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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) RECURRENT 2014–15 BILL 2014 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) CAPITAL 2014–15 BILL 2014 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [5.10 pm]: It is amazing what a half-hour break for question 
time can do! I took the opportunity to have a browse of my emails and I expect that members on the other side 
will start to get them through shortly as well. Having made those comments about the impact on taxidrivers, I sat 
down and read the emails that have come in throughout the day from taxidrivers who are clearly actually beside 
themselves about what has happened to the industry as a result of the Minister for Transport’s comments 
yesterday. They wrote about how much money they had borrowed—I will not go into specifics—how they were 
in debt and had loans to pay for these plates, which in some cases were plates they had bought from the Barnett 
government themselves not that long ago. The other comment I made earlier was about taxi cab surcharges and 
the inability of the government to deliver what it says it will. I mentioned that on 13 June 2014 an ABC news 
report stated the following — 

Taxi cab surcharges are to be slashed in half within a matter of weeks, WA’s Transport Minister 
Dean Nalder has said. 

That was to be within a matter of weeks after 13 June. We are now a matter of months after 13 June—not weeks, 
months. We are now two months after 13 June and I asked a question today: has the government introduced 
regulations to halve credit and debit card surcharges for taxis, and if no, when does the Minister for Transport 
expect this will occur? Leader of the House, I take at face value that the answer was too appalling to give and the 
parliamentary secretary did the right thing by saying he wanted to get further answers. 
Hon Peter Collier: We have a higher standard here. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I know that; a couple of answers occasionally slip through, but I accept that the 
Leader of the House has a higher standard. I worry though that the answer was such that the parliamentary 
secretary could not even give me a yes or no answer to that question. That is beyond a low standard. The 
parliamentary secretary could not even decipher the answer that the minister gave him. It sounds like he got a 
whole lot of gobbledygook babble. I appreciate that the Leader of the House demands a high standard and, I am 
sure, wears out his welcome regularly at cabinet meetings reminding ministers of the fact. When I was 
parliamentary secretary, I was always very thankful for Clive Brown’s attitude that I understood the Legislative 
Council. He told me to make sure that answers to questions were written in the way of the Legislative Council, 
and he always backed and trusted me. If I was not happy, we would get the answer written in the way that would 
meet the standards of this place. I think this highlights the fact that the government is not able to give a simple 
answer to that question, and its chaos and dysfunction on the issues that matter, whether it is the big issues or the 
little issues. 

I now go back to where we were before the adjournment when I was talking about the impacts of the public 
transport plans. Before I get into the details of all of that, I have to say I am just astounded, again, by another 
answer I got during the question time we just had. I asked of the minister when the government will release the 
business case and the details of the patronage modelling for the airport rail line, and I was told that they had been 
undertaken and formed part of a government cabinet submission, had been recently considered by government 
and therefore would not be released. What a complete nonsense. Just because something is wheeled through the 
cabinet room does not preclude the government from releasing that information. Even in Victoria for its 
monstrosity of a tunnel, its government has, at least in a modified form, released elements of the business case. I 
just wonder why the government is so petrified to release the business case and the modelling for what should be 
its shining statement. It is the only one of its election promises that it is continuing to deliver. I will not say it is 
the only election promise that it will meet, because, of course, it will not meet its election promise as there is a 
range of things that will not be as promised, such as the fact that it will not be built by 2018 or that the railway 
stations will not be in the promised locations. Therefore, unfortunately I cannot say that that is a transport 
promise that will be met, but the government is generally continuing with the theme of what it promised, rather 
than the specifics. Then, I found out that apparently Minister Nalder told people late this afternoon that when the 
government announced the Forrestfield–Airport link on the weekend, the $2.2 billion price tag—the 
$300 million blow-out on the costing that it said was fully funded, fully costed before the election—did not go to 
Treasury. 

Hon Sue Ellery: So who did the costing? They did it themselves on the back of an envelope? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do not know; it has blown out. I would imagine that some work was done within the 
Public Transport Authority, but it does not strike me as a rigorous process. Now we hear the minister using 
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saying things such as, “We are sure it will be in the ballpark.” It is like that famous technical term that the 
previous Minister for Transport used to use about the Metro Area Express light rail—not Hon Simon O’Brien 
and not the last one, but the one before, so Hon Troy Buswell. Of course we all know that the last minister before 
Dean Nalder was a guy called Colin Barnett, who had probably the least negative publicity during his term as 
Minister for Transport. That is probably why it was taken off him, because he had not had any negative publicity 
in the time he held the portfolio. Troy Buswell apparently said — 

Hon Sue Ellery: What was the technical term? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The technical term was “north of a billion dollars”. Remember that technical term used 
when the government costed that MAX light rail? It was going to be north of a billion dollars. It strikes me that 
the chaos and dysfunction in transport planning is continuing—that this government does not actually understand 
what it is doing. 

I now want to go back to the public transport master plan released by the Barnett government on 14 July 2011—
we have to go back a long time—just after the demise of the first transport minister in the Barnett government. A 
press release was put out by Hon Tory Buswell entitled “Light rail, bus rapid transit and railway to Yanchep part 
of 20-year public transport plan”. I quote — 

“Our two key transformational projects to redefine travel and development patterns are the extension of 
the Northern Suburbs Railway to Yanchep and a light rail from Mirrabooka to the CBD. 

Later on it states — 

“Rapid transit services will provide connections to strategic centres, which have a large workforce or 
are centres of education or health, where demand for public transport is currently high and will grow 
significantly,” he said. 

“Our first priority for the implementation of this type of service is for Ellenbrook, where projected 
passenger numbers show a Bus Rapid Transit service between Ellenbrook and Bassendean, and across 
to Morley is feasible.” 

It then refers to all the money the government will spend on planning these three very important initiatives. Of 
course, over time we started to see glossy leaflets for the beautifully named Metro Area Express, with the colour 
scheme of the Liberal Party’s branding colours of blue and yellow, which it spent thousands of dollars on. It put 
it all together in lots of glossy leaflets and spent up to $28 million on developing MAX as part of stage 1 of the 
projects. Of course, the government did a lot of modelling and it found that 49 000 people a day would use the 
MAX light rail by 2031 and that the MAX light rail, including not just the northern leg but also the connection 
from Victoria Park to Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre, would cost just under $2 billion. I recently noted that 
the Minister for Transport suggested that he thought that the northern leg would cost about $1 billion. He did not 
use the technical term “north of”; he just said that it would be about $1 billion. I suspect that the term “ballpark” 
is now used, so for in the ballpark of $1 billion, 49 000 people a day would use public transport in the north 
central corridor. 

Of course, we know that the Ellenbrook bus rapid transit service almost got to the point at which it was 
announced by the Barnett government. We know that there was a big flurry of activity in January when the 
Minister for Transport’s office was sending emails back and forth seeking to secure promotional material for a 
range of announcements. We know that on 31 January everything had been delivered to the Minister for 
Transport’s office for the announcement about the Ellenbrook bus rapid transit to go ahead the next day, 
1 February—my birthday, I might add. We also know, based on an email sent on 31 January 2013 at 8.45 am 
between the minister’s office and the portfolio coordinator at the office of the director general of the Department 
of Transport, that there would be upcoming announcements about an airport link, a Thornlie–Mandurah rail 
connection and the MAX light rail. We have talked about MAX. What do we know about the Ellenbrook bus 
rapid transit? Hon Alyssa Hayden is an expert in this area; I know that she has given speeches about it. We know 
that the government expected that by 2031 about 6 500 people would be using the bus rapid transit system from 
Ellenbrook to Bassendean. Let us not forget that that was based on old population projections. The government 
significantly underestimated the population of Ellenbrook in the short term and also the build-out population. 
The figure of 6 500 people was based on old population data. There has been a significant increase in the speed 
at which both the population in that corridor and the final build-out population are growing. Almost on a daily 
basis we hear about new areas and potential areas for rezoning in the Ellenbrook corridor. I think it is fair to say 
that 6 500 would have been the minimum number of people. I estimate that anywhere up to 10 000 people would 
have used the bus system, and even more would have used the rail system, because there is the sparks effect. On 
a figure of 6 500, the government estimated that 8 000 people would use a rail system, so we can extrapolate 
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from there. Again, that was based on a very narrowly defined corridor, and we know that corridors are often a lot 
bigger than people estimate. 

According to another briefing note sent on 31 January that outlined some details in readiness for the 
announcements the next day, a P90 cost estimate put it at $115 million and the BRT service would run at a 
frequency of 10 minutes during peak periods to match the train frequency at Bassendean. There was no point in 
the bus frequency being more than every 10 minutes because people would just have to wait at the Bassendean 
train station, as nice as it is. The Bassendean train station was rebuilt by the previous Labor government. We 
have not seen those really good quality redevelopments of train stations for some time and there certainly have 
been nowhere near as many as occurred under the previous Labor government. Nonetheless, the service was 
going to cost $115 million and would deliver people to the station 40 per cent, or 13 minutes, faster than the 
current bus service. We know that congestion is increasing on the roads in that area. I was driving home from a 
function in the Swan Valley at about 5.30 or six o’clock the other night and the traffic was a nightmare. I thought 
that a good way to avoid the heavy traffic would be to duck along Lord Street, but I noticed that the traffic on 
Lord Street turning on to Benara Road was banked up like you would not believe; it was chockers. The traffic in 
that area will just get busier and busier as the population grows. We know that the government estimated that the 
Ellenbrook bus rapid transit service would be approximately 40 per cent, or 13 minutes, faster than the current 
bus service. 

The other project was the extension of the railway line to Yanchep. That seems to have been forgotten, even 
though in population terms the City of Wanneroo is the fastest growing local government in Western Australia. 
It is amazing. People need to drive along Marmion Avenue almost on a daily basis to keep up with the growth in 
that area. People who have not been there for a couple of weeks will notice that whole new areas have opened 
up. If they have not been there for a month, they will notice that a whole new shopping centre has opened up. 
There is constant growth in that corridor. It is booming. Again, there is very little detail, but we know that work 
was done on developing a master plan for the extension of the rail line to Yanchep. That now seems to have 
evaporated somehow; no-one knows where it is. We know that a business case for the Yanchep railway was 
presented to the Minister for Transport in December 2012. The government was in a position to progress this 
project—one of its transformational priority projects—back in 2011. Again, money had been spent on it. The 
government has not released any details, but I think we can make a reasonable assumption that the government 
was initially preparing to look at four railway stations and that they would be used by the same number of people 
who use the Clarkson station—that is, a minimum of 2 000 people. In fact, I think the Public Transport Authority 
likes to build stations only if a minimum of 2 000 people are likely to use the station. Again, we know it is 
somewhere up to 8 000 as a minimum; it may be a bit higher—up to 12 000. The cost of building the extension 
of the rail line to Yanchep, based on figures released by the Minister for Transport before the last election, would 
be around $400 million. 

The final public transport project on that list I mentioned earlier is a Thornlie–Cockburn rail link. 
Andrew Waddell was very successful in getting the government to change its initial plans to have an airport rail 
line terminate at the consolidated station; he wanted the government to take it out through to High Wycombe and 
Forrestfield. I remember going to a very well attended forum out there where Andrew raised the very issue that 
really, I think, started that ball rolling in getting that line to go through. When the government announced its 
public transport master plan, people said, “This is crazy; you’re not planning to do anything down in the 
southern suburbs at all. Clearly, the number one priority is to build the public transport link between Cockburn 
and Thornlie.” The local members down there—in particular, the member for Gosnells, Chris Tallentire, and his 
neighbours—have argued it long and hard. In fact, I think the Liberal member down there actually promised, 
during the 2008 election campaign, that the Canning Vale station would be opened. But of course when the 
master plan came down, it was not shown. From the modelling I talked about earlier in the draft plan, we know 
that 10 000 to 30 000 people a day would be going down the corridor from Canning Vale—at that stage using a 
bus rapid transit system—to Murdoch station, putting real pressure on Murdoch. So, the government, in its 
wisdom, started to develop a plan for a Thornlie–Cockburn line, realising that it had forgotten that as part of its 
original public transport planning. We know that the area of Southern River, Thornlie, Huntingdale, Piara Waters 
and Harrisdale—all that area from South Street to Ranford Road—has become a corridor of massive growth that 
is probably the second-fastest growing area after Wanneroo, and if it had continued it would have put so much 
pressure on Murdoch station that it would have been in real trouble. The government submitted that proposal to 
Infrastructure Australia in August 2012, and at the time it estimated that it would have a benefit–cost ratio of 1.6. 
We also know, from documents released by the Minister for Transport prior to the last election, that it would cost 
around $315 million; that was the government’s estimate. From documents I obtained under a freedom of 
information application, we know the government was planning to announce that it would have it open by 2018. 
The government did not give me the cash flow, but it gave me the document that shows the years; the dollar 
figures were blanked out, but it showed the years for the cash flow that would have resulted in it being 
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completed in 2018. That also makes sense because it would change the way in which the transport solutions at 
the new stadium would work. If I get time tonight I might have a bit of a conversation with the house about the 
problems of trying to deliver the transport solutions for Burswood station without that link. As the government 
has it, it wants to try to run all these trains into the city from Burswood; my view is that it is simply not possible, 
and when we try to ask detailed questions on it, the government does not give direct answers. We have been here 
long enough to know that when simple questions are asked and the government cannot give straight answers, it is 
because the government knows it has a problem. I think anyone who looks at this issue would know that the 
government is simply not going to deliver, in an hour, 25 000 people across the Swan River on the rail system. 
But it could take people out south and along the Thornlie–Cockburn link, and put people on the Mandurah line; 
the biggest group of people who visit the football use that line. It is the biggest single rail line for people wanting 
to get home after the game. The rail would be able to take them to Cockburn. They would have to change trains 
if they wanted to go to Bull Creek, Murdoch or Canning Bridge, but they would have had to do that anyway 
under the government’s plans of taking them into Perth and then having to walk through to get on the Mandurah 
line. In fact, it would be a lot easier to do it at Cockburn Central because the train can be turned around, people 
can be dropped off — 

Hon Jim Chown: So what you are saying is that for the southern line you would have adopted the previous 
Liberal Court government’s line in coming through Victoria Park and across the causeway because it would have 
been more beneficial for the new stadium, as opposed to coming down the freeway and blocking a lane of traffic 
and costing another $600 million to the borough of Perth? That’s what you’re actually saying. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Well, no, Hon Jim Clown—sorry, Chown; I will not use the term that Hon Jim Chown’s 
backbenchers use to describe him. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy): Order! Hon Ken Travers has the call. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There are a number of problems — 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: I just think it is very unparliamentary to mispronounce a name on purpose, as 
Hon Ken Travers did. If it was a mistake, I accept that, but I think he should actually correct that and make an 
apology. 
Hon Ken Travers: I said I wouldn’t use the term the backbenchers used. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy): Which standing order is the member referring to? 
Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: Seriously? Okay. Bear with me. I know there is one there for unparliamentary — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Maybe I can speed up the house; I will withdraw my comment. If there was anything I 
just said that offends, I withdraw it. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Thank you. Hon Ken Travers has offered to withdraw the comment and has 
withdrawn it. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will correct a couple of the comments made there. Firstly, if we had built the main 
commuter line between Perth and the southern suburbs and adopted the original Kenwick deviation, trains would 
have taken 12 minutes longer. As we know from the information I have mentioned on time-saving on an 
Ellenbrook line, those sorts of time savings have a significant impact on increased patronage. We would not have 
had a Murdoch station; I have just mentioned that Murdoch station is now the busiest station in the northern 
suburbs that has allowed Fiona Stanley Hospital to be built with a connection to the public transport system. That 
would not exist. We would not have the busiest station, we would not have Bull Creek station, and we would not 
have Canning Bridge station that ultimately will provide a connection through to Curtin University—one of the 
busiest centres in Perth in terms of daily visitation. We would not have had people looking to relieve pressure on 
Murdoch station because there would not be as many people using the train system, and all those other issues. 
Hon Jim Chown must have forgotten that we did not take a lane away from cars on the Kwinana Freeway. 

Hon Jim Chown: It was a bus lane. Wasn’t there a bus lane there? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. We did not take it away from cars and private motor vehicles; we replaced a bus 
lane with a train that is now estimated to carry the equivalent of eight to 10 lanes of motor vehicles. If we did not 
have the Mandurah railway line — 

Hon Jim Chown: The buses are now on the freeway. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, and there are a lot fewer of them because a lot of people now come up on the train. 
If we did not have that train line, Hon Jim Chown would not be worrying about a bus lane; he would be trying to 
build eight to 10 lanes. The freeway would just about be getting across to the University of Western Australia, or 
the government would be resuming very expensive land in South Perth. Not only is the minister in the other 
place demonstrating a complete lack of understanding of these issues, but the parliamentary secretary in this 
place is now demonstrating his complete lack of understanding of these issues. To argue that we should not have 
taken the faster direct route up the middle of the freeway is simply extraordinary. However, the parliamentary 
secretary is right insofar as after having developed the rail network by building the main spines into and out of 
the city—with the exception of the north eastern corridor of Perth and, for that matter, the south eastern corridor 
when we get the airport line—we need to start to join the east–west connections and begin the construction of a 
Thornlie–Cockburn line. The information released through the freedom of information process indicates that 
there would be two stations: a Park ‘n’ Ride station at Ranford Road and another one at Nicholson Road. Those 
two stations would, again, carry an equivalent number of boardings to the Thornlie line, which at the time of this 
document—I suspect it is higher now — 

Hon Sue Ellery: Maybe even more because there are huge developments happening at the bottom of Southern 
River now. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This document indicated that there would be at least 2 117 boardings. Again, I think it is 
reasonable to assume that a bare minimum of around 4 000 people would use that line. Hon Sue Ellery is 
absolutely correct; I suspect it will be significantly higher than that. That is why the government was able to 
deliver a 1.6 benefit–cost ratio. The submission to Infrastructure Australia states that for every dollar we would 
get 1.6 times the benefit. It is interesting to note that the airport railway line had a BCR of only 1.4. Of course, a 
southern connection coming into it would significantly increase the benefits. If the stations were developed to 
allow transit-oriented development to occur around them, the benefit–cost ratio would increase. 

It is interesting that at the election the Liberal Party railed against the idea of building the airport west station off 
airport land so that housing could be developed around the station to stimulate a transport-oriented development. 
The government ran attack advertisements against the Labor Party and commented on it having the temerity to 
suggest that. What did the government announce on the weekend? Did it announce that it was delivering on its 
promise to have a station that delivers patrons directly into the domestic terminal? No, it announced that it would 
deliver something not quite as good, as its proposal will not allow that connection to the people who live on the 
other side of the Tonkin Highway in Redcliffe. It announced a significant improvement on what it previously 
proposed and something far closer to the Metronet proposal. The station at the international terminal is identical 
to the Metronet proposal. The government took journalists on a bus tour and tried to misrepresent the truth. 
Nothing the government says can provide any defence to the argument that the Premier and the then Minister for 
Transport deliberately set out on a strategy to mislead and to lie to the people of Western Australia in their 
election announcements. They knew what they were saying was a lie and that they would not deliver on that 
promise. Maybe they were dumb enough to think that they would deliver a train station into the terminal. That is 
their one defence. The Premier and the minister were silly enough to believe what they were saying, which was 
that they would deliver a train line that took passengers directly into the forecourt of the international terminal. 
Anyone who had even the remotest understanding of these matters would know that the train station would sit 
south and be in a position that would allow it to connect to future domestic terminals that will be created when 
Qantas relocates. A station should accommodate the future growth that will occur south through the expansion of 
terminal 2. That was always the logical place to build. We found out on the weekend that the government will 
now deliver that as it has proposed a station in the same location proposed through Metronet. The government 
was either too dumb to realise what it was doing and only realised later, after having looked at the Metronet plan, 
that it had its station in the wrong location, or the government deliberately lied to the people of Western 
Australia. From what I understand from talking to people, I think the government knew what it was doing and it 
deliberately lied, as it did with the domestic terminal on the other side. 

What do we get? With all those four projects that we talked about, some 67 500 people a day will use public 
transport for an investment of about $1.8 billion. The government announced on the weekend that the rail line 
will cost $2.2 billion. Initially, Troy Buswell and the modelling released some months ago suggested 12 000 to 
15 000 people would use the railway line. The government now refers to 20 000 to 30 000 using it, but it will not 
release that patronage modelling. Why will the government not release the patronage modelling? Seriously, there 
is no reason that information should not be in the public domain. We know that the government submission to 
Infrastructure Australia referred to a benefit–cost ratio of 1.4, while the BCR for the Thornlie to Cockburn 
was 1.6. 

We need to build infrastructure for Western Australia. An airport railway line definitely has to be part of that 
infrastructure, but it is incumbent upon the government to explain why it has ditched its previous priorities and 
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chosen to prioritise this plan. How has it chosen to honour this promise? The government promised the MAX 
light rail to the people. It promised an airport line. As the government lied about having its promises fully 
funded, it had to break one of its promises. If the government has arguments to put forward about why it chose to 
prioritise this project, it should put forward the arguments. It should not be ashamed of it; it should be proud of 
the reasons it chose one project over another. The people across the state are entitled to that explanation from the 
government and do not deserve secrecy. If the government is to build an airport railway line, it should build it 
properly so it has a transit-oriented development on the western side. I am glad the government will build at the 
Metronet location, despite its outrageous lies at the election. The eastern side should be designed so that we 
maximise the use of the station through urban infill and density feeding into the station. At the moment the Shire 
of Kalamunda will have only 71 000 people by 2031, which means the population catchment of the airport line 
will be way less than that of the Ellenbrook line by 2031. The government needs to look at how it can increase 
density on that other side and capture some of that value so it can put it back into funding this railway. If the 
government is to do the airport line, it should make sure it allows for that southern connection out of the airport, 
which will ultimately give us greater benefits in the long term. It should not stop at Forrestfield or High 
Wycombe; it should continue and join the south circle line. Do not do the job in half-measures; do it fully. The 
government will find that the benefits achieved will lift, which might help the government explain how it chose 
which promises it will break and which promises it will at least claim to be fulfilling, even though we know it 
will not deliver on what it promised at the time of the election when it cynically manipulated the people of 
Western Australia. The bottom line for Western Australia is the real urgency that if we do not get our public 
transport planning right, there will be a major cost on our economy. 

Hon Sue Ellery: It is already. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There are already predictions about what that cost will be, but because our population is 
growing so fast, I suspect it will be a lot higher than the previously estimated cost of $2 billion. If the 
government has this right, it should be able to explain to the people of Western Australia that it has chosen the 
projects that will deliver the maximum bang for our buck. WA cannot afford projects that do not immediately 
provide bang for our buck, because we are already behind. Basically, in the six years of the Liberal–National 
government we have not seen any additions to our public transport system. In the same time frame the previous 
Labor government had opened the Thornlie spur line, Clarkson extension, Greenwood station and the first trial 
trains were running on the line to Mandurah, which would be opening in about 12 months. In the same time 
frame the Labor government doubled the public transport system in Perth. We have not seen that under this 
government. At best, we will get one initiative—a very expensive initiative—by 2020. We need to know that 
will deliver maximum bang for our buck, otherwise we need an explanation of how the government will deliver 
an orderly public transport system. The government is extending the time frame—again not the time frame it 
promised at the 2013 election—to construct the Mitchell Freeway north of Burns Beach Road to Hester Avenue. 
That is great, but if the public get on to the freeway and there is no public transport north of Butler, where all of 
those new houses are located, they will have a very long, slow unreliable crawl to wherever they are trying to get 
to down that freeway system, whether it is Joondalup, Stirling or the Perth CBD. The government needs to get 
on with identifying and ensuring that we get the absolute maximum bang for our buck when it spends money on 
public transport, and that it does it quickly. The work is there to be done. We know the government has promised 
that work; it needs to put that out there for people to have their say. The government should be proudly saying 
that it is doing this work because it will give us maximum bang for our buck with our expenditure. If the 
government cannot do that, something is horribly wrong, and it is continuing to get it horribly wrong with its 
public transport planning in the way it chops and changes. 
Earlier I mentioned the Perth Stadium. As I said, a lot of questions still need to be answered by the government 
about how it will move 27 trains in one hour on the main line into Perth station, which is what it says it will do. I 
asked questions about this in the estimates hearings. The government says it will have 14 trains on one line and 
will reverse the line coming out of the city to Armadale to allow trains to travel on that line into the city. 
However, the government has to get 27 trains into the city. It also has to get eight trains back down the Armadale 
line to maintain services, or is it going to close down the Armadale line for people trying to get out of the city? 
How on earth can we get that number of trains down that line? That is still a question that the government will 
not, or cannot, answer. In our recent estimates hearings, the government simply refused to answer those 
questions. In my view, that is a looming disaster. We will end up with a stadium that is predicated on everybody 
walking a significant distance from the station. The majority of stadium patrons expect to use public transport. I 
will not even go into how the government intends to get 7 500 people to walk from the stadium to the East Perth 
train station, which it does not intend to upgrade. Anyone who has been to the East Perth station will realise that 
people will be falling in the gap between the platform and the train cars. People saw the incident at Stirling train 
station, where we had that fantastic community response to such an incident. The ability for people to fall in the 
gap between the platform at the East Perth train station and the railcars is significantly higher than at Stirling. If 
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members go out to East Perth, they will see the major gap between the platform and the railcars when they pull 
in. Part of the government’s solution for the stadium problems is for the East Perth train station to carry 7 500 
people—without elevators, and with ramps that I doubt would meet disability standards today. That is another 
major issue looming with how stadium transport problems will be delivered and resolved. 

I want to make a couple of other comments about issues in transport that the government needs to deliver on, and 
I will finish off on the government’s election commitments. One of the reasons that the government has got itself 
into such a financial pickle is that it went after what it thought was politically popular and not what was good, 
sound policy. For instance, the government announced it would build the Perth–Darwin highway, the Swan 
Valley bypass and the Perth City Link project—whatever it wants to call it—but it did not announce that it 
would upgrade Tonkin Highway with grade separations at Collier and Benara Roads and Morley Drive. Of 
course the government cannot upgrade and divert more traffic on to that road as it would cause those 
intersections to fail. The government needed to do that, but it did not make that commitment before the election. 
People might remember that Labor did make that commitment, because it fitted in with our north circle line and 
our Ellenbrook rail line. It needed to be built as part of Labor’s commitment, and the costing for those grade 
separations was included. This government did not do that. It made a commitment and afterwards, because it had 
not put in all of the things it needed to make it work, it realised it needed to come back and commit to this and 
find the money, which is another reason the government was not able to deliver on its election commitments.  

We have the situation of the Berkshire Road overpass on Roe Highway. Labor said before the 2013 state election 
that the government’s proposal to spend $15 million to change that intersection was stupid when it could 
incorporate that as part of the Gateway project for about $30 million or maybe a little more. The government 
would not have had to find much more money, and our view is that there would have been savings from the 
Gateway project sufficient to do that for not much more than that $15 million, but the government said no. I 
remember the former Minister for Transport ridiculing Labor’s suggestion to do that and saying it was 
impossible, it could not and would not happen and was a silly idea. Now the government is doing that, but it has 
to find additional money because its election commitments did not include a promise for that road at that 
location. 

The other thing I wanted to touch on this afternoon is last night’s television report that the Department of 
Transport had issued a licence to somebody who was not eligible to drive. The government’s response is that it is 
the obligation of the driver to look on the internet to see whether or not they are authorised, and that someone 
whose licence had been suspended should not be driving. It is, but surely it is also the responsibility of the 
government not to issue a licence to someone who is not eligible to hold a licence and that it would look up its 
records to check that before it issued the licence. I would have thought that when this was brought to the 
government’s attention it would immediately be worried about that and, firstly, would conduct an audit, and, 
secondly, would look at how it could ensure it did not happen again. The government should not rely on issuing 
the licence and saying it takes all care but has no responsibility and that this is up to the driver; the government 
should try to identify whether someone is eligible before it issues a licence. This is a known dangerous driver. 
This government is schizophrenic in its approach to road safety, because it claims, on the one hand, that it is 
concerned and it will be tough, but then, by its actions, it shows that it has complete disregard for road safety 
matters. I find the way the government does that absolutely extraordinary. 

Finally, this budget will be heavily funded by increased taxes, fees and charges on families, but I will leave that 
until after the dinner break. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Just before the break I was saying that before I conclude my remarks on these 
appropriation bills I want to make a couple of final comments about the revenue measures. It was interesting that 
again we had a break—this time the dinner break—in my speech. Yet again members are getting enlightened 
about the chaos and dysfunction in the Barnett government. We found out that government members in the other 
place were unable to understand the connection between revenue and expenditure. The simple fact is that in 
Western Australia, because we are not like the commonwealth, we have only two ways of generating revenue—
we get it either from taxes and charges or through borrowings. The commonwealth could print money. I thought 
it was probably worth checking whether the Perth Mint could print money and whether, if the eastern states do 
not give us a better deal on the goods and services tax, we could start printing our own money to make up for it 
and see what impact that has. However, I suspect that there is probably some commonwealth–state agreement 
that the Perth Mint will not do that. I know that it still produces legal tender, because at the City of Joondalup we 
always present a lovely dollar coin printed by the Perth Mint as a citizenship memento, so that may be a solution. 
However, until we go down that path — 

Hon Liz Behjat: It can produce bullion but not notes. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: But it is legal tender. It raises an interesting question. 

Income and expenditure are very much connected. Of course, we know that one of the things that this 
government is very good at is hitting the ordinary punters of Western Australia for extra revenue to fund the 
government’s uncontrollable waste and mismanagement. Earlier tonight I talked about a number of projects. I 
am aware that, collectively, at least $35 million has been spent on projects that the government is now not 
proceeding with. An extraordinary amount of money has been wasted. 

I refer members to the last couple of budgets. I am not going to focus on all the areas of government in which 
fees and charges have been increased, whether it be the emergency services levy, the waste management levy or 
any of the other levies, or the increased cost of power, which has hurt ordinary constituents. In the transport area, 
we have seen a significant increase in the cost of public transport. Every day, people now pay 10c to go into 
Perth and 10c to go out of Perth for the carbon tax that is not there. That money is just going into the 
consolidated account. But in the last couple of budgets this government has introduced a number of other 
measures that have hurt Perth commuters and people who have cars in Perth. There is the Perth parking tax. An 
additional $20 million will be collected as a result of decisions announced in the most recent budget. The Barnett 
government will collect $60 million a year from the Perth parking tax. Since the Barnett government came into 
office, it has been increased five times. In equivalent terms, the government would have previously collected 
about $12 million from the Perth parking tax. It is now $60 million, with the amount now being more than 
$1 000 a bay. There is the train station parking tax. Again, the government will collect some $10 million from 
that measure. There is the abolition of the family concession for motor vehicles. The government will get 
additional revenue as a result of abolishing that measure. On top of that, the government has put up motor 
vehicle licence fees above the rate of inflation. However, by abolishing the family concession for motor 
vehicles—half in the last budget and half in this budget—the government will get additional revenue of 
$90 million per annum. All up, the government is now collecting some $160 million through those measures—
that is, the two parking taxes and the abolition of the family motor vehicle concession. 

My preference is for the government to not put its hands into the pockets of ordinary Western Australian 
families. In this area, if the government cannot control its addiction to other people’s money and it is just going 
to pick their pockets, I would have thought that, at the very least, one of the things it might do is say, “If we’re 
going to get all this additional revenue out of the public in Perth, is there some way we can collect it that 
provides a good policy outcome? Can we change the way we collect it so that it will deliver policy outcomes as 
well as revenue into our pockets?” Of course, the government did not in any way attempt to find that solution. 

I am not a fan of a congestion charge, mainly because I am yet to be shown any way of dealing with the equity 
issues of a congestion charge. It is great for the economic fundamentalists to argue that it will change behaviour 
and, therefore, people will have choice, but many people on low incomes simply do not have that choice. A 
single mother who has to drop off her kids at school before going to work does not necessarily have the choice of 
using public transport, so she has to drive her motor vehicle. That single mother does not have the option of 
choosing an alternative. She just ends up getting taxed more. Therefore, until I can be shown a way of dealing 
with the equity issues, I will not support a congestion charge. Although I see merits in other respects in how a 
congestion charge may benefit the city, I would need to be convinced about the equity issues and, as I said, I 
have not been. If the government is going to collect, in an indiscriminate way, about $160 million from those 
measures, I am sure that with all our brains and all our intelligence we might be able to find another way of 
collecting that money, because at the moment there is no ability to share the load based on people’s capacity to 
pay. Surely we could try to find a way of collecting revenue that delivers a good policy outcome as well as 
collecting the additional revenue. If we must have the Barnett government taxing us more, we should try to 
maximise the benefits that we get from that additional taxation. 

That is my final comment, other than asking: is that money going into the government spending more money on 
roads? It is quite fascinating. Of course, in terms of the way we fund roads in WA, it depends on three sources. 
There is the money that comes under the Road Traffic Act through the motor vehicle licence fees, which of 
course the government is getting more of given it has ripped $70 million out of its revenue support for local 
councils; which, I am amazed, have just meekly accepted that cut to their revenue. I do not know what is 
happening in local government these days. They seem to be a shadow of their former selves in standing up for 
local communities. Maybe it is the case of their having been bullied and harangued for so long and hard by this 
government that they have just given up. 

Again, the money the government gets out of the motor vehicle registration fees is now at absolute record levels. 
When this government came to office, the revenue it got out of motor vehicle licences was $415 million a year. 
According to the forward estimates in 2017–18, it will be $930 million. In a decade it will have doubled. The 
government has more than doubled the amount it is collecting and, in fact, we are almost there this year when we 
will get $794 million, which is up from $415 million. Therefore, we are getting more out of motor vehicle 
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licences. Then there is the commonwealth money and, as I said earlier, we are receiving more money than ever 
from the commonwealth government as a result of those commitments given by the previous Labor government 
and thankfully, with the exception of public transport, will be continued by the current government. However, 
we have lost $500 million. I would argue that we are still—given our productive contribution and the benefits 
that that money, invested in the right infrastructure, could return to the national economy—not getting our fair 
share in that regard, but I do acknowledge that it has increased significantly from where it was in the Howard–
Costello days. 

Then, of course, there is the final area, which is what comes out of the money that we appropriate out of the 
consolidated account, which is the bill that we are dealing with today. If people go to the very back of the bill—
they need to keep up with where it appears in the budget papers—they will see that under the heading “Capital 
Works” a consistently declining amount of revenue is going from the consolidated account to the Commissioner 
of Main Roads. According to the bill, $127 million will be appropriated. In 2004–05, the appropriation for roads 
out of the consolidated account was $142 million. We are spending less today on roads out of the consolidated 
account than we were a decade ago, and it gets worse. Next year, according to the forward estimates, it will be 
$3 million. The state government has walked away from its contribution. We now have a situation in which the 
only money that goes into roads in this state is money that comes from the road trauma trust fund, from the 
commonwealth government or from motorists through motor vehicle licence fees. The government is on the path 
of removing itself as an agency that is funded out of the consolidated account, and yet at the same time it 
consistently charges motorists more and more. 

I could go on all night about the lack of planning imports, the lack of future budget allocations for managing the 
port tasks—issues that will again constrain not just the Western Australian economy, but the national economy, 
which is another area where the commonwealth government could assist us to grow our economy. I have not 
talked about active transport measures such as cycling and walking—an area that, again, the government made 
huge promises at the last election and we are failing to see them materialise. Government members will say, 
“But we’re delivering on our commitments”, but what they are doing is delivering on the amount they promised 
over three years but will now be delivered over five years. Its own draft “Western Australian Bicycle Network 
Plan” recommended that we fund people—namely, that we have at least about $10 million a year in capital 
works. That is what it initially committed to and now it is just pushing it further and further down the list of 
promises as we look down the path of those promises being delivered in terms of alternatives. That is very much 
why we have a congestion crisis: because this government has walked away from providing the solutions that are 
required. 

As I say, there are so many issues that I could raise tonight, but I think I have probably said enough. I am sure 
there will be plenty of other opportunities for me to comment on the other areas in which this government is 
failing to deliver for the people of Western Australia. In conclusion, we are now at a point where when we spend 
money in transport, we need to ensure that because we have a congestion crisis—because the government has 
not invested in the way it should have over the last six years—we need to get maximum bang for our buck. We 
need government members to clearly articulate how and why it takes the decisions it does and the benefits that 
will derive out of those decisions compared with the alternatives, because we have a long list of promises. We 
know the government will break the majority of them and it will not deliver the remaining ones in the 
time frame. It needs to explain to the people of Western Australia how it has chosen—that is, which promises it 
will continue to seek to deliver and which ones it has completely dropped. To date, government members have 
not done that, and to suggest today that they will not release the business case or even the patronage modelling 
for the Perth airport line in my view just shows what a secretive government it has become, and secretive 
governments normally have something to hide. I just wonder what it is. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (North Metropolitan) [7.46 pm]: I rise to support the two bills before us that 
are being dealt with cognately; namely, the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent 2014–15 Bill 2014 
and the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 2014–15 Bill 2014. I particularly want to make comments 
about a couple of portfolios—in principle, that of the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Housing. Many of the 
comments I will make will be about item 58 of schedule 1 of the bill, which deals with the Housing Authority. I 
note it seeks appropriation from the consolidated account of $72 947 000. I also wish to make some comments 
about the portfolio of training and workforce development, which seeks an appropriation of $421 120 000. 
Before I go into some of the detail of the issues I want to canvass in this place, I want to make some general 
comments about the mean spiritedness of both the federal and state governments. My colleague Hon Ken 
Travers made a very, very good point only a minute ago by saying that the government — 

Hon Ken Travers: It is the one about Eric Ripper! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Apart from that one! He talked about the government walking away from 
finding funding solutions. I think that is spot on the money. We have a very, very serious problem with finances 
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both at the commonwealth and state levels. The federal government has withdrawn funding support across a 
wide range of areas, leaving the state to mop up as best it can, and, of course, given the parlous state of the 
finances in WA, given the poor priorities of this government, given its lack of ability to find solutions, we see it 
has done a pretty poor job. What we are seeing is the continual erosion and reduction of services right across 
government and across all portfolio areas. We are seeing time and again insufficient funding for an appropriate 
level of service delivery across the government’s range of portfolios. It is a very sorry state of affairs in which 
we find ourselves. 

I want to touch on the matter of housing. I had cause to go to Sydney a couple of weeks ago and I stayed around 
the Market Street–George Street area. My partner, Eric, was with me and on that trip I said to him, “I can’t but 
help notice the number of homeless people pretty much on every corner.” I just could not believe how many 
homeless people there were, and I thought that was very, very sad indeed. 

Last week I had cause to go to the Perth CBD. I had not been to the CBD for quite some time and I mentioned to 
the person I was with the difference in Perth and that there did not appear to be any homeless people in the Perth 
CBD. I was reminded by my friend that the reason they were not in the CBD was that they had been pushed out 
of sight. I remembered that and thought to myself, “Why would they be pushed out of sight?” The clear and 
obvious reason is that it makes things look much better than they are. It means that the problem is swept 
somewhere else, and the hundreds or thousands of people who go into the CBD on a daily basis do not have to 
see such a sight as homeless, disadvantaged people. It is very convenient for policymakers and decision-makers 
to pretend that the issue is not an issue and that it does not exist. And so it is with our own homeless people who 
have been pushed out to the margins. 

This problem of homelessness in Western Australia is so bad that the Chief Justice recently had cause to make a 
speech about the cost of homelessness from a legal perspective at the Homeless Persons Week Conference, 
which was held at the Parmelia Hilton Hotel on Wednesday, 6 August 2014. The Chief Justice spoke about the 
moral dimension arising from the shared obligations of humanity and the economic dimension of this growing 
problem. Indeed, it is a growing problem. In his speech, the Chief Justice made the point — 

Homelessness undoubtedly has a moral dimension, arising from the shared obligations of humanity. 
Shelter is a basic human need, and our community long ago accepted the obligation to provide the 
necessaries of life for those who are unable to provide for themselves. 

He went on to say that clearly this is a growing problem and that the number of people who cannot provide for 
themselves continues to grow. It continues to grow at the same time as the government has abdicated its 
responsibility to assist these people. Consequently there is no option for them; they have nowhere to go and they 
end up on the streets. In particular the Chief Justice spoke about the plight of Aboriginal people and made the 
point that Aboriginal Western Australians are significantly over-represented among the homeless. According to 
the data from the most recent census in 2011, Aboriginal Australians were more than 17 times more likely than 
non-Aboriginal Western Australians to be homeless. He went on — 

The rate of Indigenous homelessness in Western Australia was, at the time of that census, the third 
highest in the country, whereas the homeless rate for non-Indigenous Western Australians was the 
lowest. It is depressing, and very sad to note that the rate of Indigenous homelessness in this State 
would be even higher but for the even greater overrepresentation of Aboriginal people in our prisons — 

In other words, the prisons are serving as a home to many Aboriginal Australians —  

—where the comparable multiple is 25—that is, adult Aboriginal Western Australians are 25 times 
more likely to be in prison that non-Aboriginal Western Australians. Western Australia’s rate of 
Indigenous incarceration remains by far the highest in the country. 

He went on — 

Recognition of the economic cost of homelessness is not new. Almost 20 years ago the then Social 
Justice Commissioner Mick Dodson described the flawed economics in policies of eviction of public 
housing tenants for rental arrears and tenancy debts in these terms: 

Although carried out in the name of good business and cost recovery a strictly enforced 
eviction policy costs the state dearly—the costs are manifested in dollar terms in the criminal 
justice system, in welfare agencies, in schools and in health centres and hospitals. The social 
costs of this approach are also significant—rising crime rates, social unrest and increased 
levels of violence. The human cost involved, especially to the kids, is enormous—physical, 
mental and emotional stress which often shapes a child’s future. 
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What has been the Barnett government’s response to homelessness? It has not been great. There is no question in 
my mind that the government could and should be doing more about it. I will get on to the comments that the 
minister made, so she should just sit there quietly! 

The Barnett government’s response has been to introduce the three-strikes policy—exactly the punitive measures 
that the Chief Justice says it should not be introducing—which discriminates against certain cultures, as we all 
know that it does. It certainly discriminates against Aboriginal Western Australians and it certainly discriminates 
against people with mental illness. I have to say that once a complaint has been lodged against a tenant, the 
appeal process is such that it is almost impossible for a person against whom the allegation is made to have the 
decision overturned—almost impossible! So, what happens? People are evicted. Those people most in need are 
the first to be evicted. Aboriginal people, as we know, are often given move-on notices. Whether they be in a 
park or in Northbridge, they are given move-on notices and fines. Often they do not pay the fines because they 
do not have the means to pay them, and invariably they end up in the prison system. We have a culture, 
therefore, of making Aboriginal people criminals in their own land. 

I have to say to you, Mr Acting President (Hon Simon O’Brien), that this is really most unsatisfactory. 
Increasingly, we have a growing problem with homelessness. The Chief Justice went on — 

Of course, the criminalisation of homeless people because they are homeless is not the only legal 
dimension of homelessness. Other aspects of that dimension include: 

• Homeless people are more likely to be convicted or imprisoned than those who are not 
homeless. 

• Prisoners who are released to unstable housing (often indicative of homelessness) are almost 
three times more likely to return to prison than those released to stable housing, and 61% of 
those released to homelessness return to prison, compared to 35% of those released to adequate 
housing arrangements. 

In 2011, 10 000 people in Western Australia were reported to be homeless—10 000 people! That is an 
astonishing figure for a country that prides itself on being a First World nation, and for a state that prides itself 
on being the economic powerhouse of that First World nation. Ten thousand people were reported as being 
homeless. If this government and the minister responsible for this portfolio area believe for a minute that that 
figure is something to be proud of, I suggest they think again.  

Many people with mental ill health find themselves, through a range of circumstances, in the position of being 
homeless, so input was sought from the Minister for Mental Health at that conference. The Minister for Mental 
Health, Hon Helen Morton, told the delegates at that conference that a range of strategies to decrease 
homelessness were having a significant impact. Even she knows that it is not good enough and that services are 
stretched. At that conference she referred to a report by the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare that states 
that 21 000 Western Australians access specialist homeless services. What she did not tell that conference was 
that most of those people did not get a secure bed on a permanent basis. The minister knows that. 

Hon Helen Morton: What she did tell them, though, was that 87 per cent of people got their needs met. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: They “got their needs met”! 

Hon Helen Morton: Yes; 87 per cent of people got support to maintain their housing. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister would have counted half of the people she referred to as a 
successful interaction because somebody had picked up the phone at the other end. They had made contact, 
minister.  

Hon Helen Morton: Okay; 87 per cent of people had their housing — 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: We are talking about getting people off the street and into secure 
accommodation. 

Hon Helen Morton: They got the assistance they — 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! When I say “order”, it means that everyone else in the chamber is to 
become silent. Thank you. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has the call and will not be constantly spoken over.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Clearly this is something the Minister for Mental Health does not like to hear, 
but the point is that she went to that conference and made the bold statement that 21 000 Western Australians 
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access specialist homeless services. That could be any manner of thing; that could be just having an interaction 
by making a phone call and getting some information. 

Hon Helen Morton: That might be all they needed.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: But at the end of the day the minister is trying to project the image that 
21 000 people in some way managed to get a bed and have somewhere safe to live. That is simply not the case. 

Hon Helen Morton: That was not me saying that; that was the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare saying 
that.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: But the minister used that statistic to try to project something that was 
misleading to that conference, as though in some way she, as a representative of her government, had done 
something really constructive in assisting homeless people to get a home. The simple fact is that she has not; 
10 000 people sleeping on the streets is not good enough. It is simply not good enough.  

An elderly constituent came to my office. He is disabled and has a gopher—that is how he gets around—and he 
has been living in a most unsatisfactory housing arrangement. I do not want him identified, but he came to me in 
relation to one matter and I had cause to visit his place of residence. He is living in a shared arrangement with 
very young people—this guy is close to 80 years old—and I realised that although, technically, he had access to 
the whole house, he actually resided in a very small cubicle at the back of the block. It was no bigger than a three 
metre by three metre square room, where he had his refrigerator and a bed and that was it. I thought it was most 
inappropriate for a nearly 80-year-old gentleman to be in a shared arrangement with very young people who had 
not much regard for the fact that he was elderly and was not into loud music and parties until one o’clock in the 
morning and all the rest of it. I said to him that I would do what I could to try to find him more suitable 
accommodation. He had also said to me that because he is on a gopher he could not access the main part of the 
house and he often went to the shopping centre to wash. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes. There are plenty worse than that, but that is just an example.  

I said to him that I would do everything in my power to help him find suitable accommodation. I got in contact 
with a service provider, and basically we were told that he could be put on the waitlist for priority housing, but 
currently there is two-year minimum wait. That is priority housing, so I do not know what the wait is for non-
priority housing. I know people working in electorate offices get a lot of inquiries—as do I—in relation to 
housing matters and are often forced to tell the constituent that they are terribly sorry but it is unlikely that those 
people will get accommodation for at least the next five, six, seven or eight years. I do not think anyone thinks 
that is good enough or appropriate, yet that is exactly what is happening out there.  

I noticed that there was a national partnership agreement on affordable housing and one on homelessness that 
expired on 30 June 2014. I would be very interested to know from anybody what has happened and what the 
value of that particular national partnership agreement on affordable housing was to Western Australia. 

Hon Helen Morton: Put a question in on notice and you will find out. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I probably will put in a question on notice. My point is that 63 of these national 
partnership agreements, of which this is one, expired on 30 June 2014, and a reasonable question to put to this 
house, given that this agreement has expired, is what the value of this agreement was; and, if the agreement has 
expired, is there another agreement to take its place or is the state left to find the funding that the commonwealth 
is not prepared to put in? If that is the case, is the state government prepared to put that money in?  
Hon Helen Morton: Ask the question and you shall be told.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Being a smart alec just does not suit the minister, although we know she is. It is 
a reasonable question. 
Hon Helen Morton: Just ask the question then; put it on notice and you will get all the information you want. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The point is we do not get the information we want. That is the problem. One of 
these days it will all tumble down on top of the minister because she can run but she cannot hide.  
Hon Helen Morton interjected. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: If the minister wants to make a contribution, I am sure we are all more than 
happy for her to get up in this place and say something sensible. She has been here for years and it has not 
happened yet! Anyway, she can get up and make her comments. It is a very reasonable question to put to the 
minister. The house has the right to know what has happened to the National Partnership Agreement on 
Homelessness and what the government will do about it. Quite clearly, 10 000 people are already homeless. 
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Unless the government has a pot of money somewhere, this crisis will go from bad to worse. It will get much 
worse. I know that members opposite do not want to hear any of this, particularly the Minister for Mental Health, 
but unfortunately she is going to have to put up with it. 
Hon Helen Morton: It comes under the child protection portfolio, by the way.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I sat here day in, day out listening to all the babble that came out of the 
minister’s mouth about mental health and suicide issues. Day in, day out we listened to absolute rubbish. Then, 
when Bryant Stokes tabled his report we realised that everything that she had been telling this house was 
absolutely wrong—wrong, wrong, wrong!  

Hon Helen Morton: You did not read the report then.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I have read the report; do not worry about that.  

This is a very serious issue. I am sure most Western Australians agree with me, and I agree with the 
Chief Justice, that housing is a really fundamental human right. The lack of availability is a very poor reflection 
on what is supposed to be a civilised society. In his speech, the Chief Justice said that prevention is better than 
cure.  

This brings me to the second part of the speech: how do we put in place measures to diminish the risk of people 
ending up homeless? One of the key ways that I believe we can—it certainly helps—is to make sure people have 
the opportunities that they deserve so they can better provide for themselves. I see and believe that the vocational 
and education training system has a very crucial role to play here. Having said that, the vocational education and 
training system is also under considerable pressure. During my time as Minister for Education and Training I 
established the Skills Formation Taskforce, chaired by Hon Clive Brown. It produced a 150-page report titled 
“Careers for life: Creating a dynamic and responsive apprenticeship and traineeship system”. The report resulted 
in what became the Skilling WA training policy, which provided a blueprint for vocational education and 
training in this state. When I moved on from that portfolio, the work was progressed by my successor, 
Hon Mark McGowan, who signed off on the final copy of Skilling WA. After the Labor Party lost government, 
Hon Peter Collier adopted that report. In fact, the Barnett government took that whole report and claimed it as its 
own. Even though the earlier draft had been signed off by Mark McGowan, Hon Peter Collier took that to be his 
own work. I do not have a problem with that—obviously, when government changes people cannot keep writing 
new policies. It does not work like that because agencies would never get anything done and nothing would ever 
be implemented. If it is good policy, it should stand the test of time; it should be carried through and fully 
implemented et cetera. One thing about politics is that one does not always get credit or give credit to other 
people as one should when it is deserved. Skilling WA really had a very strong focus, particularly on Aboriginal 
employment and other equity groups.  

Members might remember that the Gallop and Carpenter governments had a very strong vocational education 
and training policy. Apart from increasing the school leaving age and a whole range of other reforms, we 
introduced trade training and other vocational courses into years 11 and 12. When we made the decision that 
students would be required to complete 12 years of schooling, it was quite clear that not everybody was 
university bound and consequently we needed a wider breadth of vocational education and training 
opportunities. That is what we set out to do. These initiatives were important because Labor wanted to stem the 
flow of students leaving at year 10. We wanted to give vocational education and training choices to students in a 
structured environment, and that was within the school framework.  

My concern about vocational education and training is that this government has taken its eye off the ball when it 
comes to Aboriginal people in training. It is very wrong that it has taken its eye off the ball for most 
disadvantaged groups. The Department of Training and Workforce Development has really taken its eye off the 
ball in terms of access and equity. We are finding that those groups within the community who most need access 
to training are least likely to get it. The first of five strategic goals under the Skilling WA training plan is to — 

Increase participation in the workforce particularly among the under-employed and disengaged, mature-
aged workers, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander and other under-represented groups.  

We need to ask: what has the department done? The answer is that it has reduced its equity and access programs. 
Instead of increasing and providing better access to access and equity programs, it has tightened the screws and 
made sure that they are not as successful as they used to be.  

Today I asked a question about the latest “Quick stats summary: Commencements and in training”. The 
information shows that from the 12 months to 31 December 2012 and the 12 months to 31 December 2013 there 
has been a 12.5 per cent drop in all training contracts, from 35 851 to 31 368. Secondly, the quick stats summary 
also shows that the number of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander apprenticeship commencements has 
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dropped by 23.4 per cent. It shows that the number of school-based apprenticeships or commencements for 
apprenticeships, including Aboriginal school-based apprenticeships, has dropped by 40.3 per cent. The number 
of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander traineeship commencements has dropped by 16.8 per cent. The 
number of school-based traineeships, including Aboriginal school-based traineeships, has dropped by 
38.2 per cent. The number of Aboriginal school-based traineeships has dropped by 35.3 per cent. That is simply 
not good enough. The government has clearly dropped the ball in the training of Aboriginal people. That is why I 
asked a question in the Parliament today calling on the government to explain the substantial reductions in the 
number of Aboriginal traineeships. I was interested to receive the response from the Minister for Training and 
Workforce Development. Even though the minister tells us time and again how well things are going in training 
and workforce development, this is not borne out by the statistics from his own department. I asked three 
questions of the minister today on training and workforce development. The questions were — 

(1) Can the minister explain why there was a 23.4 per cent reduction in apprenticeship 
commencements for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students between December 2012 
and December 2013? 

(2) Can the minister explain why there was a 40.3 per cent reduction in school-based 
apprenticeship—including Aboriginal schools-based apprenticeships—commencements 
between December 2012 and December 2013? 

(3) Has the government deliberately turned its back on Aboriginal training? 

The minister’s answer, presented by the Leader of the House, began — 

(1)–(2) The decline in school-based apprenticeships reflects an overall decline in apprenticeship 
commencements over the same period. Employer demand for apprentices has been impacted 
by generally moderating economic conditions and reductions to the commonwealth employer 
incentives scheme.  

Basically, there has been a reduction in one of the commonwealth-funded programs—the employer incentives 
scheme—and the level of economic activity has declined. I can accept both those statements, but I cannot accept 
that the government has done nothing about it. I know it is difficult to immediately change the economic 
conditions of the state; even I would grant the state government and the minister that. Having said that, the 
challenge of government is making sure that it is ahead of the game. The challenge of government is finding 
solutions to problems. For example, when I was Minister for Education and Training, the state was experiencing 
the opposite problem. There was a very high rate of economic growth and the housing sector was absolutely 
booming. We could not build houses fast enough. Because there was a skills shortage, I made the decision that 
we would move to a competency-based training system. In other words, we would not stay with the time-serving 
apprenticeship system, but we would move to a competency-based apprenticeship system, which meant that we 
could produce qualified apprentices at a faster rate, provided they met all the skill requirements. I had problems 
with the Australian Council of Trade Unions on that matter, but I argued for the state, and we carried out that 
reform. Just saying that the reason for the decline in Aboriginal apprenticeship numbers is that there is an 
economic downturn and the government has reduced the funding of the employer incentives scheme is simply 
not good enough. The real question is: what is the government doing about it? Seemingly the government is 
doing nothing about it.  

One thing that the government did, not long after the Minister for Training became the Minister for Training and 
Workforce Development—Hon Peter Collier, not the current minister—was to get rid of a very good program 
introduced by the previous government called the priority start program. This was about giving apprentices 
training opportunities in government public works contracts. The then minister got rid of that program, and as a 
consequence the government does not employ any apprentices. That is simply not good enough. The first part of 
the minister’s answer continues — 

The demand for Aboriginal school-based apprenticeships was also significantly impacted by the 
cessation of commonwealth funding for the Aboriginal school-based traineeship program, which 
included apprentices, during 2012. 

I am very interested to hear that, because here is yet another program historically funded under a partnership 
agreement—it could be under another agreement; I do not know—that made money available for apprenticeship 
training, and that money is no longer available. I am sure the Minister for Mental Health will tell me to put it on 
notice, but I will put it on preliminary notice, and I think it is a fair enough question to ask: how much was 
allocated to that Aboriginal school-based traineeship program, which included apprentices; when did it expire; 
what was the value of that agreement with the commonwealth; and, why has the government not funded it? 
There has been no attempt by the government to make sure that Aboriginal school-based apprenticeship training 
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programs increase; instead we have seen a massive reduction in the number of those school-based 
apprenticeships, and a massive reduction in opportunities for young Aboriginal people, who desperately need 
qualifications so they can lead more productive lives and take part in building this great state of ours. Of course, 
that will not happen because the minister has not secured the funding. 

On the question of whether the government has deliberately turned its back on Aboriginal training, the minister 
replied — 

The state government provides significant support for Aboriginal apprenticeships. This includes a 
guarantee to fund training delivery for all Aboriginal apprentices, including Aboriginal school-based 
apprentices; … 

This contradicts the previous paragraph, in which the minister said that the commonwealth funding has finished, 
and the minister has done nothing about it. The answer goes on to state that the government has also provided 
support for Aboriginal apprenticeships by — 

specific incentives for group training organisations to employ Aboriginal apprentices, including 
increased funding to offset the reduction in commonwealth funding; 

I am sure that we would all want to know how much the commonwealth agreement was worth in this program, 
and how much the state government is now funding it. I will put my money on the state not contributing to the 
same extent as the commonwealth government did, and therefore the Aboriginal school-based traineeship 
program is trending downwards at a very rapid rate.  

That is really sad, because when one looks at the Department of Training and Workforce Development website, 
the department prides itself on equity and access programs. Certainly, much is said about the importance of these 
programs to give young people and not-so-young people the opportunity to get those skills so that they can 
become employable and become productive members of society. Not only have Aboriginal school-based 
programs dropped substantially—by nearly 40 per cent—but also no concessions apply, even though the course 
fees are not particularly onerous, for many of the courses available, especially in foundation skills or equity 
courses. Those courses include such things as Aboriginal school-based traineeships yet no concessions are given 
by the department and that means that those who can least afford that training are those most likely not to access 
that training because of the cost impost on individuals.  

I want to put on the public record my disappointment at what the Minister for Training and 
Workforce Development and the Minister for Indigenous Affairs have done in this area. The Minister for 
Training and Workforce Development has sat on his hands and the Minister for Indigenous Affairs has done 
exactly the same. We need them to recognise the importance of equity and access programs and to recognise that 
young people should not end up without opportunity; we want young people to have opportunities, particularly 
Indigenous young people and not-so-young people so that they have the opportunity to become really productive 
members of the community and can make their contribution, just like everybody else. I am afraid that the 
roadblocks and lack of action by this government are totally unacceptable.  

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [8.32 pm]: Like my colleagues before me, I rise tonight in debate on the 
Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 2014–15 Bill 2014 and the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) 
Recurrent 2014–15 Bill 2014 to once again point out the many failures of the Barnett–Redman Liberal–National 
government. Given that we are talking about appropriation and the spending of money by the government of 
Western Australia in the state of Western Australia, there are plenty of topics in which I think the government 
can do better, and I will be running through those this evening, especially as they relate to the Agricultural 
Region.  

During the parliamentary break, at my own expense—just in case Geof Parry is reading Hansard—I took my 
family on vacation to Vietnam. It is the first time that as a family we have been overseas, and I am pleased that 
we did so because my children returned home realising that they are lucky to live in Australia, a country that at 
this point does not have a monstrous gap between rich and poor, as we saw in Vietnam. However, given the way 
the Liberal–National government is running the state of Western Australia, I fear that that gap between the rich 
and poor in our society will become wider. A trip to a country like Vietnam, where one can see the very rich and 
very poor together on show for all to see, should be a reminder to us that that is not what we want in Australia, 
especially in Western Australia, the powerhouse of the Australian economy. Members know, through the 
discussions that they have had in the chamber, that the state of Western Australia has lost its AAA rating. We 
know that the federal government, despite having states that are not performing as well, such as Tasmania—
about which the Treasurer of Western Australia loves to wax lyrical on the great deal it is getting from the GST 
revenue and which is his explanation for the woes in the state of finances in Western Australia—still has a AAA 
credit rating. There has been a lot of talk about a budget emergency and how we need to tighten up and fix the 
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books of the national economy, yet the federal government still has a AAA credit rating and Western Australia 
does not, and I think that points out the hypocrisy of the Liberals and Nationals when they talk about the federal 
budget.  

Higher taxes and charges in Western Australia and a massive blowout of state debt, from $3.8 billion when the 
coalition came to government to over $30 billion, should help people realise what a poor government the 
Liberal–National government has been. Lacking in policies, playing politics with every issue and promising one 
thing before an election only to abandon those promises after the election works for a while, but it is not a good 
long-term strategy and I am sure that the people of Western Australia will see through it and that, finally, the 
coalition government will be defeated and the Labor Party will return once again to restore the financial stability 
that Labor provides.  

I will talk more about particular increases in taxes and charges foisted upon the community, generally on those 
who can least afford it. I refer to groups such as seniors and those on low incomes who are the target of incessant 
attacks by the Liberal–National government that pushes the gap between the very, very rich, who feel as though 
they have the authority to get up and speak about what it is like to be poor, and, of course, those who have not 
had the opportunities in life that many of us have had. I talked about that in my inaugural speech and about how 
fortunate many people have been to have had opportunities and to have made the most of those opportunities. 
What about those who do not receive those opportunities? 

There have been several years now of complete dysfunction in, and mismanagement of, the state’s finances and, 
of course, the natural instinct is to cut. That is a conservative thing to do and that is fine. However, I have 
learned that it is better to increase the pie, grow the economy, create jobs and employment, and give those who 
need it a hand up so that they can contribute to the economy in the state of Western Australia. The Labor Party 
and Liberal and National parties differ on that issue, and that is okay. That is what the coalition believes it needs 
to do, but I will always be critical of measures that create further disparity between people who have and people 
who have not. As long as members are comfortable with that, I will move on.  

I am running through my list in no particular order, but I am most concerned and I read with horror about the 
increasing costs of vehicle examination fees that are rising more in regional Western Australia than in Perth by 
around 19 per cent. I believe very strongly—I know this is the ethos of progressive parties such as the Labor 
Party—that there should be parity between those who live in metropolitan areas and those who live in regional 
areas. For instance, a postage stamp should cost the same whether it is bought at the general post office in the 
City of Perth or in Kununurra, Warburton or Northam. Deep down a lot of people would agree with that, but that 
is not happening with vehicle examination fees. I am concerned about starting on the slippery slope of what 
economists call “full cost recovery”, because services are more expensive to provide in regional areas and where 
will it end? I cannot believe that such a measure would be approved by more than half of this house given that 
more than half of the members of this house come from country regions and half of the members of the house 
come from the city. I would have thought that such a measure would have difficulty passing through this house, 
but it seems that my colleagues on the other side do not seem to worry that things cost more in the country, 
including that vehicle examination fees cost up to 19 per cent more in country areas. Where will that end?  

We are already seeing an increasing disparity in the price of piped water. The further we live from water, the 
more we have to pay. Some members might argue that that is all right. Will that disparity then move to 
electricity and other such commodities? Will we think it is a reasonable notion to have a uniform tariff for 
everybody? That was of much concern to me. I think there is a slippery slope. Those who claim to represent 
regional areas are not making a big thing about this. I look forward to the contributions from my country 
colleagues who represent other political parties because it is certainly one area on which we should hold the 
government to further account on behalf of our constituents and those who vote for us. 

I have spoken a lot in the Parliament about the demise of the tier 3 rail service. I think it is a disgraceful piece of 
public policy in that we have a publicly owned asset that those who own it and use it want to remain open. I 
think I can say, without being unparliamentary, that the government has taken a bloody-minded approach to this 
issue. It does not care what anybody says or thinks. It does not care how much grain gets moved on those railway 
lines. It does not care what the road safety statistics are in the wheatbelt and the fact that they are seven times 
higher than in Perth. It does not care that there will be 85 000 extra truck movements mixed up with school 
buses, small cars, front-wheel drives and young drivers. It does not care about any of that. It is going to close 
these lines. They have been leased to Brookfield. The government has made some changes to the lease that it 
will not tell us about. It is a publicly owned asset that is now sitting idle as a direct result of government 
mismanagement. Many members on the other side need to have a good hard look in the mirror and ask 
themselves why that has been allowed to happen. The fact that the tier 3 railway lines carted more grain in the 
last month of their operation than they have ever carted in the months before should tell members that this 
service is useable. This service can be maintained and looked after. It will keep freight off our roads and keep 
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freight out of the metropolitan area because much of it will come down Brookton Highway, the Great Eastern 
Highway and Albany Highway into Perth as a result of the closure of these lines. I think that is a great shame 
because we have enough congestion in the city. 

The government has decided that roads are the future, not public transport. We are going to throw several more 
truck movements into that mix as well. I think this will be a key issue during the next state election. At the last 
state election, Labor was very clear on its policy. We announced that we would put $30 million on the table to 
negotiate an outcome between CBH, Brookfield Rail and the state because they are all significant players in the 
process. We made our position very clear. Seeing that that could be problematic, the coalition parties came out 
and said that they will support a viable tier 3. These were weasel words that made the electorate hear what it 
wanted to hear. It is true to say that a lot of the affected areas are very conservative areas. A lot of the people 
who live in these areas are naturally inclined to vote for either of the conservative parties—the National Party or 
the Liberal Party—which is effectively voting for Colin Barnett. I think they took the assurances that were made 
that we will either support a viable tier 3 rail or that we have to seize the opportunity under the agricultural 
policy to take $75 million out, knowing full well that that was not going to happen. That gave the electorate 
some assurance that it could still vote for the conservative parties, and it did, only to have that faith shattered. At 
the next election I think the conservative parties will get told loudly and clearly what the public that owns and 
uses those railway lines think about this flim-flam policy that we might want to help get in front of an election 
only to be dashed later on, and now we see that the lines have been closed for several weeks and that freight is 
going back onto road. I will talk more about that in the Parliament; I will not let this issue go. Those lines should 
be opened again. If an operator can use those lines, even if they break even or make a loss, we should be doing 
that for no other reason than to make our roads last longer and to try to stop the disparity between the road 
fatality rates in the wheatbelt and other areas of the state. We have had a very bad month in the wheatbelt. We 
continue to lose some of our good people through motor vehicle accidents. It will not get any better by 
increasing the number of trucks on the roads by a factor of around 85 000. 

I think we will have another very good season this year. We have had an excellent start to the season. We have 
had outstanding opening rains. Areas are looking out for more rain that I hope eventuates later this week and 
over the weekend to give those crops another much-needed drink. It is possible that we could get anywhere from 
12 to 20 million tonnes of grain. We have already had two record harvests in the past three years. We could well 
get another record harvest this year if the season finishes like it did last year. That would make three record 
harvests in four years at the same time as the state government is closing down the tier 3 rail network. It makes 
no sense to me and I do not think it makes much sense to anyone who lives in the wheatbelt and the agricultural 
areas. We will continue to prosecute the government on that poor unexplained decision. We would like to know 
what changes were made to the lease in terms of performance standards because it does not make any sense 
without that information. We suspect that the standards that were maintained have been reduced to zero, which I 
do not really think the state government should have done. I think that was a poor decision. We would like that 
information. Why is the government being so secretive? I think it is because it will be embarrassed when that 
information is made public. It will be made public; it will come out eventually. 

Hon Nick Goiran, who has just popped out on urgent parliamentary business, mentioned the Clean Energy Act or 
what the conservative parties like to call the carbon tax. Here is another example of deceit from the conservatives 
in that the sky was going to fall in. Does anybody remember that Whyalla was going to be wiped off the map? 
Does anybody remember Barnaby Joyce, that intellectual powerhouse, saying that housewives will not like the 
carbon tax when it costs $100 for a roast? I was in Coles the other day. One can buy a leg of lamb for $7.99 a 
kilo. It just did not happen; it was just sensationalist nonsense being peddled about. We should learn to expect 
that from the federal Minister for Agriculture. 

Clive Palmer, in the federal Senate, is a mining billionaire who sells a lot of coal. Of course, he was always 
going to vote with the conservatives on issues such as the carbon tax. We all knew that. He played the game for a 
week or two and got some attention. Ultimately, that is what he was always going to do. As a result, the Clean 
Energy Act has been repealed. I am not a betting person but I would not mind having a go at this one. Members 
will see that all of these increased costs and all of this pain that was going to be shared around as a result of the 
carbon tax will not be reversed. As Hon Ken Travers pointed out, public transport fees are going up, even after 
the abolition of the Clean Energy Act. I know that the public is cynical but it really has not noticed any change 
since the repeal of the Clean Energy Act. Julia Gillard was often quoted as saying that there will be no carbon 
tax under a government that she leads. She did say that but that was only half of the sentence. The other half of 
the sentence was “but make no mistake, we will price carbon”. I do not think she told a lie. I think she had to 
adapt her position in a hung Parliament. I think the Prime Minister of today is finding out that it is not always 
easy. He has a much freer passage to get legislation through than the federal Labor government did but in its first 
seven months, the federal Labor government was able to pass 127 pieces of legislation and poor old Tony Abbott 
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has only been able to pass seven. History will show that once all that nonsense and political spin and the politics 
are taken out of that, the Clean Energy Act was a good piece of policy. 

The thing that concerns me most about the repeal of the Clean Energy Act is that just about everybody younger 
than me knows that at one point we have to bite the bullet and invest in renewable energy. There is the incentive 
for companies to do that. We noticed an increase in solar power stations—there is a large one in my electorate—
and wind farms. These are the technologies of the future because they never run out and get cheaper rather than 
more expensive over time. As a result of the Clean Energy Bill 2011 we would have had more efficient, 
renewable and lower cost in the long term electricity. It would have caused a bit of short-term pain, but I think 
that most people were prepared to wear that. Now, we are back to digging up as much coal as we can and 
burning it as fast as we can. We are the only country in the world to take a backward step on action against 
climate change and I am ashamed of that. This is the mantra we are trying to work against. Hon Nick Goiran 
brought the issue up and I could not let it go. I think if no action on climate change is going to be the legacy of 
the Abbott government and this era of “Liberalism” in Australia, I do not think it is anything to be particularly 
proud of. I do not think any government members are showering themselves in much glory with regressive, ultra 
conservative and, dare I say it, extreme right-wing policies. The government members need to come up with 
some policies for the future rather than just three-word slogans and 30-second sound grabs, because our kids are 
depending on us to do that. 

I want to talk briefly about other issues. I spent a lot of time in my electorate. Before the recess I was critical of 
the government for pulling $19.5 million, or a round figure of $20 million, of funding for upgrades to our district 
high schools. I know Gingin District High School has had its budget cut by $3 million. I have been to the school 
and the home economics lab was of my vintage, from when I was at school in the early eighties. Lots of the old 
stoves are still there and are clearly in need of an upgrade that is not coming as a result of the government’s 
decision. To make matters worse, $820 000 has been spent on planning for these upgrades. That is dead money 
that has gone now. I know from being in business that decisions have to be made earlier than that about whether 
to go or stay so that good money is not thrown at something it is doubtful will be done. That is extremely 
disappointing to the Gingin, Jurien Bay and several other communities. Even Yanchep has had a cut. It is not in 
my electorate, but I think it is a school in a growth area that could have done with those upgrades. I find that 
difficult to explain. 

Hon Ken Travers: It had its capital works program cut as well, Yanchep. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Yes, it has. Even Wyndham District High School has had cuts. It is a bit rough to deny 
schools like that. As I said, a lot of money has been spent. I have seen concept plans and even press releases with 
all the puff about how great it will be, but I have not heard too much from members on the other side of the 
chamber since these cuts were made. I think that it is also a regressive step. Education is where we should be 
trying to close that gap. I will come back to the theme of closing the gap between regional and city schools. Kids 
in the country are no dumber than kids in the city; they do just as well when they are given an equal opportunity. 
I think we should encourage our regional kids when they stay in their local schools, and give them the best 
opportunities they can get. 

Our seniors are not grumpy, Mr Barnett, they are absolutely furious. I have had so many responses to a letter I 
sent to seniors about the changes. We are getting 10 or a dozen responses a day. We are getting petitions sent to 
us and phone calls. I have returned 30 phone calls. Seniors are all of the common view that they do not 
understand why the state and federal governments are being so harsh on them. They have worked hard, paid a lot 
of tax, raised families and created the next generation of the workforce and now they want a modest retirement 
in their old age. Many seniors do not own homes, they rent, which is expensive. Our seniors are absolutely 
furious, they are livid at the changes the government has made. Many seniors have always been conservative 
voters and they now say to me, “Never again will I vote for this conservative government.” 

I went to Geraldton where Iluka Resources has scaled back its operations in the midwest. Iluka used to sponsor 
an indoor bowls tournament in Geraldton. But Iluka was quickly replaced; it is now the Darren West, MLC, 
bowls tournament. The winners of the tournament were terribly, terribly pleased to finally get something back 
from a politician, because the last 10 notices they had had from politicians told them that they had lost money. 
They are not happy at all. They have to pay up to 212 per cent more in licence fees for their cars. People have 
told me story after story about how difficult it is, aside from the federal government’s cuts and the $7 general 
practitioner co-payment, on which I think some sanity will eventually prevail. I have had a lot of contact with 
seniors, as I am sure all members have, asking what exactly the government is doing and why it is doing this. 

In the Agricultural Region we have had the second round of cuts to school funding, and we are seeing $4 million 
being cut from, predominantly, our high schools. Some of our primary schools are having cuts to funding. I think 
it is a good idea to have a simpler funding model; one can always tinker with these things. But when the figures 
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got plugged in and showed that Rangeway Primary School, which I am told is the lowest school on the 
socioeconomic index in Western Australia, has a funding cut of $22 000, I thought that the government might 
just look at the figures and tinker around and come up with a slightly fairer plan. I notice that schools in the 
western suburbs have had significant increases. It makes no sense to me why that would happen. To say, “That is 
what you deserve” was a very insensitive and poorly made remark. I think schools are feeling very unloved at 
the moment, minister. 
Hon Peter Collier: It is called selective commentary. That is completely wrong. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Yes, okay. I will cop that. I get what is going on. I know Professor Teese said we need 
to put more money into early childhood education, and I agree with that. When I was chair of the board of the 
Sacred Heart Catholic School in Goomalling, we started a three-year-olds program and I think it is very 
important to get kids to school at a younger age. What I did not realise was how we profile those children. When 
they started in year 1, they were ready to go in year 1. I thought that was a great initiative that worked very well 
for us. It saves resources and cost down the track. I do not think Professor Teese ever intended that we would 
pull money out of high schools to pay for that. 
Hon Peter Collier: That is exactly what he said. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I am not so sure. Okay, we can beg to differ on that. I look forward to the minister’s 
explanation. 
Hon Peter Collier: That is exactly what he said. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I do not agree with that. 

Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! Hon Darren West has the call. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Acting President. 
We can agree to disagree on what Professor Teese said, but I know his language changed over a period of a few 
days. I think it did. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Is there anything else that you have imagined? What is the world coming to? 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon DARREN WEST: Attorney General, there are lots of things but I cannot talk about them here. 

It is most concerning to me that seven schools in the Agricultural Region will lose the maximum amount of 
$250 000 in funding. In some cases this comes on top of an even greater amount that was cut last year. For 
instance, over two years, Geraldton Senior College has had a $580 000 cut to funding. I think the cut to John 
Willcock College is in the order of $520 000. Over $1 million a year is being taken out of the only two public 
high schools in Geraldton. For those who are not familiar with the education system in Geraldton, John Willcock 
is for years 8 and 9 and will also be for year 7 students next year, and Geraldton Senior College is the campus for 
years 10, 11 and 12. In recent years as little as four per cent of students from Geraldton Senior College have 
attended university. I know that is not the only criteria on which the success of a school is measured. The staff 
there are wonderful and they do a magnificent job, but I do not think those figures are acceptable. The 
percentage has gone up to 11 per cent, but the state average is around 23 per cent. As I have said before, I do not 
think that students in Geraldton are any less smart than students anywhere else. There is clearly an issue with the 
model up there. I know that the minister has been to Geraldton and made some announcements about how we 
can perhaps address some of the issues in public secondary schooling in Geraldton, but I think that cutting that 
sort of money out of the budget will not turn that statistic around. 

Also in my electorate are Northam Senior High School and Narrogin Senior High School, which need more 
money, not less. Merredin College is also in my electorate. I have often heard National Party members speak in 
this place about what a great job they have done in Merredin in building a new residential college. That is great, 
but the school has just lost $250 000; so has Mount Barker Community College. York District High School has 
lost $246 000, which I will round out to $250 000. When I did the sums for York and plugged in the number of 
students divided by the cut out of that school, it came to more than $3 000 per student. As I said, Rangeway 
Primary School, despite the movement of funding from high schools to primary schools, has had a cut of 
$22 000 a year on top of the cuts it had last time. I would have thought that if the government plugged those 
sorts of figures into a model and that figure spat out, it might reassess its approach. I hope that there is still time 
for that to happen, because a unique set of children attend Rangeway Primary School. Many of them are from 
single-parent families and many are Aboriginal. Rangeway Primary School has amazing staff who do a fantastic 
job, but the school can only do so much when its budgets are increasingly under threat every year. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 12 August 2014] 

 p4835c-4860a 
Hon Ken Travers; Hon Alyssa Hayden; Acting President; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Darren West; Hon Dr 

Sally Talbot 

 [20] 

Also of concern for me in the education space in Geraldton and in the broader Agricultural Region are the 
increases that have been passed on by the Liberal–National government to TAFE students. The increase in fees 
at TAFE colleges is absolutely nonsensical when the fees are rising by so much for students in some of the areas 
of greatest need, such as aged carers and aged-care nurses. It is obvious that in 20 to 25 years there will be an 
acute shortage of those people—as there is already now. I know that the mantra is to bring in cheaper workers 
from overseas, but we have a lot of good people here who need training to get the skills necessary to do this 
important work that we need done in our local areas. We do not have to bring them into the state and we do not 
have to build them houses. They are already there in our local towns, cities and communities. There are already 
people there who want to work and stay in their area. They just need that education opportunity, and in many 
cases they cannot afford these exorbitant increases in TAFE fees. I know that TAFEs in my electorate are 
working very hard to find other client bases by trying to bring in overseas students, trying to offer different 
courses and trying to find ways to keep their colleges sustainable by having enough students walk through the 
door and have their budgets break even. It should not have to be that way. We should be encouraging TAFEs to 
offer the courses that we need, not the ones that people can afford. 

Also in talking about young people, I spoke before the recess about the Youth Connections program in Western 
Australia and the wonderful work that it does, particularly in the midwest with disengaged youth. I also spoke 
about the partnerships program and the breakfast program. I was fortunate enough to go to Geraldton recently 
with the shadow Minister for Youth, Mr Dave Kelly. Dave and I went to the breakfast program and met with 
about 10 or a dozen kids who have fallen through the cracks of the mainstream schooling system. They have 
tried the mainstream schools, they have tried the care schools, they have tried various different avenues of 
engaging in education, all to no avail, and have found themselves in the really inspiring Youth Connections 
program run by the Geraldton Regional Community Education Centre. It was quite amazing to see. We saw a 
boy who was there on his first day. He sat on a chair looking down at his feet, totally unengaged. We also saw 
people who told us their story about the courses they want to save up their money to do, the part-time work they 
are doing on weekends and what they want to do with their lives. We could see the whole circle of what was 
happening. When I spoke to some of the staff later, they said that they all come in like the boy on his first day. 
That is how they all start: totally disengaged. They are kids who have been bullied, who have been abused and 
who have come from tough families—kids who have not had that opportunity in life that we take for granted. 

It is really important that this program be retained in some form. As I said in the non-government business that 
we discussed before Parliament went on recess, it was a program set up by the federal government but it was 
always intended to be funded by the state. I am pleased to say that all the operators running that program are 
putting together a proposal to bring to government for funding in the order of $8 million to continue that 
important work with about 1 600 kids across Western Australia in some difficult-to-service, rural and remote 
communities. I think that it surely will be seen to offer good value for money to work in conjunction with the 
other mainstream schools, TAFEs, apprenticeship providers and of course the care schools as well, of which I 
have a fair knowledge. I also think we need to lift our game in all those areas of education and training, and for 
the kids who manage to sneak through the spaces and find themselves not engaged in education as we know it. 

While I was in Geraldton with Dave Kelly, who is also the shadow Minister for Water, I never smelt anything in 
Vietnam like I did in Utakarra, a suburb of Geraldton. There is a Water Corporation sewer depot, which is 
clearly over-capacity. It takes in probably half of Geraldton’s sewer effluent and it absolutely reeks. The people 
who live across the street from it and hundreds of other houses are affected by it from whichever direction the 
wind comes, and there is a kids’ playground right next door. I am told that the stinking gas that is making life a 
misery for those residents is hydrogen sulphide gas. It does stink; I have been there on three or four different 
occasions and it stinks. Even worse is that the Water Corporation assures residents that it is fixed. I like the quote 
from a gentleman called Paul McConnon. When he was asked by a reporter in front of a TV camera what he 
might say to the water minister, he said, “Get a whiff of that!” That needs to be addressed. The people there have 
been told that it is fixed. They have been putting up with this for two years. They have been to see all their local 
members. They have written to the water minister. It is a real issue in Geraldton that needs fixing right now. 
Their homes are worthless. People cannot hold a barbeque because no-one will sit in their backyard. I would 
urge that some attention be given and a priority be placed on this issue. It is not fixed. Do not say it is fixed. It is 
not fixed. About $800 000 has been spent there by the Water Corporation and a tough decision needs to be made 
to perhaps move that out of a residential area. Hydrogen sulphide gas is heavier than air and on still nights that 
gas settles in that hollow in Utakarra and makes life unbearable. It is also a health risk. I have had contact from 
one resident who says that she has been diagnosed with hydrogen sulphide poisoning, and it has been suggested 
that she move. That is another issue I found in my travels. 

Also in Kalbarri significant problems with the power supply have been documented, as many members would 
know. Over the summer, generators were moved up there to maintain the power supply. That is not fixed. Power 
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is still going out in Kalbarri and I think we need to make a tough decision about an alternative power supply or 
feeder line into Kalbarri. The problem is that it is right out at the end of one line and when anything goes wrong 
with that line, there is no alternative way, as most of us have, for the power to get through. I therefore think that 
still needs to be sorted out. 

Kalbarri certainly could use some aged-care facilities, as there is quite a large ageing population in Kalbarri. 
There is no dental service in Kalbarri, and it is quite a way into Geraldton. I hope we will be able to have some 
negotiations about getting a mobile dental unit into Kalbarri, or perhaps even a dentist to come from Geraldton 
and use that really nice medical centre that has been there for about 15 years or so now. The facilities are there; 
we just need the dentist.  

Another issue I have found worthy of mention in Geraldton is the Department of Housing problem. There is an 
18-month waiting list for Homeswest homes in Geraldton, and it is growing. It is impossible. We had a case of a 
family that was living out of town at the tannery when it burnt down. We were unable to find that family 
Homeswest accommodation, although there were houses sitting empty, awaiting maintenance. Homeswest 
would not even put a family with six children into that accommodation on a temporary basis because other 
people had been waiting 18 months. I think that is an unacceptable wait for the residents of Geraldton, and many 
of them give up. What inevitably happen is that two or three families will move into one house, and there is 
never a good outcome when that occurs. A lot of people are giving up and leaving—going back bush or moving 
in with relatives and friends. 

The other thing of much exasperation for me is that I was elected in March last year and identified an office in 
the CBD of Geraldton on 7 April 2013. I was told that nothing could happen until I commenced my time in the 
Legislative Council on 23 May last year. I still do not have an office in the main street of Geraldton. It has taken 
well over a year. 

Hon Mark Lewis: I am with you on this one. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Yes, good; that is great. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Ironically, I will be in Geraldton on Friday — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: No; I still do not have the keys to the office. It is getting to a point now of it becoming 
an impediment to me being able to do my job. It was all right to have a temporary office in West Perth for the 
short term, but I am actually finding it really difficult to service the City of Geraldton without that office. It is 
becoming an impediment in me being able to perform the duties I have been elected to do and get paid to do. I 
think that if this government cannot organise an electorate office in well over 12 months, it is little wonder that I 
have so many areas of concern about its performance. I have not even got to royalties for regions yet, but I do 
not think I will have time; I will have to do that on another day, because I have as much on royalties for regions 
as I have on these other issues. These are things I have found in my travels around. So that is becoming an issue, 
and it is becoming an embarrassment when people say, “I thought you were moving into your office at 
Geraldton.” Yes, I am, but it has taken the government more than a year to get an empty office ready to go. I 
knew what it was going to cost, and it was well within the costs allowed to rent an office. It was all sorted. The 
local real estate agent up there has never seen anything like it in his life and just wished he had never had any 
contact with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet in trying to set up this electorate office. I think that is an 
issue with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, and I will have some questions, Hon Martin Aldridge—I 
know that one of Hon Martin Aldridge’s colleagues is having a similar problem. It cannot be that it takes more 
than a year to set up an electorate office for an elected member of Parliament. I could live with three months—
maybe even a little more if there are fit-outs—but we have not even started fitting out that office. I am told it will 
be October, but time after time I have been told three months more, and it is becoming an area of immense 
frustration. I think it gives a little bit of an indication of how well the government is travelling. There are some 
well-known clichés I could use, but we will just stick with “could not organise an electorate office in 
18 months”. 

The City of Greater Geraldton has pretty much come to a standstill in the past six years. When Labor was last in 
government, under that fine fiscal leadership of Treasurer Ripper, with the books in order and the state going 
ahead, Geraldton had an enormous boost. There was more than $700 million worth of projects in Geraldton: the 
port enhancement project; the southern transport corridor; a new TAFE; a new hospital; and a new police and 
community youth centre—if members can name it, it was done. Town Towers—the iconic building on Cathedral 
Avenue—which is about a six or seven-storey high-rise that can be seen from all over town, was fully tenanted; 
it was full of businesses. That is now an empty and derelict eyesore that is decaying to the point that the City of 
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Greater Geraldton has threatened the owners with its demolishment. That is what has happened in Geraldton in 
the past six years. Nothing has happened there. Oakajee is getting further and further away; it was almost over 
the line. Had there not been a change of government, we would have Oakajee there today and the growth it 
would have brought to the midwest. An iron ore industry has been started, due to the port enhancement project; 
there are some issues with the biggest miner in the midwest, but I think they will be resolved. I think we will 
eventually have a strong and sound magnetite industry, thanks to the improvements made in transport links, the 
port enhancement project and other important pieces of public infrastructure, not to mention the new foreshore 
and the opportunities that it has provided in Geraldton. 

We were proud of our story in Geraldton, but we are now dismayed with what has happened up there since 
Labor left office. Certainly we will work strongly with the Geraldton community; as a matter of fact, I will be 
taking many of my shadow cabinet colleagues up there because many of the organisations in Geraldton, 
including the business community, have just had enough of being left behind and not cared about. No 
infrastructure to speak of has gone in there, no money to speak of has gone in there, promise after promise has 
not been delivered, and no-one is really standing up for Geraldton except us. We will continue to do that. 
Geraldton is a magnificent city and an area of growth. I spent a lot of my childhood up there and it is a very 
special place to me, but it is sad to watch the decline of Geraldton. If members walk down the main street, there 
are probably a dozen empty shops. Crazy Clark’s had a big store in the middle of town, but it has gone. There is 
an air of despondency again around Geraldton that has not been there since pre-2001. I think that is very, very 
sad, and I urge members on the other side to go to Geraldton and have a bit of a look around to see how 
significantly Geraldton is stagnating. Let us get into it; Geraldton is a very important city. I know it is not 
considered a seat with a small margin anymore, and maybe that is why the government is not very interested in 
it, but I still think it is important for fishing—$300 million a year is generated through the Geraldton 
Fishermen’s Co-operative—and for tourism with the opportunities that are about to be presented at the Abrolhos 
Islands, and with the north–south grey nomad and international tourist travel up and down the coast, and for 
agriculture; we have one of the best agricultural regions in the world. As I have touched on before, thanks to 
Labor we have an iron ore and mining industry in that area. I will talk more about Geraldton another time. Sadly, 
I am going to run out of time, and I have not got on to the mismanagement of royalties for regions and everyone 
from the Economic Regulation Authority to the Auditor General’s views on that, and the exorbitant payouts to 
the retiring director general. I have not had time to get on to those and some of the waste and mismanagement of 
that scheme. The government needs to lift its game; I tell members opposite every time and they never seem to 
listen. Maybe one day the message will be told by someone other than me. 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [9.17 pm]: If it were up to me, I would be standing to move a motion to 
give Hon Darren West an extension of time because he is the most eloquent spokesperson for the people of 
Geraldton. I think the people of Geraldton should take heart from the fact that one day people like Hon Darren 
West will be back in charge of that town, and then we will be able to restore Geraldton to the glorious heights it 
had attained in 2008 after some years of Labor government. Geraldton is a fantastic place. I am only sorry that I 
will not be able to join Hon Darren West and many of my colleagues next month when he hosts representatives 
of the Labor Party in town. Unfortunately, commitments in my electorate will keep me down south that 
weekend, but I am sure it will be an excellent weekend. However, the plan is not to give Hon Darren West extra 
time; it is to let me have a say, and so I shall make the most of the time that remains to me tonight. 

This has been an excellent debate so far on this side of the house. Hon Ken Travers, as usual, gave us an insight, 
largely through the prism of his shadow portfolio, transport. There is always plenty to say when talking about the 
benefits of public transport and this Liberal–National government’s total failure to come to terms with the very 
basic benefits that a good public transport system can deliver. In 2001 we were able to point to the fact that not 
one centimetre of rail had been added to the network during eight or nine years of the Liberal–National 
government. That is not quite true now because we have had that little extension to the northern line that has put 
a few more kilometres into the network. We saw last weekend — 

Hon Ken Travers: If we take off what the government closed in Fremantle, it is still in the negative. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: The net negative—absolutely. 

Hon Ken Travers: There is still a negative in terms of its contribution to the rail network. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: That is right, because fundamentally the notion of public transport delivered by rail 
does not enter the lexicon of those on the government benches. They would much rather see very large trucks on 
extremely poorly maintained roads, representing a major hazard to everybody using those roads and living along 
those routes. 
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Hon Ken Travers: Even after they build the airport line—if they ever do—I still do not think they will be in the 
positive in terms of a contribution to rail kilometres. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Hon Ken Travers, I think you have made your contribution to 
this debate. Hon Sally Talbot has the call. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I plead guilty to encouraging Hon Ken Travers to elaborate on his earlier remarks. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: He is not to be encouraged! 

Hon Michael Mischin: Two minds struggling with the same thought. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: That is not to encourage anybody else either, Attorney General! 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: The other thing is the massive cost of that announcement at the weekend, given the fact 
that the government’s own planning research was telling it until five minutes before the last election that that 
was not the way to go with the provision of rail infrastructure in the metropolitan area. 

Hon Ken Travers made an excellent contribution to the debate. My colleague to my left raised the issue of 
homelessness, particularly as it relates to Aboriginal people, which of course is an issue of enormous concern. I 
will raise a number of different points specifically about the south west. I start by saying that there is no shortage 
of material on this side of the house when it comes to talking about anything to do with this budget. This budget 
is one of the cruellest, meanest series of acts of public policy we have seen for a very long time. Now we have 
that lethal contribution—yes, I know I have to stop at 25 minutes to. 

Hon Peter Collier: I do not think it is urgent; keep going. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you very much. 

Hon Peter Collier: Thank you for being accommodating, but I think we might read them in tomorrow. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: So I have the full time? 

Hon Peter Collier: Yes. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: We have that combination that can be in the wrong hands. Clearly I believe that when 
government is in the hands of the Liberal–National coalition, they are the wrong hands. We have that 
combination of state and federal governments being all dark blue—all deeply conservative. That has come 
together in this perfect storm of far right rhetoric, which is basically stripping concessions and allowances away 
from the very people in our community who can least afford it. I will have a bit more to say about that later. 

When I made my main budget speech before we rose for the winter recess, I made the point that we are 
accustomed to talking about pain and gain in the budgetary sense. It is not always going to be easy. Sometimes 
we have to make allowances for particular economic circumstances—things that might be out of our control—
but governments will almost always try to return some kind of gain to the community for the pain they are being 
asked to endure. The pain–gain equation in the case of these appropriation bills has been replaced by the pain–
pain equation. There is no gain in this budget. There is only an increasing descent into debt. The government 
stands and talks about the need to exercise fiscal restraint. We have heard Hon Michael Mischin, wearing his 
Minister for Commerce hat, talk about the need for public sector wage restraint and that sort of thing. It always 
has to be seen in the context of this massive interest payment that the state is now committed to, virtually until 
time immemorial. Children who were born this year will still be paying that debt when they have been taxpayers 
themselves for 10 years. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Are you talking about the commonwealth budget or the state one? 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: The state government—the Liberal–National coalition. I am not at all confused here. 
Hon Michael Mischin might be because I know he is dipping in and out of this debate because he has his little 
watching brief there. 
The children born this year, 2014, will spend at least 10 years of their lives repaying the debt that the Barnett 
government has racked up during these long, hard years. 
Hon Ken Travers: On a per capita basis, your government’s debt is a lot higher than the federal government’s. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Hon Ken Travers. That is a — 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! What part of the word “order” do you not understand? Hon Sally Talbot 
has the call. 
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Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Madam Acting President. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Hon Ken Travers! It is the first day back; goodness. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: In my earlier speech on the budget I referred to the document prepared by 
BIS Shrapnel titled “The Strange Case of Western Australia’s government finances: A AA Budget in a five star 
economy”. It was prepared as a sort of curtain-raiser to the budget. It states that periods of strong economic 
growth typically result in strong public finances, with revenues being swollen by increases in economic activity. 
There is absolutely no reason to assume that that would not be the case in Western Australia. We have had strong 
economic growth, but has that resulted, as it does typically, in strong public finances? Has it resulted in revenues 
being swollen by increases in economic activity? I cited the specific figures in my earlier speech on the budget. 
On the raw data, it can be quite clearly seen that the state’s coffers were indeed swollen by increases in economic 
activity. Unfortunately, we have a government whose priorities are absolutely wrong. Its priorities do not benefit 
the people who are most in need of assistance and support from their state government. There are food banks in 
Bunbury running short of stock because of the increase in demand. Homelessness in Busselton is running at such 
a level that the motel in town used by government agencies to house people in crisis accommodation no longer 
has any room. There is no dedicated homeless service provision in Busselton. Mental health services in the 
Margaret River–Bridgetown area have been told that if they want to continue to run their services, they have to 
relocate to Bunbury because state and federal governments are no longer interested in supporting those services 
out in the regions. Just in those three examples that came immediately to mind—people who are hungry, people 
who are homeless and people who are in need of help to manage a mental illness—people are being very poorly 
served by this government. It has used its swollen coffers—coffers swollen by economic activity during periods 
of strong economic growth; referring back to that statement in the BIS Shrapnel report—to go heavily into debt 
to fund such things as a sports stadium and Elizabeth Quay in the middle of town. That is absolutely the wrong 
priority. It is not the priority that looks after people who most need support and assistance from their state 
government.  

We have looked at the budget through a number of different prisms—Hon Ken Travers spoke mainly about 
transport infrastructure—but the broken promises go right across every portfolio area. The Premier, the members 
of the cabinet, government backbenchers and members of the National Party all know this, because people come 
into their electorate offices every day. They must be doing that, because they are coming into electorate offices 
of opposition members and talking about how badly they are affected by programs that have been cut, services 
that are no longer being delivered, the wrong priorities that this government has put in place, and the broken 
promises that the government seems to be quite cheerfully wading its way through—so cheerfully that the 
Premier took to the airwaves about a month ago to try to put the record straight about his broken promises. This 
is really the most extraordinary conjuring trick. It is a bit like watching Houdini, although Houdini always 
managed to get out of the chains he wrapped himself in. This was a bit like watching a third-rate Houdini, or a 
kamikaze Houdini. Some kind of weird imagery came to me as I listened to the Premier talk his way through this 
really odd explanation about why it was okay to break promises. 

I think it goes something like this. We know that before the election in March 2013 the government, as it was 
then and as it was re-elected in 2013, put a series of policy commitments to Treasury to be costed as part of the 
election process. There were 108 of them. I am not making this up; if members opposite have any doubts about it 
they can just google it, and they will find it all there, in black and white in their own documents—108 
commitments costed by Treasury before the March 2013 election. The Premier went on the radio a couple of 
weeks ago and said that there were not 108 commitments. In fact, there were 58 commitments. He has lost 50 
somewhere. We can find out which 50 they are, because I can put the two lists together and find out what the 50 
were that did not make it to the Premier’s shortlist of promises. I am not sure how he decided which ones got on 
the list and which ones were excluded, except that it is fairly obvious, looking at that list, that he went to his staff 
and said that something had to be done about this; it was getting out of control. He knew that the government 
had submitted 108 commitments to the Treasury before election day, and also that he had fulfilled nowhere near 
that number. He asked for a list that was well short of the 108, and then asked which of those promises had been 
kept. He seemed to be moving around the concept of “significant promises”. Presumably, the other promises 
were insignificant, but I do not think he actually used the word “insignificant” 

Hon Ken Travers: No, but he did talk about significant promises. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: He certainly used the word “significant”. I suppose we have to assume that the 58 that 
survive the cut from the 108 were the significant ones, in the Premier’s understanding. For a start, 50 
insignificant projects have simply disappeared, never to be seen again, perhaps until the next election; they might 
resurface then. 
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Hon Ken Travers: No, because if they just re-cashflow them into their fourth term, I think they still classify as 
delivering the promise. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Yes, that is right, because we are dealing with a strange time frame here. We no longer 
talk about promises being delivered. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Members, we are straying into a conversation again. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you for that reminder, Madam Acting President. 

We got down to the 58 that the Premier was talking about. He then talked about the fact that he had actually 
delivered 42 promises. The first question is: what happened to the 50 that were presumably designated 
insignificant? Then there is the question about what happened to the other 16. I suppose these might be slightly 
significant. The government has not done anything about them yet, but obviously the Premier is still keeping 
them on the list because he is still talking about a grand total of 58. Of the 42 promises that he said had been 
delivered I could find three immediately that I know have not been delivered. There may be a whole lot more. 
There were certainly some in the south west, and we need look no further than Collie Senior High School. Any 
list of schools should have Collie Senior High School in the top 10, for a number of very positive reasons. It is a 
fantastic school with some great academic outcomes and very happy kids. It is a lovely school, and very 
effective. Unfortunately, Collie Senior High School has made it into the top 10 on lists that no school would 
want to be on—that is, schools with significant repair bills, and extensive lists of things that need to be fixed. We 
are not talking here about the planting of lawns and the installation of drinking fountains; we are talking about 
repairs and renovations that need to be done for health and safety reasons. Sadly, Collie Senior High School has 
made it on to that list; it is one of the 10 schools in the state most urgently in need of repairs to deal with health 
and safety risks. That is absolutely disgraceful in a state where we have had had a period of strong economic 
growth with the coffers overflowing. 

The three unfulfilled promises that I found immediately among the 42 include the new Western Australian 
Museum. We do not have a new Western Australian Museum. I walk pass the Museum nearly every day, and it 
is the same old Museum. We do not have a new Western Australian Museum, and yet that was on the Premier’s 
list of one of the 42 promises that had been delivered. I do not think we have a Perth–Darwin highway. Do we 
have a Perth–Darwin highway, shadow Minister for Transport? 

Hon Ken Travers: Not the new section that the government talked about. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Not the new section at the government talked about—that was on the Premier’s list, 
and so was the Ballajura police station. 

Hon Ken Travers: The 24-hour one? 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: It is not there; the Premier has dreamt it, I think. I wonder how many other things on 
that list of 42 he has dreamt about, because at least three of them are not there, so we are immediately down to 
39. That is 39 out of the original 108. That is not too good for a government that is nearly halfway through its 
second term. 

The Premier did another remarkable thing during that interview. He tried to distance himself from the “fully 
funded, fully costed” promise. We all worked very hard during the 2013 election campaign, and we all, on this 
side of the house as well as the other side of the house, saw the election material that was being put out by the 
Liberal Party. We all remember those red stamps that were all over everything saying “fully funded, fully 
costed”. I did not dream that; I saw it in everybody’s letterboxes and all the ads that were in the papers 
throughout the south west—“fully funded, fully costed”. However on 27 June, the Premier distanced himself 
from that, saying that it was just a slogan, and that we had all got far too excited over what we understood “fully 
funded, fully costed” to mean, because it did not mean fully costed and fully funded. He said that there was an 
assumption, and that he had not said that too often. Presumably this is some kind of rift between the Premier and 
his campaign team. He said that maybe the government did overpromise a little bit. That is a most extraordinary 
thing to say, for a government that has got itself into the most terrible financial mess, including losing the AAA 
credit rating. All the Premier can say is that maybe he did overpromise a little bit. 

Around about this time, the Premier made the now infamous speech, which was supposed to be a way of doing a 
King Canute, sending the tide of resentment back out again so that he did not get his feet wet, in which he said 
that he understood that people were a bit grumpy with him. 

“Grumpy” is a kid’s word, is it not? “Grumpy” is the name of one of the Seven Dwarfs. Grumpy is not the way 
to talk about an electorate that is actually not grumpy. I am talking about an electorate that is not a bit out of 
sorts; I am talking about an electorate that is blazingly angry because the government is spending its money on 
sports stadiums and Elizabeth Quay rather than on educating children, looking after sick people, feeding hungry 
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people, housing homeless people and providing proper services for people suffering from mental illnesses. The 
electorate is extremely angry. It is not grumpy. “Grumpy” is a way of putting people down. It is a way of 
patronising people. It is a way of pretending that it will all go away if we look the other way; but this will not, 
because that resentment will grow between now and 2017, and this government will be out of office so fast that 
its feet will not even touch the ground. 

When I look more closely at what the Premier is saying, that maybe the government overpromised a little, I 
notice that what went wrong for the state government is what might be called the commonwealth problem. One 
of the many, many reasons the Premier had to back-pedal like a circus clown away from the fully funded, fully 
costed promise, the reason he had to break that promise, was maybe he genuinely did not notice at the time, 
because being the Premier is a very, very big job and he cannot read everything that is put in front of him, and 
maybe he did not notice that $3 billion of commonwealth funding had not been secured for the promises made 
before the state election. It was only $3 billion. That is only a couple of billion, is it not? One could easily 
overlook that. 
Hon Ken Travers: That was more than the commonwealth ever indicated that it would be prepared to commit to 
public transport programs. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: There was probably a little bit of finger crossing by the Treasurer, whoever the 
Treasurer might have been. It is difficult to remember. 
Hon Ken Travers: It was straight-out lies. The commonwealth would have only ever funded 50 per cent. They 
were expecting more than 50 per cent from the commonwealth to fund their public transport. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: That is something that has never happened in the past, and is never going to happen in 
the future. 
Hon Ken Travers: They only had to ring up Anthony Albanese and he would have told them—Abbott wouldn’t 
fund any. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: That is right. 
This little commonwealth problem cropped up. Before I get to the commonwealth problem, which I may well 
leave to the second half of my speech tomorrow, I want to go back to these. 
Hon Ken Travers: I needed a reason to come in tomorrow. I have it now. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: Something to look forward to. 

In finishing on the mix-up between the 108 promises that the Liberal Party had costed before the election and the 
58 that it thinks it is down to now, and the 42 that it thinks might have been delivered—although it actually looks 
more like 39 on the optimistic take—what the Premier totally ignores are the broken promises on things like 
council amalgamations, holding increases in utility prices down to the cost of living, and all the promises that 
were not in the 108 that went to Treasury for costing but, nevertheless, are very real, big, significant broken 
promises. I tell you what, Madam Acting President, you would not want to come down to the Bunbury region at 
the moment to talk about local government amalgamations. While the Minister for Local Government is very 
happy—talk about crossed fingers behind the back—and is thinking, “This is what the Premier told me, and 
maybe it is even true, that they are only going to do the metro area,” every time the Premier looks out of his 
office window towards Bunbury, he sees local government amalgamations. 

Hon Jim Chown interjected.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Hon Jim Chown has no idea what he is talking about. He should wait his turn and get 
up and we will all have fun, because we value his contributions in this place; I look forward to them enormously. 

I invite any member sitting on government benches, including members of the National Party, to come with me 
to talk to the Shire of Harvey about local government amalgamations and to come with me and meet the people 
in the Shire of Dardanup and talk to them about what they are going to do. Did members know that there is a 
new date for country amalgamations? It is August. The minister is going to make an announcement about 
Bunbury in August. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: I thought he didn’t have a plan at the moment. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Last month the Premier did not have a plan, because the Premier had promised the 
Minister for Local Government that he was talking about only the metro area. Do the metro area, get it all done 
and then we will not touch the country—that was the deal, was it not? National Party members remind the house 
all the time that that was the deal: the government will not touch the bush. But they should wait, because it is 
August, we are told. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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