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WESTERN AUSTRALIAN FUTURE FUND BILL 2012 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [2.44 pm]: I rise to speak against this bill and in so doing to speak against a 
future fund. At one superficial level it seems like I am speaking against savings or motherhood in the sense that 
we are all taught to be frugal and to save. The Premier has gone out to the public of Western Australia and 
promoted this idea that what this government is doing is saving from the resources boom—he does not call it a 
boom, but this invigorated trading period of resources—for future generations. As speakers before me have said 
and as I said in my budget reply, what the Premier is doing by sleight of hand, when one drills down a little 
deeper, is not to save at all. The example I gave in my budget reply was of some airhead from Clarkson saying to 
me, “Mr Quigley, I’m going to start a new life. I’m going to get my life on track. I’m going to be a man of 
substance. I’m going to have a savings account.” I reply, “Sunshine, you haven’t had a job in two years. How are 
you going to do this?” He says, “I’m going to go to the bank next door and get my credit card extended and open 
a savings account.” I had never heard such a stupid idea until the Premier introduced it into this Parliament. 
What is happening is that we had a constructed surplus in the budget of some $132 million, from recollection. I 
say “constructed” because once we see the half-yearly accounts, I am sure that that will have largely vaporised. 
From the state’s finances a future fund will be created by borrowing money to put aside for future generations. 
As the shadow Treasurer pointed out, when one takes into account the inflation rate, the net yield on these sums 
will be about 1.7 per cent.  

As every household knows, there are two ways to save. The first way is to put surplus cash aside for future 
contingencies. That would be admirable if that were happening here in Western Australia, but that is not 
happening here. What is happening here is that we will go and borrow money to put into an account called a 
future fund. The alternate way of getting ahead is to invest in assets. Many Western Australian families do that 
by investing in assets at today’s prices, principally the family home, and for those who can extend themselves a 
little further, another investment property, to shore up the family in case of future contingencies by having an 
asset that will increase in value. It is this alternative that the Labor opposition promotes as the responsible and 
proper way for this state to get ahead. By foregoing capacity to put borrowed funds into a future fund, we are 
putting aside and putting on ice infrastructure requirements that are required now for not only the present 
generation but also future generations that will otherwise be put upon to build these assets at tomorrow’s prices. I 
accept that at a superficial level, when dealing with a 90-second news grab — 
Mr M. McGowan interjected. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The Leader of the Opposition is right; that would be a generous news grab. A 30 to 60-
second news grab to say, “We are creating a future fund to put aside money for future generations” has a 
superficial appeal because there is not time on commercial television for a proper economic analysis of what is 
behind this future fund. That is sleight of hand. I have to hand it to the Premier: in terms of the raw politics of the 
situation and in terms of sleight of hand, the Premier is the master. He becomes cranky when people untangle 
what he is saying and expose it for the nonsense that it is. This is an example of his sleight of hand. I heard him 
the other day speak about his favourite subject, prostitution. He said that going into the election, the only 
difference between the government and the Labor opposition is that the opposition wants to have brothels near 
houses in suburbs. What a lot of tommyrot. The only person going into the election rooting for the legalisation of 
prostitution is the Premier. He is the only one promoting the legalisation of prostitution. It is the Premier, the 
same man who, in this chamber, said the legalisation of prostitution will increase the size of the industry. “We’ll 
have more prostitutes if we legalise it”! That is the Premier’s agenda. It is not this party’s agenda to go into an 
election promoting prostitution, and nor would we after the election. 

Point of Order 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am more than happy to debate prostitution in this house; however, I would remind the 
Speaker that this piece of legislation is about the future fund. What we are seeing is each Labor member 
instructed to speak for 30 minutes to waste time.  
The SPEAKER: Member for Mindarie, I direct you to return to the bill at hand, the Western Australian Future 
Fund Bill 2012.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Thank you. I was just giving an example of political sleight of hand. I realise, however, 
that under the Premier’s proposal to charge nearly $65 000 for the licensing of each of these new brothels he 
wants to create — 
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The SPEAKER: We are talking about the Western Australian Future Fund Bill 2012. Member for Mindarie, 
that is what I instruct you to speak to. I do not want to hear reference to other legislation in this place.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I was talking about income, Mr Speaker, and the money that they were going to get from 
this enterprise. As I have just demonstrated, involved in these propositions is a political sleight of hand. The 
government went out and quickly announced, “We’re going to have a future fund”. As noted in the opinion 
piece, I think, of The West Australian today, the future fund is being attacked from both the left and the right; 
from both flanks of the Premier. Those who would say they are to the left of the Premier and the economists who 
are on the right of the Premier converge on one point—it is a dopey idea. It is a dopey idea to go around 
borrowing money to stuff in a savings account whilst we are in an economic situation in which we do not know 
where inflation will go. With perhaps some fiscal loosening in China and our other trading partners, we do not 
know what is going to happen to inflation. It could not even yield 1.7 per cent if inflation runs higher. The assets 
we need today will cost more in 30 years, and it will put them beyond the reach of those whom we intend to 
benefit.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: It is an interesting question you are raising. If the inflation rate increases towards the end of 
the period and we cannot spend the asset—because there was a lower return at the start—that actually makes the 
fund less valuable at the end. It is a very, very big hedge on the future. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The member is confused enough, without comments like that from the side!  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am sorry, Premier?  

Mr W.J. Johnston: The Premier is just covering up for the fact that this is a very, very small fund that will have 
a very, very small impact on the future fund.  
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I was taking an interjection from the Premier but he withdrew his puerile comment.  

When looking for investment in infrastructure today, the community in my electorate of Mindarie–Butler finds 
there are no funds for it. Paltry sums would make our community run efficiently today. The Leader of the 
Opposition came up with an eminently sensible idea. Addressing a business forum, he said that Labor, on 
election to government, will convene an infrastructure committee that will lay out an infrastructure plan for the 
next 20 years. The Premier’s response was, “Isn’t that just so typical of Labor, to have a committee and not 
actually commit to action.” That is what the Premier said! A month later, instead of committing to action and 
spending money to build the freeway north into the electorate of Mindarie–Butler, the Premier said, “We’ll have 
a committee.” That committee has been mucking around ever since. Not one dollar was committed in the budget 
to actually build it. The hypocrisy of the Premier is laid bare by his actions. All of the community is engaged in 
which additional roads need to be widened and where else we need traffic lights. The previous government was 
able to build a railway line from Perth’s CBD to Mandurah without the need for a community committee to 
waste time for a year or two. The previous government was able to build the Forrest Highway, nearly an 
expressway to Bunbury, without a community committee to hold it up for a year or two. But the Premier’s 
response to the urgent infrastructure need in the northern suburbs is to do that which he says is a time waster; 
that is, call a committee and have the community meeting endlessly to say that we need a freeway. Where is this 
freeway to go? It is to go up the freeway reserve! They are not going to put it up the national park; it has to go up 
the freeway reserve. We do not need the committee. What we need is the government to put its hand in its pocket 
and spend the money now. Instead of spending on infrastructure, it is committing to borrow the money to put it 
into a future fund. What would make our community efficient now is access in and out of the northern suburbs. 
There is only one viable way out of Butler, and that is down Marmion Avenue, which is just a traffic bottleneck; 
unless one goes on a rat run through suburban streets, which were designed to provide access to individual 
houses and not to be major distributor roads.  

Similarly, we see the Premier go to the electorate of Southern River with his new parliamentary secretary and 
promise, I think it was a $90 million or a $100 million railway station, to pork-barrel that electorate. What 
happened in the northern suburbs? It was another sleight of hand. After first cancelling the northern extension of 
the Clarkson line from Clarkson through to Brighton, and being met with a storm of local protests—because 
Labor already had the project underway—the government said, “Yes, we’ll extend it through to Butler”, but 
what it did was change the name of the station from Brighton to Butler and cancel the Butler station! I have gone 
on about that in Parliament previously. The significance of that is that the Public Transport Authority owns a 
couple of hectares of land at the top of Lukin Drive in Butler where a massive car park could have been built, 
relieving the pressure off Clarkson station. The station could have been designed with a huge car park but the 
government cancelled that station and rebadged Brighton station, which had always been designed to be like the 
Joondalup station as a walk-on, walk-off station to the shopping centre. The government called that the Butler 
station, cancelled the other station and leased some land from Mr Satterley to build a temporary car park. If the 
Premier has his way, it will be as long away as 2032 before a future government can get a dollar out of the future 
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fund to put into the railway station that this lousy government cancelled. It will be as long as away as 2032 
because the Premier and his Treasurer are trying this unconstitutional trickery to put a manner and form 
provision in the legislation so that the local community of Butler that I represent will never be able to access the 
funds for their freeway or railway station. The government wants those funds locked up from them forever. If 
this infrastructure were built now, the very people the Premier intends to benefit—those people who will be 25 
or 30 years of age in 20 years—would have had the infrastructure all their lives. They would have been able to 
get on the train to go to university or get on the freeway to go to work, but they will not be able to do that 
because the funds will not be made available. 

I was at Yanchep on the weekend for the trophy presentation for the Yanchep Redhawks Junior Football Club. 
Over 160 children play in the junior grades and well over 100 adults play in the senior sides yet there is just one 
oval at the Oldham Reserve. The club is losing junior people out of sport because there are no facilities there. 
This is what it has come down to while we lock up this money in the future fund. The City of Wanneroo has put 
aside land upon which to build two ovals to keep juniors in sport. Do we not all share the ambition of keeping 
them off the street and in sport? Time is ticking away and I had an important comment to make on brothels, so I 
now need extra time. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: There is a massive argument about who will pay for the 300 metres of access road from 
the nearest road to the oval to keep juniors in sport while at the same time the state government is borrowing 
money hand over fist to put into a savings account. I would not get away with that at the Clarkson branch of the 
ANZ. As I said in my budget reply speech, if I went into the ANZ bank and told the bank manager that I wanted 
to extend my credit card and when I was asked what it was for, I said that it was because I am going to be clever 
and start a savings account, the bank manager would tell me to stop smoking silly cigarettes and get out of his 
office and come back with a sensible idea. The next time I heard that idea was out of the mouth of the Premier of 
Western Australia. The higher one goes up in this society — 
An opposition member: The higher you are! 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: There is a point, member. The higher one goes up in society, the more credence the dopey 
ideas get. It is fantastic! If a normal bloke in the street proposed this as an economic plan, he would be written 
off, just as the economists of both the right and the left of the political spectrum are writing off this idea of the 
Premier’s. However, because he is the Premier, he can hold onto it. At the same time, the government is 
promoting rampant spending on projects that are uncosted and largely unplanned. The Premier gives us only 
approximations. If he went into the Clarkson branch of the ANZ, the conversation with the bank manager would 
go along these lines: “What are your existing liabilities?” The Premier would say, “I’m not going to build a 
house; I’m going to build a football stadium.” “How much is that going to cost?” “Sky-high of a billion.” “Have 
you got any other liabilities?” “Oh, yeah, I’m going to make a great big waterway down there in the CBD.” 
“How much is that going to cost you?” “Between half a billion and a billion, boss.” 
Ms M.M. Quirk: Northwards. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is right. I thought the member was talking about my electorate! It will be north of half 
a billion or nearly $1 billion. “But, sir,” the Premier will say, “I want to borrow more to start a savings account 
so they will all think I’m a wise little squirrel who’s hiding my nuts.” What the Premier is doing is transparent. 
Dr A.D. Buti: I hope not! 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Like all squirrels, he will be discreet about where he squirrels it away. 
The Premier is relying on the time between now and the election not being enough time for the general public to 
get a real grip on this sleight of hand. That is the same thing he did with prostitution. He hoped the public would 
not get a grip on that either. 
Mr T.R. Buswell: Is that a squirrel grip? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I think the Premier has the Treasurer by one this time because no self-respecting Treasurer 
would sign up for this silly plan to borrow money to start a savings account. What a thing to do! 
I said at the beginning of my speech that standing here to oppose a future fund would appear on a superficial 
level as though I am about to make a speech opposing motherhood or savings. However, when we look at the 
future fund, it has neither the virtue of motherhood nor the prudence of savings. It is a mad dash for the Premier 
to look like he is frugal and responsible, which he is not. I can remember when the promoter of the casino was 
being looked at by the federal authorities for misrepresentation over the casino’s establishment because the 
casino said that it would cost X hundreds of millions of dollars to build but when they started building on the 
land in Burswood, the piles kept on disappearing because of the subsoil. They just kept on going. The price went 
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up and the casino had to issue new shares halfway through the building project. There was a great big inquiry 
into whether the prospectus was misleading in the first place because Dallas Dempster and Genting Berhard 
Highlands Hotel must have known how dodgy the soil was that they were building the casino on. There was a 
massive inquiry by the forerunner of the Australian Securities and Investments Commission. The government is 
saying that it will spend about $1 billion—it does not know for sure, but it will be about that amount—while at 
the same time clothing itself in responsibility to the public by starting a savings account. As I said, the 
government must hold this filament of fiction together for another six months. I do not think that the 
commentators will be so gullible as to sign up their credibility to it. It is already starting to crack in the opinion 
pieces we see in our local newspaper and in the commentary by east coast journalists writing for newspapers 
such as The Australian Financial Review. It would be a very virtuous thing to do if the government were 
returning a surplus of hundreds of millions of dollars each year, instead of running around like spendthrifts 
looking for projects they could throw money at, which is what they are doing with royalties for regions funds. 
We know that some of these local regions cannot spend the royalties for regions money that is being allocated to 
them, so they run around looking for projects to spend it on, whilst in the metropolitan area we cannot get a 
footpath built in the outer suburban seats! The government’s own backbenchers would be complaining too, 
because they know that —  
Mr P. Papalia: No courage!  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: They have no courage.  

Mr F.A. Alban: We didn’t do badly yesterday.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: There is the man who had his railway cancelled. He is over there smiling; he does not 
mind! Members opposite know that in the outer metropolitan seats the community is starved of funds—in not 
just Labor seats but Liberal seats as well—while the National Party is running around the state looking for 
projects in the regions to spend money on!  

Mr T.G. Stephens: In the wheatbelt!  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: In the wheatbelt, where Hon Mia Davies is standing, there is a disaster. Before the Liberal 
Party came into government at the last election, its members were abusing the former government on the basis 
that they would keep all the tier 3 rail lines open and save the country communities from having huge wheat and 
fertiliser trucks roaring around on little roads. What have they found out? Members can go and ask 
Hon Mia Davies what she has found out at the Dowerin field day and all these other agricultural shows. They are 
hopping mad out there, because having promised one thing before the election the Liberal–National government 
has gone in there and closed these train lines down. Now they are all begging Hon Max Trenorden to stand in the 
Central Wheatbelt electorate and to stand up for them, because the National Party is just like Collingwood: when 
the heat goes on, it folds! That is what the Liberal–National government did; it folded. It said it would cut the 
railway lines and it has condemned all these country communities to all these trucks. At the same time, the 
National Party member for Central Wheatbelt decides to move to another electorate—the seat of Pilbara—and he 
is giving lashings of money out all over the Pilbara and abandoning the wheatbelt.   
Mr T.G. Stephens: He gives lots to Narrogin!  

Mr P. Papalia: Lots of glossy posters.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: Lots of corflute!  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: So there are lots of glossy posters and corflute! I understand that some money from the 
royalties for regions fund is going up there, but there is none in the seat of Mindarie. The member for Darling 
Range knows that residents in the suburb of Serpentine were even given the Country Age Pension Fuel Card! It 
is not a regional seat, but the government has given them a fuel card to pork-barrel that seat. Yanchep and Two 
Rocks are further away from the CBD than Serpentine, but they do not get fuel cards there!  

Mr I.C. Blayney: They have public transport.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: When is the last time the member for Geraldton caught a bus to Two Rocks? The last time 
he saw Two Rocks was whilst he was having a beer, flying over at 30 000 feet on the way to Geraldton! That is 
how much the member knows about Two Rocks.  

Mr A.P. Jacob: Most people in this place think that Two Rocks is a southern suburb of Geraldton!  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is right! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Members, consider Hansard, please.  
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Several members interjected. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I might have the altitude wrong, but I do not have the principle wrong. The principle is that 
the outer metropolitan seats of Perth, Western Australia, are doing it really hard and are being denied their 
proper allocation of the tax take to build the proper infrastructure that our community needs now.  
Our community in Butler should not be put upon to wait until 2032 until this future fund matures before it can 
ask for pelican flashing lights outside Butler High School. It will be the grandkids of the students at the school 
now who get basic pelican lights! That is without mentioning the freeway, which has been put on the backburner 
by this community committee.  
I will never change the government’s mind, will I, Madam Acting Speaker? I could use up the last minute of my 
time trying to, but I do not think I will because this government is not only arrogant, but also stubborn. Probably 
in a court of law I could change a High Court justice’s mind in the last minute of a speech, but I could never 
change this government’s mind because of its arrogance, stubbornness and refusal to reconsider any point.  
MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [3.15 pm]: I congratulate the Barnett government on an excellent branding 
exercise. By introducing a bill called the Western Australian Future Fund Bill 2012 the government is trying to 
brand itself as caring about and having vision for the future. But as we know on this side of the chamber nothing 
can be further from the truth. The only future the Barnett government is concerned about is what happens in 
about six months’ time at the state election. This branding exercise goes hand in hand with its so-called “bigger 
picture” campaign. Like the future fund, everything is on the never-never. Some of the announcements made are 
not budgeted for and many are longer than a decade away; many are no more than back-of-envelope exercises, 
with no detail, feasibility studies or cost–benefit analyses, or even, I suspect on some occasions, cabinet 
endorsement. This is not about doing something; it is about being seen to be doing something! The future fund 
fits in well with this strategy: “We would like to do more now, but we are very prudently putting aside funds for 
our grandchildren’s future.” The problem is that our grandchildren are in schools that are nearing capacity now. 
Our grandchildren are not getting timely access to school dentists, speech therapists, programs to assist at-risk 
kids early, like the intensive supervision program this government dismantled, and mentors like police officers at 
the police and community youth centres. The United States’ Nobel Prize–winner James Heckman has quantified 
the economic cost of failing to invest in our kids early. His study found that through to the age of 40, there was a 
return of $US17 for every dollar spent. That is an extraordinary return on investment, and he advocates spending 
the money early. Many speakers have already questioned the rationale and logic of the way this fund operates. In 
particular, they used analogies like getting a cash advance on a credit card at 21 per cent and putting that money 
into a savings account bearing an interest rate of 6.5 per cent.  

For the remainder of my speech I will talk about one area in which I believe there is a dire need for the 
government to invest and resource now and not in two decades’ time. I want to talk about a minister who has 
failed to prosecute the case to get resources now and I want to talk about the existing risk facing many Western 
Australian communities. That risk is faced by communities bordering bushland and forest under the care of the 
Department of Environment and Conservation. That risk is with us now; it is not at some indeterminate time in 
the future. Yesterday I asked Minister Marmion whether he was considering resigning as Minister for 
Environment. That question was met with the standard howls of derision. That criticism is not something I 
embark on lightly; having been a minister, I am acutely aware of the very serious consequences of systemic 
failure within an agency. It is through that prism that I say the actions and the omissions of the minister are 
above and beyond what would be expected of a competent minister. To put it mildly, his acts and omissions are 
part of a consistent course of conduct that would engender the confidence of neither the Western Australian 
public nor Premier Barnett.  

I need to go back to reinforce and support those statements as to the role of the minister since taking up the 
position of Minister for Environment in December 2010. Some months earlier a report was handed down by 
Euan Ferguson, who was the chief officer of the South Australian Country Fire Authority. That report was 
prepared as a consequence of the Boorabbin fire disaster in the goldfields. As a result of that, the Department of 
Environment and Conservation employed Mr Ferguson as a consultant to report upon the ability of the 
department to manage major fires. Minister Marmion would have been briefed on that report upon taking on his 
role as minister in December 2010. It addressed vulnerability to bushfire in the future. In fact, we all know and 
are familiar with—I think it is very relevant in the context of talking about the future fund—the challenges that 
climate change will present to our ability to meet the ongoing and increasing risk of fire, and how we can 
inoculate ourselves and make our communities more resilient. Mr Ferguson also looked at the implications of the 
trend of fire managers becoming more accountable. Significantly in this context—I will read this at some 
length—the report states — 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 20 September 2012] 

 p6327b-6345a 
Mr John Quigley; Mr Colin Barnett; Speaker; Ms Margaret Quirk; Acting Speaker; Mr Tony O'Gorman; Mrs 

Michelle Roberts; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Ben Wyatt; Mr Troy Buswell 

 [6] 

DEC is facing a loss of people with specialist forest fire skills, experience and corporate fire 
knowledge. Fire management, especially forest fire management, is a specialised capability. This 
capability is dependent on established doctrine, and the training, skills and experience of agency 
personnel. There is a risk of losing fire management capability as current staff retire and new staff are 
recruited. A key challenge will be to recruit, train, retain and motivate future staff and volunteers into 
key bushfire management roles. 

Another key issue identified by Mr Ferguson was — 

A culture of “lessons learned” is essential for continuous improvement. 

In reaching his findings, Mr Ferguson used a red, green and amber light categorisation of DEC’s performance. A 
red light meant that criteria were not substantially demonstrated or met and that action was required to be taken 
in this area. The only red light that Mr Ferguson gave DEC was on the question: “Is there a succession plan in 
place for key personnel?” He observed that more work was required to develop a staff succession plan so that 
current generation staff can be replaced in the future. This demonstrates that on day one of the minister assuming 
his portfolio, the issue of staffing, succession planning, staffing levels, capacity to work effectively with other 
agencies and incident management training were all live issues. 

Fast-forward to February 2011 and the Perth hills fires. Although the Keelty report was principally focused on 
the Fire and Emergency Services Authority, as the incident manager, there were findings that related to DEC, 
including the need for better incident controller training, a memorandum of understanding between DEC and 
FESA, and the need for joint training exercises between the agencies. Throughout 2011, there were discussions 
about inadequate staffing levels at DEC. 

As a follow-up to the Ferguson report, DEC commissioned consultants Lynda Folan and Integral Development 
to do a specific report on succession planning, and this is where it gets interesting. This report is dated 
September 2011. The report contains startling revelations that fire management staff at DEC were at breaking 
point and that there were too few people doing too much. I think all the people in this chamber realise it is 
unusual for those sorts of unambiguous—one could even say blunt—findings to appear in an official report. I 
believe these phrases were used by the consultants advisedly to sound a very loud warning alarm. 

The Department of Environment and Conservation executive management committee considered the report in 
September 2011. Of course, members are mindful that the Margaret River fires were in November 2011. In the 
chamber yesterday, Environment Minister Bill Marmion asserted that he was unaware of this report into fire 
management in the south west until February 2012, which is close to six months after it was considered by his 
department’s management team. This raises major concerns for me. If the minister knew of these dire warnings 
and did not act, clearly there are some grounds for his resignation and, in my view, an apology to the victims of 
the Margaret River bushfires. However, the minister said that he was not aware of the report, as I said, until 
February the next year. If that claim is correct, he must reveal what, if any, briefings he sought before the fire 
season on DEC’s capability to meet the challenges that lay ahead. On the minister’s version, no-one in DEC’s 
senior management saw fit to advise the minister of what were unambiguous and alarming findings. At the very 
least, this speaks volumes about the manner in which Minister Marmion managed his department. Either way, 
this revelation of the minister’s wilful blindness and incompetence is another indication that the Premier, Colin 
Barnett, can no longer have confidence in Minister Marmion and should seek his resignation. 

Since the minister’s extraordinary and, in my view, implausible explanation in question time yesterday, I have 
found an interesting passage in a series of correspondence between the Australian Workers’ Union and the 
minister. The first letter from the Australian Workers’ Union was on 26 September, which is about concurrent 
with the time that the department also received the consultants’ report. That letter dated 26 September, which I 
will not read at length, or at all, raises issues about staffing numbers, about what the appropriate model is in the 
south west for the number of firefighters to adequately perform their role, and also the fact that some of the 
firefighters who had been there for some time were getting older and that there was a need to train new 
firefighters who could take over the role when those more experienced firefighters retired. 

The AWU wrote again on 24 October as it had not received a letter from the minister. That letter states — 

The AWU is disappointed not to have received a response to our letter dated 26th September … 

Finally, it received a response from the minister on 31 October. The minister’s response went through various 
calculations as to how the number of firefighters needed for the south west regions was determined. But I think 
this is the material paragraph — 

I have asked DEC to keep me advised of conservation employee numbers to ensure that the required 
numbers are available to provide for prompt, safe and effective bushfire suppression and to maximise 
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prescribed burning achievement to the extent practicable. I will work with DEC to bring any concerns 
that may arise to the attention of the Government with the intention of seeking solutions. 

About the time this consultants’ report was being released and discussed by the department, the minister advised 
the Australian Workers’ Union that he was working closely with the department to ensure that safe and effective 
bushfire suppression was being achieved and that where there were concerns, he would bring them to the 
attention of government with the intention of seeking solutions. We now know that this clearly did not occur, 
since it was some six months later that the minister saw this consultants’ report, which warned that the 
department was at breaking point. That really begs a question, and it is something that the minister needs to 
explain.  

It is standard after events such as the Margaret River fire for a post-incident analysis to be released within six to 
eight weeks of the incident. I note that we are still waiting for such a report for Margaret River. In response to 
various questions in this place and the other place, we have been told that that report is unlikely to surface before 
Parliament rises in mid-November. Again, an opportunity has been lost to adequately scrutinise the minister 
about how he managed his department during this crisis. However, I have obtained a copy of a debrief from bush 
fire brigades that was prepared by the Shire of Augusta–Margaret River. I briefly want to talk about a number of 
comments in it because they relate to the issue of how we deploy our resources, and this bill considers how that 
will occur in the future. I will go through some of the comments made by the front-line firefighters from bushfire 
brigades, such as — 

… very sketchy details of what to do or who to contact  
… 

• Timing of crew changes needs to be more efficient 
… 

• Better tasking allocation 
… 

• Make sure new ICC — 
That is, the incident control centre — 

is ready prior to moving 
… 

• As fire expanded — Sector Commanders not allocated 
… 

• Sector Commanders need to have local knowledge (utilise locals) 
… 

• Channel 253 was ineffective 
… 

• DEC IMT — 
That is, the incident management team — 

situated at Kirup — communication breakdown with fire ground 
… 

• Availability of fuel not communicated 
… 

• Install passing bays on long firebreaks 
… 

• Lack of direction from DEC 
• Volunteers ignored unless as part of full crew 

… 
• Local knowledge not utilised 

… 
• DEC to improve liaison with LG — 

That is, local government. It continues — 
• Lack of briefings and de-briefings 

… 
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• Conflicting tasking — FESA v DEC 
… 

• Some DEC sector commanders hard to locate and/or uncontactable 
• DEC issued maps not suitable for VFRS or out of area BRB’s 

That is, bush fire brigades. It continues — 
• Not enough radio channels … 

It continues. We are still waiting for the report into DEC’s conduct but we can see from the bush fire brigades 
that were working with DEC that there were some major significant problems. This is something for which the 
minister needs to be held accountable. At almost the same time as this fire was burning, there were major fires 
burning at Milyeannup near Nannup.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Member, I remind you about the bill we are debating.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I am referring to how we need to allocate resources now, not in the future when it may well 
be too late. Similar problems arose with the fire at Milyeannup, which was also started by DEC.  

These are all matters that I think relate to how we allocate our resources and how we protect our communities 
now and not in the future. We know that climate change will bring increasing challenges with fire risk. If we 
wait 20 years or whenever it is that the future fund comes to fruition, it may well be too late in many 
circumstances. 
As I noted earlier, the future fund is ostensibly about the future but a very distant future. I am concerned more 
about the immediate future for many Western Australian communities, especially those in the south west, with 
the inept, ham-fisted, bumbling and out-of-touch Minister Marmion in charge. If the minister cannot stand the 
heat, he should leave the firefighting to someone who can.  
MR A.P. O’GORMAN (Joondalup) [3.34 pm]: I will not start my speech by reflecting on the foolishness of 
setting up the future fund. A number of my colleagues have already dealt with that quite extensively. What 
strikes me as strange about the way this government wants to set up the future fund is the way it is locking 
money away so that future governments do not have use of the $1 billion that will be put into this fund for the 
next 20 or 30 years. It seems to me that the Premier is following the mean-spirited philosophy of Gina Rinehart 
when she locked away the funds in her children’s trust fund and then insisted she did so because they pay so 
much tax out of that money. We know that that is not the case anymore as it has been proven in the past week or 
so that the amount of tax would not have eaten it away as much as she said.  

The Premier is seeking to lock up about $1 billion from the people of this state just to satisfy his own ego that he 
has a vision—a big picture approach to running this state. The real picture is that we have ever-increasing 
congestion on our roads, not only in the central Perth area but also throughout our suburbs. In my electorate 
alone we have a huge issue with the Joondalup Drive and Burns Beach Road roundabout and the Connolly Drive 
and Burns Beach Road roundabout. We have issues where the Mitchell Freeway meets Burns Beach Road. All 
these things could be attended to if we did not lock up over $1 billion in a future fund. These problems can be 
attended to by extending the freeway north and picking up the Flynn Drive–Neerabup Road intersection, which 
would take a lot of pressure off Burns Beach Road and the three intersections I have already mentioned. From 
my recollection, when we were in government the intersection of Wanneroo Road and Joondalup Drive was one 
of the busiest intersections in the state. The number of traffic movements in and around that area has increased. 
By extending the freeway north to Hester Avenue or as far north as it can be taken and also widening the 
freeway in both directions, people will be able to not only get home at a reasonable hour in the evening, but also 
get to work at a reasonable hour in the morning. 

Mr A.P. Jacob: How will widening it north help people get into the city faster?  

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The member will have plenty of opportunities to stand and make a speech. He is 
choosing not to because he is embarrassed. He knows this future fund is a fraud. The government has problems. 
It does not have enough trains or roads to get people into the city. The government has not addressed 
employment in the northern corridor.  

Before I address those issues, I want to mention a few other areas of concern in the Joondalup electorate. It takes 
many changes of traffic lights to get through the intersections of Joondalup Drive and Treetop Avenue, 
Edgewater Drive and Ocean Reef Road, Trappers Drive and Ocean Reef Road and Joondalup Drive and Ocean 
Reef Road. In recent times we have seen freeway traffic backed up on Ocean Reef Road almost right back to 
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Wanneroo Road. We need some expenditure on our roads in our northern suburbs. Locking up $1 billion in a 
future fund will not assist that.  

I turn to the problems with the intersection of Treetop Avenue and Joondalup Drive, which is right beside Mater 
Dei College and Edgewater Primary School. It has been an issue for many years. Yes, it is a local government 
road and the local government should be dealing with it. If this $1 billion was released from this future fund and 
used by the Regional Roads Group, Joondalup City Council and other councils could apply to it to deal with this 
problem. It has been a problem for 15 years. It is getting worse. People cannot get their cars through the 
roundabout of Treetop Avenue. People cannot get their cars out of Treetop Avenue onto Joondalup Drive quick 
enough. The cheapest and simplest suggestion is to put another lane on the northern side of Treetop Avenue so 
that vehicles and buses can pull off the road and there is some free movement. The intersection of Connolly 
Drive and Moore Drive is another issue, as is the intersection of Marmion Avenue and Shenton Avenue. I have 
mentioned the freeway and Ocean Reef Road. I have written to the minister to ask for a change in the sequencing 
of the traffic lights in that area. There is also a problem with Oakland Hills Boulevard in Currambine. These are 
just a few of the congested places in and around the Joondalup electorate that need urgent attention.  

This future fund is a Clayton’s fund to try to hide the government’s mismanagement of the state’s finances and 
its appalling loss of control of spending. When the Liberal–National government took office, it was handed a 
healthy surplus of more than $3 billion that it has squandered on I am not sure what, because we have not seen 
$3 billion worth of improvements to services in the area, especially in the northern suburbs.  

Incidentally, the now Treasurer used to complain bitterly to Hon Eric Ripper when he was Treasurer that we 
should be spending the money; we should not be keeping a surplus.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Vigorously.  

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Bitterly. He complained time and again, bitterly. He constantly condemned us for 
having a surplus. Now we are looking down the barrel of approximately $24 billion worth of debt at the end of 
the forward estimates. With all that debt, we can imagine that the congestion on both city and suburban roads 
would be resolved and we would not have those issues. We can imagine that our train systems would be 
maintained at such a level that we would not be crowding into them. We can imagine that it would be easy 
enough to catch a train without having to be crammed in and sometimes watch as trains pass by because they are 
full. We also have issues with parking in and around train stations. We are constantly getting complaints from 
residents in Bonneville Way, Joondalup, about not being able to get out of their driveways, and when they do get 
out, they sometimes cannot get out of the street. That is how badly it is blocked in and around Bonneville Way.  

By locking away more than $1 billion, other critical infrastructure projects in the northern suburbs cannot be 
undertaken, such as future upgrades to the Joondalup Health Campus and construction of activity centres in the 
northern suburbs to help provide greater employment in the northern suburbs. The member for Ocean Reef says 
that people cannot get into the city faster if we widen the freeway. Maybe that is true, but we need employment 
for our people. The way to do that is to put infrastructure out into the northern suburbs.  

Mr A.P. Jacob: I completely agree.  

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: But he is sitting there doing nothing about it—absolutely nothing in four years. His 
government has done no planning even; it has given it no thought whatsoever and had no discussion. We have 
put plenty of thought into it. We have worked on getting activity centres in the northern suburbs many times. Our 
plan for Network City was at the forefront of that. We knew that would work. The member knew it would work 
because he adopted it and called it Directions 2031, but his government has done nothing other than that. The 
government could install simple things like putting 40-kilometre-an-hour flashing signs on roads alongside 
schools in the Joondalup electorate at a total cost of approximately $400 000.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Don’t you worry about that.  

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: I have written a number of times to the minister about every school in my electorate and 
the response I get back is, “It’s on the list, there are 800 schools and we are installing them systematically 
throughout the state.” When the member for Balcatta raised the issue today, we heard that the government is 
installing flashing lights in the electorates of its Liberal candidates. They are out there doing a bit of a campaign 
and saying, “We’ve got it on the list.” They were already on the list. “They were being done systematically.” 
That is what the Treasurer told me. I have two letters in my office that say that. We are playing politics with 
kids’ lives, instead of getting out there and responding to the questions we have —  

Mr T.R. Buswell: I am shocked you would say that.  
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Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: He is shocked! He is not at all shocked. He knows exactly what he has done; he is 
playing politics with kids’ lives—the safety of kids. The total cost to install flashing lights in the 800 schools 
around the state would be $32 million. We can take that from the future fund and make our kids safe tomorrow.  

Two sets of flashing lights have been installed in my electorate in four years. It is actually one in my electorate, 
and that is outside a private school that is on Treetop Avenue, Edgewater; the other is just outside my electorate, 
but it is a school I now share with the member for Ocean Reef. It is in his electorate, but it is right on the border. 
There is only one set of lights in my electorate. Electorates all around mine, Hillarys, Ocean Reef, Wanneroo, 
Kingsley—all Liberal electorates—have flashing lights outside a number of their schools. Joondalup has one. 
We are told, “Just go away; we don’t want to hear from you because we need it to give to the Liberal candidates 
so that they can say they have done it and build their profile.”  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Be gracious.  

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: I have raised it numerous times. We have a government that is seeking to once again 
fraudulently mislead the people of this state into thinking it is a good money manager while it is $24 billion in 
debt. Not even my grandchildren will see that paid off before they hit the grave. Their grandchildren might see it 
paid off, but the government does not seem to care how much debt it accumulates so long as it is re-elected at the 
next election. There is no plan; there is no big picture. It is making it hard for our families by increasing 
electricity and water charges and all the taxes it can possibly increase. The only project it has conceived and will 
have finished in its first term of government is the “Emperor’s Palace” up on the hill. It is the only project that 
will have been conceived and completed in this term of government.  

I do not support this future fund; it is not a good idea. We should be using the money to put in infrastructure now 
so that we can benefit into the future. That is what we need to do; we need to invest it now so we can benefit into 
the future.  
I know it is getting late on a Thursday afternoon and there are a number of other speakers. I will finish but I am 
bitterly disappointed that this government is seeking to use any measures, even the safety of our children at 
school, to make sure they are elected at the next election.  

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [3.46 pm]: We have made key points on the future fund. This government 
has developed what is essentially a political strategy rather than something that is seriously for the public benefit. 
The future fund is a bit like the old German Democratic Republic, which was neither German, democratic nor a 
republic. The future fund is about the future; it is not about intergenerational equity, as the former Treasurer 
claimed in his somewhat pompous speech while trying to bamboozle people with his grandiose claims. It is 
about sleight of hand. It is about the present; it is about inventing economic services of government; it is about 
inventing credentials for a government that is drunk with debt and spending and for the government to try to 
pretend it is somehow prudently planning for the future when it is creating the most enormous debt for future 
generations.  

Most of my colleagues have raised the same points. It is an attempt to clothe this threadbare government in some 
kind of robe of fiscal rectitude. As my colleague the member for Victoria Park has shown, it is a conjuror’s 
attempt. It is to distract attention from the underlying indiscipline and incompetence of this government’s 
economic management. Nor is it really a fund; it is just a gimmick. It is a promise and a prayer. Most of the 
money is in the forward estimates—estimates that the Premier has said on more than one occasion should not be 
taken seriously. The Premier wants to eat his cake and have it too. Many times the Premier has stood in the 
Parliament and told us not to take any notice of the forward estimates. This so-called fund is a promised lump of 
money that we will not be able to touch for some 20 years. How will we know whether it has achieved its 
objective? Who will still be around? Certainly not the former Treasurer who announced it. He has already 
jumped ship; he knows it is smoke and mirrors. It is not a fund; it is not really about the future; it is just another 
stunt by a government that only does stunts. The only policy position it believes in is selling the silver—the rest 
is the politics of distraction and deceit.  

By way of example, I refer to what has happened with funding in the police portfolio. The Commissioner of 
Police has to find a $21 million so-called efficiency dividend this year. Any reasonable person knows that that 
cannot be done without cutting frontline services; indeed, we have already seen pressure on frontline services. 
For example, the police have attempted to save some money with the police and community youth centres. They 
have talked about giving PCYCs some $3 million over three years—$1 million a year—but what has not been 
said effectively is how much will be saved in the wages bill. The PCYCs did an estimate of the value of police 
officers and other staff provided to PCYCs from the police budget in the past. The Minister for Police seems to 
swallow everything she is told by the Western Australia Police hook, line and sinker. Although she has said that 
instead of 16 police officers there will now be 20—I think they were the numbers she used in question time—we 
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know that previously the wages of the unsworn administrative staff in some of the centres came out of the police 
budget. People should not forget that, prior to the past couple of years and the changes made by this government, 
the Commissioner of Police allocated sworn police officers to PCYCs and, in addition to allocating sworn police 
officers to PCYCs, he also allocated unsworn officers, who largely did administrative tasks. Yes, some police 
officers were effectively managers of PCYCs and they had administrative tasks too. The total number of staff 
from the police budget is now less if we combine the sworn and unsworn officers. We know that they are no 
longer all based at PCYCs. In fact, I think at this stage the majority of them are not based at PCYCs. They have 
been rebadged as youth liaison officers and given a range of other responsibilities. They are no longer 
permanently based at PCYCs; rather, more often than not they are based at a local police station and they are no 
longer available for all of their working shift. They are deployed from the local police station and required to do 
a range of other duties. I have been told—this marries in with some of the other cuts that need to be made—that 
in recent weeks overtime has been hard to get. There has been a reduction in the amount of overtime available 
for police officers because the overtime budget is already stretched even though we are only a couple of months 
into the financial year. I have also heard that when officers ring in sick, the officer who was due to go on patrol 
with the sick officer is deskbound because there is no backfilling and no possibility of a double shift for another 
officer so that he can accompany the well police officer on patrol or respond to crime. In that context, we are 
now seeing youth liaison officers having to do other duties.  

I will explain how it worked in the past, because we have someone very new and fresh in the police portfolio and 
she does not seem to know what occurred in the past. I will use the example of Midland. For the whole time that 
I have been the member for Midland, which is a considerable time now, and as far as I am aware possibly for 
decades before that, an officer has been permanently allocated and located at the local PCYC. That has been his 
or her main duty. Over and above that, various truancy programs have operated over the years. On occasions 
there have been joint operations with the Department of Education and the police when officers other than the 
PCYC officer have been allocated tasks in connection with various truancy programs. Police in the Midland 
district have traditionally assisted the education department with truancy issues. The PCYC officer has now been 
taken from there and has been allocated to others duties, so we have lost that person.  

I refer to the Collie PCYC. I make a special point about the Collie PCYC, because there is a very strong 
community in Collie. It has fundraised for and supported its PCYC. It has put in effort and money, and has 
fundraised and bought equipment. It is very much a strong local community-based organisation. The member for 
Collie has told me that those people are not being kept properly informed. The Premier of this state said in May 
this year, in answer to a question that I asked him, that police officers were not being removed from PCYCs. But 
they are effectively being removed. He never clarified that statement. He let the media put out a range of articles 
saying “Backflip by the Premier; police officers are not to be removed”. The government said that what I said 
about the “P” being taken out of PCYC and that police officers were being moved from local PCYCs was a 
nonsense. What they have done is a form of sleight of hand. They have rebadged PCYC officers who were 
located at PCYCs as youth liaison officers and have removed the uniformed officers from PCYCs and located 
them somewhere other than at a PCYC. In simple English, that is removing police officers from PCYCs. The 
Premier did not say that whilst they are removing the officers from PCYCs, police officers would still participate 
in some programs. The minister said today that perhaps there needs to be a memorandum of understanding with 
PCYCs so that we can commit those officers to participating in some of the fabulous PCYC programs, programs 
such as Weld to Life at the Rockingham PCYC and the midnight basketball program, which is one of the very 
many excellent programs at the Midland PCYC. If we had time to go through each PCYC, we would find that 
great programs exist at all the PCYCs.  
I return to what we have heard is happening at Collie. What I have to say is to the best of my knowledge, again 
because the minister was unable to provide any clarity on this. I can go by only the snippets that people in the 
Collie community have heard, but have not had confirmed. I have not had these facts confirmed. I tried to get 
some confirmation from the minister today, but she refused to make any statement whatsoever about what is 
happening at the Collie PCYC. I can only assume that that is because she is totally ignorant about the Collie 
PCYC and was unable to say. This is despite the fact that the issue of the PCYC was raised with her by the 
media yesterday. The minister was on the radio this morning saying that she wanted to make it crystal clear that 
police were not being removed from PCYCs. She still could not answer a question about what was happening at 
Collie. Let me explain in much greater detail than I was able to during question time what people are saying 
about the Collie PCYC. They are saying that the police officers currently allocated to the PCYC will be removed 
from those positions on or before 4 October. They believe that another manager, who will not be a sworn police 
officer, will be appointed to the PCYC, and that until that manager arrives at the Collie PCYC, the doors of the 
Collie PCYC may have to be shut. This information, which is really alarming people in the community of Collie, 
has not been perpetuated by me or the opposition; the information has been given to the opposition by genuinely 
concerned community-spirited people in the Collie community. They are concerned that when their police 
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officers are relocated to other positions on 4 October, the doors of the PCYC will be shut and will remain shut 
until such time as a new administrator or manager is appointed. We do not know whether that will be on 5 
October, 12 October or sometime in November. I do not know. The Collie community does not know. What I 
say is this: they have a right to know because it is their community PCYC. However, it would appear that the 
Commissioner of Police has made a decision to redeploy the officers who have been working at the Collie PCYC 
without consulting the community. I can only assume that he has not even advised the police minister about it. 
She seems blithely unconcerned by that and just continues the same mantra that police are not being removed 
from PCYCs. What happens? I sincerely hope that the Collie PCYC does not close its doors on 4 October. I am 
just having a little guess here that maybe, because of the member for Collie and me speaking out today, some 
people in government might get their fingers out and find a solution.  

Point of Order 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I have just been listening to this debate. The bill is about the future fund and not PCYCs. 
The member’s contribution is completely off the content of the bill. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.R. Mitchell): Member for Midland, I suggest that you do need to return to the 
topic of the bill.  

Debate Resumed 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The Premier has entered the chamber for the first time during my speech. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No; I have been listening to you.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you. I have called it, member for Midland, and I am of the same opinion.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I will just make the link for the Premier that he has been unable to make. As I explained 
at the commencement of my speech, the future fund involves a sleight of hand. It is about putting money that is 
needed now in the bank for the future. That money is needed at the grassroots now. The government is depriving 
the current community of funds, because it is putting them in a fund that cannot be touched for 20 years. I am 
explaining that there are real needs in the community now. Many of my colleagues have outlined current needs 
for infrastructure to plan for the future. What I am saying is it is not only our infrastructure needs but also other 
key needs that are not being met out of the government’s budget because it has an efficiency dividend in place. I 
am using police just by way of example; the police budget has to find a $21 million cut—the so-called efficiency 
dividend. 

[Member’s time extended.]  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: One reason the government needs to cut those funds is that it needs to find money to put 
into the future fund. The efficiency dividend is not in place for only this year. There are cuts in each of the out 
years—the forward estimates that the Premier says do not count; they are on the never-never. An amount of 
$21 million is required to be cut from the police budget this year, $35 million is required to be cut from the 
police budget in the next financial year, and the amount that needs to be cut goes up exponentially from there. I 
think this is a very relevant point. The so-called efficiency dividend is a euphemism for a budget cut. There 
needs to be a cut to the police budget in the current financial year, the next financial year and the financial year 
after that. Part of the reason those cuts are needed and that the government is short-changing people now is that 
the Premier is putting money aside for his so-called future fund—it is his never-never fund. It is about the 
Premier and the government attempting to be financially prudent when they are not. They have increased debt in 
this state from a low base of $3.6 billion and it is projected to go up beyond $20 billion. A lot of my colleagues 
asked some simple questions: Why would someone start up a small savings account when they have massive 
debt on their credit card or mortgage? Why would the government pay a higher rate of interest on those things 
than it will get by putting money into the future fund? I extend that argument further by asking why the 
government would short-change communities today. Why cut money out of the police budget? Why not have 
money available for police overtime? Why remove police officers from PCYCs? Why do I not have a youth 
liaison officer or a police officer of any kind located at the Midland PCYC?  

Mr C.J. Barnett: What has this got to do with the future fund? You have been told to speak for 30 minutes and 
that is all you’re doing.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: It is because the Premier has cut money; it is all about the Premier’s budget cuts. He will 
not correct the record when he misled the house about the removal of police officers from PCYCs. In May this 
year the Premier said he was not doing that, but that is what is happening. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Member and Premier, thank you! We will go back to the debate and the speech on 
the legislation. I would like the member for Midland to stay on the topic, please. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I am sorry, Madam Acting Speaker, if I have made the Premier grumpy by telling a few 
home truths.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, I told you to go back to the speech on the bill.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Thank you for your advice, Madam Acting Speaker. I hope that by putting these remarks 
on the record today and by having asked the question of the Minister for Police earlier that she will not only get a 
briefing but also talk to the commissioner, and perhaps the proposed closure of the Collie PCYC on 4 October 
will not occur and there will not be a hiatus between 4 October and whatever date the permanent new manager 
arrives for the Collie PCYC.  

This government has treated the community like fools. This whole future fund is a shining example of the way in 
which this Premier and this government do business. This is not about the future. That is the point I am making. 
The future fund is not about the future; it is about the present. It is about a political fix for this Premier now. The 
Premier has blown the bank card, increased debt and spent like a drunken sailor. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I am not a drunken sailor.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: He is now trying to dress himself in the clothes of fiscal rectitude. He is trying to 
pretend that he is leading a responsible government that is making provision for the future. What I say is that this 
has been an irresponsible government. This Premier has increased government debt to an extent that this state 
has never known before and at a rate that has not been known in this state before. The Premier can interject on 
me and mock me, and say that this is the worst speech that he has ever heard —  

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The Premier is still reeling from that. That is the smartest thing the Premier has actually 
said for years. It creates a rather interesting image. But the fact of the matter is the spending record is that of a 
drunken sailor.  
Mr T.R. Buswell: Rubbish!  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Does the Treasurer deny that in June 2008 state debt was $3.6 billion? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: No. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Does the Treasurer deny that he is on track to increase state government debt beyond 
$20 billion?  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Yes.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: He denies that. Does the Treasurer have a cap on spending?  

Mr T.R. Buswell: No. What would you not spend it on?  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: There is no cap at all. This is nothing but a con trick. What we have seen from this 
government is ill discipline and incompetence when it comes to managing the financial affairs of this state. The 
government should be embarrassed about what it has done on government debt. It should also be embarrassed 
about from where it has sought to raise revenue—by increasing debt on every household in this state. By raising 
electricity prices by some 62 per cent, by raising water and gas prices and by raising the Fire and Emergency 
Services Authority levy. It has put new charges in place for drainage. There are more people in financial 
hardship than ever before. This government cares little for ordinary people living in electorates such as mine. 
Further than that, it is denying those same people government services and support services they used to have in 
the past.  

The Premier does not seem to rate police and community youth centres too highly. Every time I mention them, it 
seems to set him off. He says that has nothing to do with it, but it has a lot to do with it. It is to do with its 
financial management and the priorities of this government.  
Mr T.R. Buswell interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: There may be a buffoon opposite, yawning while I speak, but he has a lot to answer for.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: I am sick. I have man flu.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: You’ve got man flu!  

Mr T.R. Buswell: It was diagnosed.  
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Dr K.D. Hames: He has a chest infection. I have treated him with antibiotics.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: I am sorry; it is a by-product of my antibiotics.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I suspected that you had had some drugs. I hope the only drugs you have had are 
antibiotics!  

Mr T.R. Buswell: While you are here, I might volunteer to take some Rohypnol and knock myself off! 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Thank you, Treasurer. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.R. Mitchell): Member for Victoria Park, you are not in your allocated seat, so 
we cannot hear from you. I ask the member for Midland to continue. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: This whole bill is about bamboozling people. It is about a con trick or a sleight of hand. 
It is about pretending to be financially prudent and responsible. This government has been anything but. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [4.13 pm]: I thought I would make a few 
comments during debate on the Western Australian Future Fund Bill 2012 to explain the opposition’s position. I 
have listened to some of the speeches. Members have made some very good contributions. In particular, the 
economic analyses by some members of the opposition have been nothing short of outstanding. A number of 
members have set out various issues and problems with the establishment of a future fund, in particular at a 
period like this in which debt has climbed astronomically in Western Australia. I thought the shadow Treasurer 
set out the case extraordinarily well, and also the member for Belmont set out well the economic issues 
surrounding it. Other members, to their credit, and appropriately, set out what the infrastructure demands might 
be in their constituencies and other parts of Western Australia currently, rather than at some point in the future. 
A lot of problems have been set out by members of the opposition in relation to a future fund.  

I want to remind members about what I said in my budget reply speech in May of this year. I said that a future 
fund is a priority when debt levels are low. That is the advice that has been given by people such as 
Peter Costello. When debt levels are low, these sorts of accounts are appropriate. That is what Peter Costello had 
to say on this issue, and that is what most economists had to say. That is also what the Western Australian 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry had to say on this matter. I also said that there are a great many demands in 
this state for infrastructure at the moment. When we travel the length and breadth of the state, we see our roads, 
transport, hospitals, science and technology projects and the like. I named them in my budget reply speech. 
Those sorts of projects are out there. There are big demands for them. There are big demands particularly for 
public transport in the metropolitan area. There are big demands in terms of dangerous country roads. There are 
big demands for health services and hospitals around the state, not just here in Perth. I said all of that in my 
budget reply speech. Interestingly, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry, as is commonly the case these days, 
was on the side of the state opposition about those issues, and other members have quoted what it had to say in 
relation to it.  

To reiterate some of the arguments: when this government came to office in late 2008 state debt was $3.6 billion. 
There was zero debt in the general government sector. In fact, there was what is called net financial assets in the 
general government sector. That has turned around. From a total state debt of $3.6 billion to now, this financial 
year, there is $18 billion. When we calculate that out, that is a 500 per cent increase in state debt in Western 
Australia. It is not as high as other states. There has been some commentary around Queensland, New South 
Wales and other jurisdictions around Australia. It is not as high as those states, but the growth in state debt in this 
state has been nothing short of spectacular. When we look at Queensland, we see that the much-maligned former 
Queensland Labor government—as any government in the last 18 years will be maligned—left a state debt 
somewhere in the vicinity of $80 billion when it left office after over 18 years in government. We have to 
remember that Queensland has twice the population of Western Australia. On per capita terms, Queensland state 
debt would be in the vicinity of $40 billion. Here, it has now reached $18 billion.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, it has not—nothing like it.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: This financial year.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Nothing like it. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Is the Premier disputing his own budget?  

Mr C.J. Barnett: State debt is not $18 billion—simple fact; wrong.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: What is it then?  
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Mr C.J. Barnett: We will release the financial results in the next few weeks.  
Mr M. McGOWAN: We go on the government’s budget. We put more faith in that budget than the Premier 
does!  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is not $18 billion, I am telling you, my friend. You’re just totally wrong. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Indeed, the other day the Premier actually publicly said, “Western Australia’s got a pretty 
serious financial problem right now”. I will tell members what one financial problem is. According to the 
government’s published financial papers, our state debt is $18 billion.  
Mr C.J. Barnett: It is not.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Is the Premier saying his budget is incorrect?  

Mr C.J. Barnett: I am just telling you it is not $18 billion. You’re incorrect.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: What is it? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: We will produce the financial results very shortly.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: For this financial year?  

Mr C.J. Barnett: No. This financial year is still — 

Mr M. McGOWAN: For the last financial year—okay. I am dealing with this financial year. Obviously last 
financial year, it was in the vicinity of $14 billion. This financial year, the budget says it is $18 billion.  
Mr B.S. Wyatt: It is $18.6 billion.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: $18.6 billion.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: We are two months in. There is a long way to go.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am dealing with this financial year.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: You just made a false statement, so you should correct it.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: This financial year the budget shows state debt will be $18.6 billion. I pointed out that in 
Queensland it is significantly higher, but I also pointed out that Queensland has a population roughly double that 
of Western Australia. On a per capita basis, Queensland’s total state debt is roughly twice that of Western 
Australia. Few places would match Western Australia’s growth in state debt in recent years. Our state debt has 
grown from $3.6 billion to $18 billion this financial year. That is a 500 per cent increase in state debt in four 
years. That is an extraordinary rate of growth in state debt in this current environment. It is interesting, as the 
member for Belmont pointed out, that in other states, former state Labor administrations have been attacked for 
increasing state debt but in Western Australia, although I rarely read about it, it is the Liberal and National 
Parties that have put up state debt by 500 per cent in four years with very little to show for the 500 per cent 
increase. 

Another interesting point made by many people is that when a future fund is created while the state has that level 
of state debt, the government is basically borrowing money for a future fund that has a rate of return that is lower 
than the interest rate paid on the borrowings. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Why would you assume that? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Only because that is what the then Treasurer said—the one who has cut and run and is 
now running for a federal seat. I say that only because that is what he said. On 30 May, the then Treasurer 
said — 

I would be happy to acknowledge, as I properly should, that, generally speaking, over a long period 
more will be paid on debt than will be paid on invested moneys in the type of conservative investment 
portfolio that we are talking about here. 

I am relying only on the former Treasurer and the government’s budget when I say these things. I would have 
thought that they were pretty good reference sources. I would have thought they are the sorts of reference 
sources that could be relied upon when making those sorts of statements. I am making an assumption based upon 
the advice of the then Treasurer. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The answer to that is it depends entirely on the risk profile. You are making an assumption. 
The member for Bassendean at least has a grasp on reality. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: He is taking a high risk. That is exactly what he is saying. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: That is a very good point, member for Bassendean. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The member for Bassendean was the only one who understood my interjection. I give him 
points for that. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: You just acknowledged it is a high-risk strategy. You just acknowledged it is a high-risk 
profile. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Bassendean! 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Which contradicts everything the Treasurer is saying about a conservative profile. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: What is the Premier saying? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I just pointed out the weakness in your assumption. You made an implicit assumption about 
the risk profile. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Based on Treasury’s briefing about how it is investing the money in the future fund. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The Leader of the Opposition made an assertion and I said that he made an implicit 
assumption about the risk profile. He did not realise that he made the mistake, but he did. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Based on what your Treasury figures say. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, members! The Leader of the Opposition has the call and is on his feet. 
The other conversations — 
Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Bassendean! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier is going to go to Crown Perth, put it all on red and see what happens. I am 
sure that my good friend James will be happy with that. That is an interesting strategy. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Did you get a reply from your attempt to extort half a billion dollars off Crown? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is an unparliamentary statement. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I have asked members to be quiet while the Leader of the Opposition has the call. 
He is speaking about the future fund and nothing else. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr B.S. WYATT: No doubt, Madam Acting Speaker, you will be asking the Premier shortly to withdraw the 
imputations regarding extortion that he just made. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: I thought it was accurate. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.R. Mitchell): Member for Riverton, I believe that was inappropriate and I call 
you to order for the first time today. Does the Premier need to withdraw his comment? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: If you ask me to, I will, Madam Acting Speaker, but I do not believe I need to because I 
think it was an entirely appropriate comment. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I suggest that you withdraw. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am happy to withdraw. I withdraw. If the opposition is so weak that it cannot even 
debate an issue — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: The Premier has withdrawn; I will leave it at that. I have probably let the debate 
extend a little further than it needs to, so I ask the Leader of the Opposition to come back to the debate and his 
speech and I ask other members to refrain from interjecting. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr M. McGOWAN: All the advice received by the opposition in the debate and in the budget estimates was 
that the investment portfolio that the future fund would be invested in would be conservative — 
Mr C.J. Barnett: True. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: —with low rates of return. The Premier says contradictory things all the time. Now he is 
saying that it will not be conservative; it will be high risk, as the member for Bassendean — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Did I say that? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Oh my goodness! The Premier is a contrary person. 
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Mr C.J. Barnett: Did I say it would be high risk? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier said — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Did I say that? The truth is I didn’t. Once again you are making things up. I did not say it. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Premier! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier gets upset when people interject on him yet he incessantly interjects on 
others. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: If you don’t tell the truth, you deserve to be corrected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier indicated to the member for Bassendean that he heard the Premier’s 
interjection correctly when the Premier said that. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! I ask the Leader of the Opposition and the Premier to please refrain from 
responding to each other’s interjections. I ask the Premier to let the Leader of the Opposition finish his speech. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: When one is making a speech, it is not an interjection. I am making a speech. 

In any event, the point I am making is that the Treasurer himself has said that the rate of return would very likely 
be less than the cost of entering into the investment portfolio, which will be the future fund. That is what he said. 
The prospect is that it may lose money over the long term. That is an interesting future fund. As Peter Costello 
said, and as the federal government did in the late 1990s or early 2000s when it established its Future Fund, the 
Future Fund was established when debt in the general government sector was down to zero and the federal 
government was looking for something to do with its money. That is when the federal government established 
the Future Fund. In this state, of course, it is a very different situation because debt this financial year is 
$18 billion, which is up by 500 per cent over the last four years. This comes at a time when Western Australia, as 
is well documented, has a declining share of GST revenue because of the rotten GST deal that this state entered 
into in 1999. As the Premier said the other day — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You made a false statement. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It was a rotten deal. The Premier said, “Can I tell you, Western Australia’s got a pretty 
serious financial problem now.” That is what he had to say the other day. Naturally, that is predominantly 
because of the fall in royalties, which incidentally and strangely, over time will actually result in an increase in 
our share of GST revenue or at least in a slowing of the decline. We have a declining share of GST revenue. On 
the one hand the government consistently indicates that there is a significant financial problem in this state and 
that we have declining iron ore royalty receipts and a significant problem with GST revenue, and, on the other, 
the government is going through this exercise of borrowing money from the credit card to put into the bank 
account, most probably at a higher rate of interest. It is an interesting but unusual and flawed economic strategy 
to adopt. 

They are the points other people have made. The point I want to make is that as the Leader of the Opposition, I 
go to a lot of places in Perth and around Western Australia and see very worthwhile infrastructure demands 
around the state, particularly in the social infrastructure field such as schools, hospitals, police stations, roads, 
public transport and the like. On top of that there is port infrastructure, electricity infrastructure and the like. I 
cannot go to a single community without people raising infrastructure demands with me. People from the local 
council, local government officials and members of the local chambers of commerce raise the issue of significant 
infrastructure demands simply because Western Australia is a growing place and much of the infrastructure 
around the state is ageing. There are big demands to meet the need for both social and hard infrastructure around 
the state. The demands on the state are the declining GST revenue, which the Premier described as a serious 
financial problem, and the massive growth in state debt. At the same time, the government is borrowing money 
on the credit card to put into the bank account. It is a very strange and flawed financial and economic strategy in 
Western Australia. 

The Western Australian Future Fund Bill 2012 contains a manner and form provision, which is a very unusual 
provision. It is a mechanism designed to prevent future governments from changing the laws. It is very unusual. 
If I recall correctly, in the Trethowan case in the 1950s, or at some point, the High Court set out the principles 
surrounding manner and form provisions; but, generally, they are to be applied to “the constitution, powers or 
procedure of the Parliament”. Therefore, it involves constitutional issues and the like. That is where they are 
binding, and we can understand why. Every Parliament is a sovereign body. After every election, every 
Parliament is a democratically elected body, and to have the capacity to bind future Parliaments in what they 
may do and what laws they may pass, in effect, is undemocratic. So the manner and form provision in this bill is 
not worth the paper that it is written on, but it is an interesting strategy and tactic entered into by the government.  
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As I set out in my budget reply speech, a future fund, a sovereign wealth fund as entered into by countries such 
as Norway, are great at points in time when debt is down—when there is zero debt. Norway has massive wealth 
from its oil and gas revenue. It has a unitary system of government, without the complexities of the federal 
system that we have here; therefore, it has the capacity to establish a sovereign wealth fund for future 
generations. It is a different situation in Western Australia. We do not have a unitary system of government. 
Much of our success is redistributed away—unfortunately. On top of that, we have debt at $18 billion in a state 
of two million people and it is growing at a rapid rate; and has grown at a very rapid rate over the past few years.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: As I may have indicated in the house before, the opposition’s view is that the bill should 
be amended so that the future fund kicks in at a point when debt in the general government sector is at zero, and 
then we can create a wealth fund that can build, based on the success of today, when we have paid off our debt. 
That is the Peter Costello view of the world, the fiscal conservative view of the world, and the sensible view of 
the world of a future fund. The opposition will attempt to amend this legislation to achieve that outcome. That is 
the appropriate way to go with this legislation.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: So you are not supporting it?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Please do not put words in my mouth, Premier. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I just asked you a question: are you supporting it? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Let me make my speech; I have 13 more minutes!  

It is entirely appropriate that when debt approaches zero, it is at that point we can put the success of the state into 
a fund for future generations.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: So you will not do it!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is our view.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: So you oppose it!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Please, I have 12 minutes now. The Premier keeps complaining about opposition members 
speaking in here, and when we try to make our speech he interjects on us and makes us go longer. It is a very 
interesting strategy. Our view is — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: They are looking for their last speaker!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: If the Premier would like more opposition speakers, I suppose we can organise more for 
him. The Premier complains about the number of speakers from the opposition, yet he encourages more of us to 
speak. Once again, the Premier has a confused strategy.  
Dr K.D. Hames: I am confused that every one of your members spent that money over and over again. They all 
had things in their electorate that this future fund should be spent on.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.R. Mitchell): Deputy Premier, I would like the member to complete his 
speech without interjection.  
Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: As I said, the opposition will move to amend this legislation so that when debt in the 
government sector reaches zero, money from the state starts flying into a future fund.  
Mr C.J. Barnett: That’s decisive, isn’t it!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier can keep throwing out his nastiness and poison, and his arrogance, but it does 
not work.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is intergenerational sitting on the fence!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: You are a very arrogant person, and I am just trying to explain reasonably — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro! This is not a general debate with everyone involved.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am just trying to set out the opposition’s point of view. I will explain it again, as I keep 
getting interjected on.  
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Our view is that when debt levels in the general government sector reach zero, money should flow into a future 
fund. That is the Peter Costello fiscal conservative view of the world as to how these things should work. I do 
not want to repeat the example of Norway, but that is the way these accounts should work. We should not be in 
the business of borrowing against the state at a higher rate of interest to put money into an account that returns a 
lower rate of interest. That is our view. We will seek to amend the bill. We will not oppose the legislation, but 
we will seek to amend it. At the same time, if we are successful at the next election, we will seek to amend this 
legislation with a mandate from the electorate to achieve that outcome. That is our view. What it should do is 
draw attention in this state to the debt levels put in place by the Barnett government—a 500 per cent increase in 
debt. It should draw attention to the fact that the Barnett government has been a poor financial manager in this 
state. It should draw attention to the fact that we have worked out that the rate of debt has increased by 
something like $11 million a day on every single day that the Barnett government has been in office. It draws 
attention to the fact that the opposition has a sensible and reasonable approach to this legislation that would 
ensure it is effective into the future and it works well. That is our approach.  

Dr K.D. Hames: Are you going to try to spend the money in the election campaign?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: In chapter and verse I can outline all sorts of infrastructure demands around Western 
Australia, if the Deputy Premier would like me to. I might seek another extension on the nine minutes left if he 
would like to suspend standing orders to give me that extra time to do it, because there are lots of infrastructure 
demands around Western Australia. As we all know, building infrastructure earlier is cheaper than building 
infrastructure later. We all know that is the case.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: What—in the middle of a construction boom in the resources industry; I would not have 
thought so! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Maybe I should seek an extension, so I can finish.  

Mr M.P. Whitely: He used the “boom” word.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The member for Bassendean should get another opportunity to speak. The member has 
picked the Premier up a couple of times. He did use the boom word. It is a bit like Twitter; the Premier has 
forbidden all his ministers from using Twitter, yet I see a Twitter account with the Premier’s name on it. The 
Premier has forbidden everyone else to use “boom”, but he is using it!  
Mr C.J. Barnett: It is another untruth.  

Mr P. Papalia: You know you told ministers not to use Twitter; that is true.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: People can use Twitter. That is not true. People have not been banned.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not think the Premier knows what Twitter is.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: I ask the Leader of the Opposition to continue his speech.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have set out the opposition’s view on this legislation. That is what we will do. The 
consideration in detail stage should be a very interesting debate, because we will move those sorts of 
amendments during that stage. That will be our approach.   

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Treasurer) [4.39 pm] — in reply: I am starting to respond, but I propose to 
respond formally next week, as I want to get a little more advice around some of these issues. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: You are the one saying we are filibustering. You have 20 minutes, get on with it!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: There are plenty of other things we can do in 20 minutes. I want to formalise advice on 
some of the issues the member for Victoria Park raised in relation to his legal views of the manner and form 
provision—that is all—so I can provide a fair and decent response to the house. That is all I am saying.  
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Interestingly, there was no-one from the Solicitor-General’s Office at the briefing.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will make sure he is around.  

[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at a later sitting.]  
Debate thus adjourned.  
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