire. I wonder whether I will get silence on this request for an interjection from the government. 
I note that the government chose November for this and I wonder why that date was chosen and not 1 July. 

Hon Helen Morton: I am sorry; I did not hear the first part of your question. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: One of the announcements the government made today was that it would legislate to 
lock in wage increases and they will just follow CPI, but that will take effect on any enterprise bargaining 
agreements expiring after November. 

Hon Helen Morton: Your question is? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Why was November chosen? Why was the start of the financial year or today, 13 June, 
not chosen? Why were those days not chosen? Why has this been put off until November? 

Hon Helen Morton: I will find out, but I expect we can’t get the legislation in that quickly, as you know.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: But the government will collect the dividend from the Insurance Commission of 
Western Australia without the legislation. I understand that the government’s budget is based on getting a 
dividend out of ICWA before the end of the financial year. The legislation has not gone through this house yet; 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 13 June 2013] 

 p1457b-1471a 
Hon Darren West; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Ken Travers: 

 [13] 

in fact, it has only just been introduced in the other place. So, on my working of it, if it is introduced in the other 
place, it will probably not be through until the end of next week in the other place and it will not arrive in this 
house before then, so this house will not be able to deal with it until the following Thursday at the earliest.  

Hon Helen Morton: You will push it through for us.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I reckon we will push it through, but the Parliament might have to sit beyond 1 July to 
do it, just to see what happens to the books, unless the minister can give us a good example. In fact, I suspect this 
house may still be debating the Supply Bill then, because we are not getting proper answers from the 
government. The government needs to understand that it cannot come in here and treat this place with contempt. 
The opposition will stand the government up and make it answer the questions it should be answering. The 
government should be accountable to this place. The opposition will use whatever techniques or mechanisms it 
has to ensure that the government understands the Westminster system of accountability and that it is 
accountable to this place.  

I appreciate the minister agreeing to get the decision before November, because—I might get myself into trouble 
here—I know what happens in August each year. That is why it is being delayed beyond August to November. If 
that is the case, it shows how the government is happy to look after itself and its mates. We have seen plenty of 
that over the last couple of weeks. One would have thought that when a government is suggesting a period of 
massive austerity because the budget is broken, it would not be so quick to give its mates pay rises. How do 
government members’ electorate officers respond to members of the Premier’s staff getting pay rises that are 
worth more than the annual salary of their electorate officers? I know what my electorate staff would say. They 
are angry but they realise it was the Liberal Party that did it. But if the Labor Party had done something like that, 
there would have been uproar in our offices. Every member of this chamber would agree that electorate officers 
work extraordinarily hard. I have been privileged to have had some absolutely outstanding people work for me 
and I have often wished I could have paid them more because they were worth more. Government members did 
not give those pay rises to their electorate staff, but some people in the Premier’s office got pay rises more than 
the annual pay of electorate staff. That is extraordinary! If I were a government electorate staff member, I would 
be furious.  

At a time of austerity the Premier is also happily issuing contracts on a daily basis, and in a way that avoids the 
proper processes of government. I know Richard Muirhead. When he was the head of the Tourism Commission, 
I worked with him when I was a parliamentary secretary, and he is a competent and capable person. I have no 
bone to pick with Richard Muirhead whatsoever. My experience of him was that he was a good operator. It is 
still a mystery to me why he was moved from the Tourism Commission. But he left the public service and then 
was brought back. The government’s argument that it could not issue a contract because it needed to know what 
was going to happen at the state election is extraordinary. Labor was calling for investment in the celebration of 
Anzac Day in Albany well before the government was going to do anything. Peter Watson and Mark McGowan 
are keenly interested in this matter—Mark McGowan because of his former service as a member of the Navy 
and as a keen military historian; and Peter Watson because he is just Albany, and Anzac and Albany go together. 
“Watto” is “Mr Albany”. He was on to it; he understood the importance of Albany to the Anzacs. Albany 
understands its incredible position within the Australian community as the last place the Anzacs saw before they 
left our shores. That is part of the psyche of Albany, and Watto knows how good it would be for Albany to be 
able to celebrate that and to celebrate it properly. He had been calling for those celebrations, calling for those 
things to occur in Albany well before the government did anything. It was one area in which there has been clear 
bipartisanship; both sides of politics have been arguing for the same thing. I would say that the opposition led the 
debate, but it is not necessary to politicise who finally did it. The important thing was that the government and 
the opposition were committed to doing it because it is such an important event for the people of Albany, 
Western Australia and Australia, and most importantly for the descendants of the Anzacs. It is particularly 
important to honour those people who lost their lives at Anzac Cove and every other person who has lost their 
life in military conflict on behalf of Australia. That is why it had to be done, and both sides of politics 
understood that and were committed to doing that leading up to the election.  

The argument that a contract could not be entered into because it was not known what would happen after the 
election and whether the opposition would support it was ridiculous. The simplest way of resolving it was to ring 
the Leader of the Opposition. That used to happen when we had a respectful Premier. On a matter such as this, if 
there was any doubt, the government would ring the Leader of the Opposition and say, “Look, there is this really 
important project in Albany. I notice you have a policy on it. I think it is the same as ours. Are you comfortable 
with us putting someone in place to get the job for the next two and a half years? Are you happy if we do that?” I 
know what the answer from Mark McGowan would be: “Of course. I’ll send you my policy. Let’s work together 
to see if we can make sure we have an absolutely good approach and a bipartisan approach to it.” I understand 
Peter Watson is involved in organising the celebrations. I congratulate the government for involving him. One 
does not often see members of the government involving opposition members in these things now.  
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I first met Max Trenorden when he was a newly elected member for Avon and I was travelling through his 
electorate with Ian Taylor who was the then Deputy Premier and responsible for that area within government. 
They were working together. You used to see it happen all the time. There was a time when ministers would 
send you a notice saying, “I will be in your electorate on Thursday at the opening of the Joondalup Health 
Campus”, for instance, something that happened last week. They would tell you the date, the time and what it 
was. Some ministers do not give any information, and I accept that. That is who they are; that is their right. But 
the ones who get me are the ministers who send an email, saying, “I will be in your electorate on Thursday.” 
That is bizarre! Why waste staff’s time, money and resources if ministers do not tell local members where they 
will be and why they will be in the electorate. If it is a courtesy, be courteous. Do not just say, “I’m in your 
electorate, nah-nah, nah, nah-nah! I’m not gonna tell you!” I do not know how Hansard will get that, so good 
luck! That is what they are saying.  

Hon Donna Faragher: You did the same when you were in government. I am not being difficult. You did the 
same.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If our members did that, I agree with the minister, it was wrong. I have not been invited 
to any events for a long time. I do remember Hon Simon O’Brien complaining about the lack of courtesy and the 
lack of invitations. 

Hon Jim Chown: I never get an invitation from National Party ministers in regard to what is happening in my 
electorate.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Nor do I. The point I am making is you either agree with it or not. I accept that if a 
minister does not want to invite us, that is their prerogative. The bizarre ones are the ones who send me a note to 
try to pretend they are being courteous when they are not; it is the exact opposite. It is worse than not sending a 
note at all. When I got the note saying that the Minister for Health would be in my electorate on Thursday, I 
knew where he was going because I know what is happening in my electorate, but why would he not say where 
he would be? I will be honest; I cannot recall Hon Donna Faragher’s time as a minister, as memorable as it was.  

Hon Donna Faragher: Oh! Gee! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: One minister—maybe this is why he is no longer a minister—who was very good at 
sending a notification and always gave the details was Hon John Castrilli. It has stuck in my mind and my 
respect for him is greater for his having done that. Most of the issues did not concern me but he always gave us 
the date, the time and the place. As I say, I am big and ugly enough to cope if I do not get invited or if ministers 
do not send me notes. We can normally find out what they are up to anyway; we hear it around the traps. That is 
fine; I accept that. But, please! What a bizarre thing to do, to send me a note to say a minister is going to be in 
my electorate but not tell me why. That leaves me bewildered. If I become a minister, which I think will 
probably happen about 15 March 2017, my approach when government agencies have official functions will be 
to always invite the shadow minister. When government agencies have launches of new programs, the shadow 
minister and the local member should be invited. Of course, most importantly, the local upper house members 
should be invited, which is often regularly forgotten by members in the other place. That requirement is 
universal, regardless of party politics; it goes beyond partisanship. I think members opposite are still jealous that 
we retain the Clerk of the Parliaments in our chamber and the other place does not have them.  

Hon Peter Collier: Are you saying invited or notified?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It depends on the event. I commented to the minister across the chamber that there was a 
time when he spoke about going out to Beacon and he would invite and involve the member for Agricultural 
Region, whom the minister knows has a keen interest in and has taken up the issue and has been working with 
the community. The minister can bring his own backbenchers along to that. I am just not sure of the relationship 
he has with the National Party these days and whether he would want to invite National Party members!  

Hon Peter Collier: I’m going to Fran Logan’s schools. He invited me, but I could not obviously invite you to 
every school, but you would be notified, I hope.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am trying to remember in the minister’s case. I will have to check my records. 

Hon Kate Doust: No.  

Hon Peter Collier: Not my electorate?  

Hon Kate Doust: If you were coming to my electorate, we wouldn’t get notified.  

Hon Peter Collier: I’ll look into it.  
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will check it for the minister. As I say, if people do not want to notify me, it says more 
about them than it worries me at one level. If I am not invited to a Main Roads road opening, I do not lose sleep 
over it or cry myself to bed. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: You come in here and cry about it.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No; Hon Peter Katsambanis is missing the point. That is why I am reinforcing the point. 
I think Hon Simon O’Brien was genuinely miffed and offended. My point is that I do not get worried about it 
because, to be honest, going to another road opening is not my idea of a fun afternoon, although I accept that 
sometimes an important part of being a member of Parliament is attending formal functions. It is an important 
and respectful thing to do for our communities. My point is that it says a lot about ministers who do not invite or 
notify us. I note the reaction of the Leader of the House and accept that he genuinely believed that we were being 
invited and notified of what he was doing. That is the sort of minister the Leader of the House is. The point I was 
making is that it says more about the other ministers than it offends me about whether I get to go to those events. 
My view is that if the government is launching a policy initiative, and has invited all the stakeholders to a big 
function, he should invite the opposition spokesperson to it.  

Hon Peter Collier: They’re always invited.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. As I say, some ministers do and some do not. I hope I am not breaching a 
confidence. Hon Ken Baston and I had a good conversation at an event the other night about the agriculture 
portfolio and I look forward to having a good working relationship with Hon Ken Baston. I accept that it is his 
choice to invite me to whatever he wants. My sense is that a man of integrity will do that. If he does not, I accept 
that too.  

One funny situation was when I got a notification that the Premier would be in my electorate. I used to ask my 
office to send an email to the Premier saying, “Thanks very much”, because they would ask if we wanted more 
information. The invitations always came the night before the event and they would ask what we were doing. 

I will keep members in suspense until after question time.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 1480.]  

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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