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PREMIER’S STATEMENT 

Consideration 

Resumed from 21 February on the following question — 

That the Premier’s Statement be noted. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [12.15 pm]: I am pleased to have the 

opportunity to deliver this address in reply as the twenty-first parliamentary leader of the Australian Labor Party 

in Western Australia. I would like to thank my colleagues for their faith in me and again acknowledge my 

predecessor Eric Ripper, the member for Belmont, who has made an outstanding contribution to public life in 

this state. Today, it is my privilege to outline Labor’s response to the Premier’s Statement.  

By almost any measure, Western Australians face greater hardship today than was the case in September 2008. 

No government that has any basic regard for the welfare of the population should inflict power price increases of 

57 per cent and water charge increases of over 40 per cent. These decisions reflect not only on the Liberal Party 

but also on the Nationals and Independents who are equally guilty of causing financial stress to many thousands 

of Western Australians. The Premier likes to remind people of how Labor froze electricity prices—he did so 

again yesterday—but it represents an active decision by a government that was committed to ensuring 

households did not experience undue hardship. During our time in office, the increase in the basket of household 

charges was kept below inflation. Labor understands the pressure on Western Australian families to manage 

household budgets. That is why it is only Labor in Western Australia that can be trusted to keep household 

charges under control. The Barnett government has made a series of decisions that show it is anything but caring 

and compassionate; in fact, it demonstrates it is an out of touch and arrogant government.  

The Barnett government cut payments available under the Redress WA scheme. The government cut financial 

assistance for people to meet funeral costs, a decision that was later reversed. Of course, the Barnett government 

also scrapped the It Pays to Learn allowance. The allowance was recognition of the cost of sending children to 

school. Again the government showed a disregard for families. That is an approach of a government more 

interested in the big end of town than in helping Western Australian families. The It Pays to Learn allowance 

will be reinstated by a Labor government.  

I do not think this government really understands the number of people struggling with cost-of-living pressures. 

Just before Christmas, the Western Australian Council of Social Service released its annual cost-of-living 

monitor. The WACOSS household model shows that any gains in income a family on the minimum wage 

received were swallowed up by increasing costs, leaving them worse off overall. The report notes that in the 

12 months to June 2011 more than 19 000 referrals were made to financial counsellors because people had 

difficulty paying utility bills. This was more than double the number of referrals—9 400—the previous year. The 

report references a recent study by the University of Canberra stating that 90 000 households in Western 

Australia are experiencing housing stress and paying 30 per cent or more of their incomes on mortgage 

repayments or rent. WACOSS also notes that Perth has the second highest level of mortgage stress of any capital 

city. There were also 461 repossession applications before the Supreme Court in the September quarter to 2011. 

That is the highest number recorded, and 68 per cent higher than September 2009. Meanwhile, we have a 

government that is ignoring these difficult conditions in which many Western Australians are living.  

I turn to the economy. Western Australia has an economy we can all be proud of. Our resources sector continues 

to drive the national economy, helping Australia chart through the troubled international economic waters. I am 

extremely proud of our resources industry, and a Labor government I lead will continue to facilitate projects and 

production. As environment minister I personally provided approvals to many major projects, including Gorgon, 

FMG, Worsley and Wagerup, but my vision for the Western Australian economy is broader than our traditional 

strengths. My government would pursue economic reform, encourage other industries, and ensure local jobs 

from resource projects.  

Labor undertook many economic reforms during its time in office. Electricity reform was overwhelmingly 

supported by Western Australian business. It was important to create a policy framework for a more competitive 

electricity market into the future. It has allowed significant expansion in the private generation capacity for the 

state. The Premier’s vision is to undo this reform and to send us back to the 1980s. The Premier’s vision is to 

retreat to Soviet-style monolithic public utilities, decreasing competition in the marketplace. We support private 

investment in electricity generation; the government seems to hate it.  

In government, Labor also tackled liquor licensing reform. This issue, too, involved confronting vested interests 

and wearing criticism along the way. There are now more than 60 small bars across Western Australia, bringing 

a new level of vibrancy and choice for the community. Restaurants are liberalised, and the anticompetitive needs 
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test for securing a new licence has been consigned to the history books. The Liberals initially opposed both these 

reforms, before making tactical retreats.  

On my first day as Leader of the Opposition I handed the government a reform opportunity by committing Labor 

to supporting Sunday trading. Frankly, I was sick of this issue being used as a political football. Business and the 

wider community wanted certainty, and I was keen to give it to them. Since my offer of a bipartisan approach to 

this matter was ignored by the government, I would like to make a number of key points: Labor is the only party 

in this house that put forward the proposal of introducing Sunday trading before the next election; the Liberal 

Party, not Labor, voted against weeknight trading in 2004; the Premier led the Liberal Party in the campaign 

against Sunday trading in 2005; and of course we can all recall the Minister for Transport as the poster boy for 

the ―no‖ campaign. This will be an important reform for Western Australia, and we stand ready to support it. Of 

course, I had wanted a discussion with the government into whether protection could be provided for retail 

workers to ensure that they were not forced to work on a Sunday. Unfortunately, the government has refused to 

work with me in a spirit of bipartisanship. However, I am very pleased that the government has changed its 

position from waiting until after the next election to deal with this vexed issue and has now agreed with the 

Labor opposition that this issue should be dealt with immediately.  

Reforming the economy is also about encouraging other industries so that we are not seen as a one-trick pony. I 

mentioned earlier the pressure the tourism industry is under. It is an important industry, employing more than 

70 000 people and generating $5 billion for our economy. I acknowledge and congratulate the government on its 

success in securing China Southern Airlines flights to Perth. This is an important breakthrough and a critical step 

towards developing an enormous market. I met with the executive of China Southern Airlines in Guangzhou in 

2005 to press Western Australia’s case, and committed an initial $500 000 to marketing campaigns to build 

Western Australia’s profile in that market; seven years later the result has been achieved.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Well done, leader! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Thank you. I am totally supportive of a bipartisan approach; I am always in favour of 

bipartisanship.  

While these new and emerging markets are important to develop, it is critical that we do not take our eyes off our 

traditional markets. We recently lost direct flights to Tokyo. It is disturbing that three of our top 10 international 

markets—namely, the United Kingdom, Japan and South Africa—have recorded negative growth on a three-year 

annual average basis. As with so many other sectors of our economy, in tourism the government has been asleep 

at the wheel. We have seen failure upon failure in this sector, such as the great taxi ride, the One Movement for 

Music festival, the International Sailing Federation championships and the Kimberley Ultramarathon, as well as 

the absurd figures that were put out on the number of visitors to the Perth waterfront. This belltower approach to 

tourism just does not work; it has to be far more sophisticated than that. More effort is need to effectively target 

key markets and develop a long-term strategy for tourism development in Western Australia. Such a strategy was 

promised for 2011, but it has disappeared without trace.  

I want to talk briefly about our local jobs campaign. The Barnett government has been complacent; it has 

allowed steel manufacturing and design and engineering work to disappear offshore. We have large resource 

companies contracting out procurement processes overseas. Secret local content reports as part of state 

agreements, which only the Minister for State Development sees, just do not cut it with Western Australians. 

Preference deals for Chinese manufacturers over Australian companies must rate as one of the stranger decisions 

of recent years. New project agreements need to include transparent and accountable local industry reports. WA 

Labor drafted and introduced its Skilled Local Jobs Bill, receiving only criticism from the Barnett government. 

Despite the commerce minister trying for a big media splash every time a WA company receives some work 

from a large resource project, the fact remains that the vast bulk of that work is in construction, not 

manufacturing. With youth unemployment in Kwinana going from 11.6 per cent in July 2008 to a staggering 

20.6 per cent in July 2011, WA Labor will not give up on local workers and local businesses. We will be 

pressing ahead with our Skilled Local Jobs Bill and will continue the fight for a fair share of work from the 

resources boom.  

We are one of the richest states in the commonwealth, and the basic services provided to our people should be 

second to none. Quality education and a high standard of health care are the most fundamental of those services. 

Every Western Australian child has access to public education no matter where they live, and that is one of the 

virtues of our state. A new syllabus, senior school reform, more exams, a new focus on literacy and numeracy, 

traditional marking and reports, the expert review group, and behaviour centres were all introduced by Labor. 

Labor undertook a massive capital upgrade and school replacement program long before the Rudd government’s 

stimulus package helped the state Liberal–National government mask its activity in this area. It is extraordinary 
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to note that under the cover of the federal Labor government stimulus package, the Barnett government 

underspent its capital works program by over $400 million for the 2009–2010 and 2010–11 financial years.  

The current Minister for Education has introduced one reform of note—the independent schools model. This 

reform appears to have been well received by principals, and it may well have merit, provided principals are 

given all the tools to do the job. But it is disappointing that the minister has so far failed to commit to an 

effectiveness review conducted by a truly independent panel of experts. Incredibly, the minister’s review does 

not even ask the question: have there been any educational improvements as a result of the independent public 

school initiative? A truly independent review is essential to provide the public with evidence that this reform is 

delivering better services and higher quality education. Although the IPS policy appears to have been welcomed, 

the Barnett government has given no consideration to the long-term impact of the IPS policy on the broader 

education system. As the Auditor General found, the minister took this action with no risk analysis and no regard 

for the effect that local selection of teachers in some schools will have on providing teachers for harder-to-staff 

schools. These are issues that a future education minister in a future government will have to resolve.  

But in education there is so much left undone. I want to talk in particular about the issue of truancy and 

absenteeism in our schools. One of the very first acts of the education minister was to slash the budget of the 

participation directorate by 50 per cent. Participation officers are those people whose role it is to keep our most 

vulnerable students engaged and participating in education. The government is now seeing the results of such a 

short-term approach to education. As a result of this cut to the number of education system participation officers, 

the list of children whose whereabouts are unknown has exploded from 813 in 2009–10 to 1 461 in 2010–11, 

which is a rise of almost 80 per cent. The minister, like so many of our students, is missing in action on this 

crucial matter. A few weeks ago I saw the minister on television complaining about students going to Bali with 

their parents, but what about the hundreds of unaccompanied children hanging out on our streets and at our train 

stations on any given day? I hasten to say that there will be more children at our train stations than at Kuta Beach 

on any given day. Why is the minister not giving this some attention? When the minister looks for those public 

servants whose role it is to keep children in school, they are gone.  

I want also to touch upon the issue of early learning. The Premier yesterday outlined that the early years are the 

most important, and I totally agree. Despite a 22 per cent increase in WA’s child population between 2003 and 

2009 and projections for the growth to escalate, the Barnett government has failed to invest in child health 

nurses. When I talk about early years, I am talking about the zero to three age range. This is the most crucial time 

in a child’s development. WA currently has a shortage of 107 child health nurses, and we are faced with a 

situation in which fewer and fewer nurses are trying to cover the needs of more and more children. Investment in 

child health is an investment in the future; it is an investment in responsible parenting and healthy children and 

cannot be allowed to run down as it has now. If we do not identify developmental problems at an early age, we 

will spend the primary school years trying to catch up.  

Health is another essential service that must be high quality and timely. Western Australians should expect 

nothing less, given our revenue windfalls. Despite the self-congratulatory approach by the Minister for Health, 

we are lagging on some key indicators. In relation to emergency department waiting times, in 2010–11, if you 

are an urgent case presenting at an emergency department in Western Australia, you had a 50 per cent chance of 

being seen on time. This was the worst performance of any state or territory. If you were an emergency 

admission, your odds were better at 71 per cent, but this was also the worst performance of any state. Waitlists 

for elective surgery that were halved under Labor have blown out from less than 15 000 to almost 17 000 people 

under the Barnett government. The human face of this failure is a person like Glenyse Schmidt. I met Glenyse 

earlier today; she is really suffering and needs assistance urgently. In 2011, the Western Australian government 

failed to meet national elective surgery targets, denying Western Australia $2 million in national bonus funding. 

Labor believes that health should be run to a standard, not to a profit.  

The Barnett government’s policies to privatise hospital services are a disturbing and damaging trend that will 

impact on the standard of health in Western Australia. The privatisation of services at Fiona Stanley and Midland 

hospitals puts oversight and accountability of our public health system in the hands of contract lawyers rather 

than the Western Australian public as important performance targets are hidden behind commercial business 

documents. This privatisation program will adversely impact on health workers’ wages and conditions. Our 

experience of privatisation of health under the Court Liberal government teaches us that it will undermine 

hospital operational efficiency and deliver organisational chaos. A future Labor government will ensure that our 

hospital services remain in public hands.  

What we have seen over the past four years is complete mismanagement and confusion in community safety 

policy with no clear strategy, apart from lots of chest beating, to address the impact of alcohol and drugs on our 

crime rates and community. The community does not feel safer under this government. In fact, we are sickened 
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by the vision and stories of violent crime in our homes and on our streets. The government has taken an 

interesting approach to police in our suburbs; it is moving them out. It has closed down suburban stations and 

has not opened others that were planned and promised. I do not remember the Premier before the last election 

promising to close down stations. I was shocked by the government’s response to Labor’s proposal to ban high-

powered vehicles for drivers under the age of 21. The Premier has said that if 18 is old enough to go to war, it is 

old enough to drive a V8. Yet a few weeks later, the government said that 18 to 21-year-olds cannot be given the 

keys to a villa at Rottnest! They can go to war; they can drive a V8 but they cannot be given the keys to a 

Rottnest villa. Labor will seek to ban anyone under the age of 21 from getting behind the wheel of a high-

powered vehicle such as a V8. The government has thrown back statistics saying that people can act recklessly in 

any type of vehicle. This is true, but I do not accept the premise that banning young people from being in control 

of high-powered vehicles will not help save lives. The evidence from New South Wales shows that this is the 

case.  

The Premier also used his speech yesterday to outline his community safety priorities. He asked Labor to help 

him get his Prostitution Bill 2011 through the Parliament, but maybe he should spend a little bit more time 

convincing his own side. The Premier may be obsessed with legalising prostitution, but we are not.  

Let me now turn to planning for our future and, in particular, developing transport. The West Australian covered 

this recently, highlighting the increasing problem of congestion in our suburbs. According to the RAC, a recent 

survey of its members showed that 82 per cent rated peak-hour congestion in Perth as a priority issue, while 

71 per cent believed that traffic delays and congestion were getting worse. Better transport and improving public 

transport are all about making life easier for families. We all lead busy lives. Mothers and fathers are rushing on 

a daily basis to child care, to work, to shop and to after-school sports. Being stuck in traffic only makes our lives 

harder, and for business every lost minute costs. The government is doing nothing to accommodate our booming 

population. For three years we awaited the release of the government’s public transport plan. It was released in 

the middle of last year, but with no funding, no details and no commitments. This week we heard the Minister 

for Transport say the government was a year away from making an announcement on light rail. In nearly 

four years the government has not expanded our train system. Labor would have opened the extension to Butler 

this year. The Liberals have deferred it. Yet again the Liberals are failing to develop public transport 

infrastructure to keep up with our population growth. They cannot even buy enough train carriages to meet the 

current population! The Minister for Transport is taking the Tokyo approach to passenger mobilisation, and it is 

only a matter of time before the government pays people to herd and push passengers onto full carriages! Thank 

goodness for Labor governments. If it were not for Labor there would be no Fremantle train line, no train line to 

Joondalup and no extension to Clarkson, no fast direct line to Rockingham and Mandurah, and we would 

probably still have services run by diesel locomotives.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Did you do all this?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I cannot claim the credit for everything, but a lot of things Labor governments have done 

are wonderful and I just gave the Premier a list.  

Over the past 30 years the Liberals have repeatedly broken promises on public transport made during election 

campaigns. Only Labor can be trusted to deliver public transport in the suburbs.  

Let us look at other infrastructure around the state. Our major energy utility is in crisis. The Legislative Council 

Standing Committee on Public Administration, which has a government majority, recently reported into Western 

Power’s asset management. The committee made it abundantly clear that the utility is not up to the job under the 

present management. The shadow Minister for Energy did what the Minister for Energy should have done; he 

wrote to the chair calling for an external candidate to be appointed to replace the former managing director. The 

shadow minister also suggested that the board reflect on its own performance. Again, that is what the Minister 

for Energy should have done. We need businesses and consumers to have confidence that the utility can make 

the sound investment decisions necessary to improve the performance and reliability of the network. We have 

significant questions about the funding of further infrastructure. We have had successive Ministers for Water 

with, frankly, no plan and no ideas walk in here giving us updates they have downloaded from the Bureau of 

Meteorology, and these are the people we are trusting to plan and manage for our future. Look at the state of 

public housing. We have seen spiralling increases in wait times for public housing. Over 50 000 men, women 

and children are awaiting homes. Children are living in tents and temporary accommodation because there are 

not enough places for them to live. Western Australians have the misfortune of a government with little energy, 

few ideas and with ministers who are more interested in planning for their retirement than securing our state’s 

future. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Like Bob Kucera! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I respect older Western Australians! 
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Labor supports the royalties for regions program. It is a good policy that is bringing improvements to regional 

Western Australia, but we should do better and must do better. How can we have a situation whereby our 

country roads are being ignored while funding is being spent on royalties for regions key rings, caps, fake tattoos 

and coffee mugs? Caps and coffee mugs do not help regional families facing skyrocketing living costs and nor 

do they do anything for the credibility of the royalties for regions program. The chair of the Western Australian 

Regional Development Trust, Andrew Murray, said that what is required is that royalties for regions be accepted 

as good long-term public policy with non-partisan or cross-party political support and wide community support. 

No-one would disagree with that sentiment. However, political influence, poor decision making or 

mismanagement of those funds will undermine that goodwill. It should be noted that the regional development 

trust does not get involved in the selection of specific projects and programs; that is a matter for government. 

There are real questions for the government to answer about how well targeted and strategic those funding 

decisions are. Regional development is about more than just dishing out grants; it is about upgrading electricity 

infrastructure, building our tourism industry, ensuring promises to government workers are kept, delivering tax 

reform and more. It is also about taking real and meaningful steps to decentralise government. I have committed 

Labor, if elected, to relocating the Department of Local Government to Albany and the Department of Regional 

Development and Lands to Bunbury. I know that it will be difficult, but it is a decision that has to be made for 

the long-term benefit of our regional communities to give them an underlying economic base. In nearly four 

years the government has done nothing to decentralise government to the regions. The government has talked 

about Bunbury and flatly refused to talk about Albany except to reject the proposal. 

The time has come for Western Australia to adopt a container deposit scheme. It is troubling that recent data 

suggests that Western Australians use over a billion milk cartons, plastic and glass bottles and cans each year, 

yet our recycling rate remains one of the worst in Australia. While literally millions of containers each year end 

up in landfill or on our streets, beaches, parks and waterways, it is nothing short of alarming that the state 

government is not convinced of the urgency of container deposit legislation. The Minister for Environment says 

that he is content to wait for a national consensus led by the federal government on this matter. Our environment 

can wait no longer. As we know, South Australia has had a container deposit scheme for decades and the 

Northern Territory has recently passed legislation introducing such a scheme. Quite simply, it is time for action. 

I want to now address the precarious nature of the state’s finances. State debt has never been higher. State debt 

has increased from $3.7 billion when the government came to office to a forecast $16.6 billion this financial 

year, and the government’s budget indicates that it will rise to $23.9 billion in 2015. Debt is growing at nearly 

$9 million a day. That is $370 000 an hour or $6 000 a minute on the Premier’s watch. The government cannot 

blame a lack of revenue for this incredible increase. Revenue has increased from $19.3 billion in 2007–08 to 

$25.1 billion in 2011–12. This represents an extra $5.8 billion, an increase of 30 per cent in revenue for the 

government in four years. Despite the claims made yesterday, this government has not reined in expenditure. 

Expenditure has been out of control. This year expenditure growth is forecast to be 11.6 per cent, compared to a 

budgeted 7.9 per cent. Yesterday the Premier stated that expense growth peaked at more than 13 per cent under 

Labor. Nothing could be further from the truth. The only time in the last 10 years that expense growth has been 

over 13 per cent was in 2008–09, the first year of the Barnett government. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members on both sides! There is only one person who I am expecting to hear 

from—the Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I know that the Premier does not believe in forward estimates, but now he does not believe 

his own annual reports. Make no mistake, this is a tax-and-spend government, with a Premier who has a history 

of ignoring any financial constraints or responsibility. 

Yesterday we learned of a future fund. Interestingly, legislation will not be brought in until the end of the year, 

which might show that it was a bit of a rushed thought. We will not oppose a future fund but let us be real about 

this: the government will be leaving Western Australians with a massive debt burden. The only real future fund 

that this government will be leaving Western Australians is a massive debt burden that future generations will 

have to pay for. As any householder will tell members, how can a savings fund be created when the credit card 

bill is growing at a faster rate with a higher interest burden? 

This government cannot continue to use the commonwealth government as an excuse for its reckless spending. I 

believe that Western Australia deserves a better deal and a fairer share of GST revenue, but the government has 

used the commonwealth constantly as an excuse for its lack of financial management and responsibility. The 

reality is that key projects around the state have had significant funding from the commonwealth, but we deserve 

more. I believe we need to ensure a floor in the GST share. Today the state receives 72 per cent of the GST pool. 
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I believe that 80 per cent is an appropriate amount, as was stated in the house by the member for Belmont in a 

debate in 2000, and rejected by the current Premier. 

I also believe that WA should receive what we contribute to the infrastructure fund set up by the minerals 

resource rent tax. I have put these positions personally to the Prime Minister and will do whatever is in my 

power to ensure that Western Australia gets a better deal. 

As we embark on the 2012 parliamentary year, it is clear that the government is in semiretirement. It has failed 

to acknowledge the genuine hardship of many Western Australian families by imposing massive increases in 

charges for power and water. It simply got its priorities wrong pursuing pet projects while ignoring the priorities 

of the community. The government is funding its own palace at the expense of core services. That is an example 

of decentralisation by the Premier. The Premier believes it is an extravagance to have air conditioning and he 

made light of living on a pension, saying, when asked if he could live on a pension, that he would not die. The 

Premier has been reckless in the management of the state’s budget and he now has cynically put forward a 

proposal for a future fund to try to demonstrate that he has some thought for the future. It is a hollow and 

transparent attempt to appear to plan and budget for our state’s future. But how can we budget for the future if 

we cannot budget for today?  

Amendment to Question 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I move —  

That the following words be added after ―noted‖ — 

and calls on the Premier to stop jeopardising the state’s financial future through ―thought-

bubble‖ politics and for him to properly account for his many unfunded and underfunded 

commitments in the 2012–13 budget. 

Opposition members: Hear, hear! 

[Applause.] 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [12.51 pm]: I rise after that excellent speech by the Leader of the Opposition 

to speak to the amendment moved by the Leader of the Opposition. Not once in the nearly four years of this 

government have we seen a financial document that takes into consideration every financial commitment made 

by the Premier and this government. For too long, we have had unclear debt forecasts and unclear expense 

forecasts and, since the Barnett government’s first year with expense growth above 13 per cent at 13.6 per cent, 

to now just under 12 per cent, we still do not know the answer to the question: what is the impact on debt? The 

reason we ask is that we now know that a future fund is the latest thought bubble from this Premier. The success 

of any future fund is directly related to the size and expense of any debt being paid by a government. It is 

important to note—as the Leader of the Opposition has noted in his amendment—that we still need a transparent 

account of the finances.  

We know that the current debt figures do not take into consideration the cost of moving year 7s into high 

schools. The Department of Education has suggested that will cost nearly $1 billion; yet the government 

announces it with no spending commitment or estimate to go with it. We do not know the full cost of the 

stadium, wherever it is, but we do know that it will be more than $700 million. That figure needs to come into 

the finances as well. Still outstanding are the hundreds of millions of dollars for the new children’s hospital, the 

light rail system to Mirrabooka, and the Ocean Reef marina, member for Ocean Reef. I do not see any finances 

attached for those items.  

In December 2010, just before Christmas, the Premier had a very nice front page article in the paper in which he 

talked about parenting hubs, the funding for which would appear in the upcoming budget. That was 

December 2010, and we are still waiting. Again, the Premier recycles an old chestnut in his most recent 

speech—namely, Royal Perth Hospital, which is still sitting out there awaiting funding for a commitment made 

in 2008. And a personal favourite is the government’s plan to build on the border of my electorate and the 

member for Belmont’s electorate a floating Orrong Road. A floating Orrong Road! As the transport minister 

said, a trench could be dug up the middle of the road to allow the expressway to run underground, or a floating 

road could be built above the existing road. The member for Belmont was quoted saying he was unsure how a 

floating road would benefit his constituents. As a bordering member, I too am curious how a floating road will 

benefit my constituents.  

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: However, because the Premier has just suggested that he is still committed to this floating 

road, I would like to see that item appear in the finances at some point. At some point, I would like to see debt 
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figures that vaguely reflect the thought bubbles that float along behind the Premier as he moves about Western 

Australia. 

One sentence in yesterday’s speech fell directly from the pollsters, I dare say — 

The Treasurer will announce details of a future fund as part of the forthcoming state budget and will 

introduce the legislation to establish the fund later this year. 

That sentence was stuck in between a reference to Sunday trading and the lobbyist bill. There it is! That is all we 

know about something that is a significant announcement; something that we have never before seen in the 

finances or heard about from the Premier. The pollsters have said, ―We don’t like you, Premier. We think you’re 

going. You need to set something up for the future‖; hence that interesting little sentence. It is an announce-able. 

It does have the vision thing; no doubt about it! But so many questions remain outstanding, not the least of which 

is the actual debt position of Western Australia.  

All we know from the Premier—he went on radio 6PR this morning to give us some hints or tasters as to what it 

might actually mean—is that there are, apparently, three components. Firstly, a small percentage of royalty 

income will go into this fund. Secondly, a percentage of royalties for regions will be set aside. I therefore 

assume, Premier, that royalties for regions is now for the broader community and that there will be an 

amendment to the Royalties for Regions Act later this year to ensure that some of those funds come from the 

royalties for regions trust into this new future fund. Thirdly—this is the one that I found most interesting—it will 

put aside windfalls or one-offs such as the new children’s hospital. Now I am confused. I will quote the Liberal 

party election document, ―Securing the economic future of Western Australia‖ — 

Windfall state budget surplus revenues will … be directed to tax cuts, unless needed to meet unexpected 

contingencies such as natural disasters. 

The windfall is being spent, according to the election commitments, on tax cuts. But I was further confused 

because the Treasurer then said that there was no such thing as a windfall and that windfalls do not exist because 

of the Commonwealth Grants Commission process. On 15 March 2011, referring specifically to the $350 million 

in the new children’s hospital fund, the Treasurer stated — 

The point is, Leader of the Opposition, that we do not get to keep the revenue from the royalties 

because once it has washed through the HFE system — 

The fiscal equalisation system — 

it is taken off us, and then some, in GST. … This … means that there are no such windfalls. 

There are no such windfalls, Mr Speaker! The Treasurer went on to state that — 

The member will find that out in due course. But Labor policy, during a time when revenues are 

volatile, is to pour $3.25 billion into electricity utilities, and in effect destroy the state budget for the 

next four years. So, for the Labor Party to talk … about windfalls is economic nonsense. 

The Treasurer does not believe in windfalls. There are no such things as windfalls, yet the Premier is spending 

those nonexistent windfalls on tax cuts and now this future fund. So many questions remain outstanding because 

the Premier is forgetting what he said in the past. When thought bubbles come together—come clashing 

together!—we forget what they are saying.  

Interestingly, the Fiona Stanley trust account, in the September 2011 quarterly account, stands at a balance of 

zero. It is interesting that the Premier goes about touting that particular fund when the balance is still at zero. 

Therefore, I ask the Premier a couple of other questions about this future fund to be funded by the nonexistent 

windfalls that are also being spent on tax cuts. Has any research been done? Has the government examined any 

other future fund, other than the two on the books—the Fiona Stanley Hospital fund set up by the former Labor 

government, which is still there with a balance slowly reducing, and the royalties for regions fund? They are the 

only two accounted for in the state finances. Of course, the state finances and the Premier do not have a happy 

relationship! What are the other questions? Is a fixed amount of royalties going in every year? What is that 

percentage? Has the government done any assessment of that percentage? What is it? What are the investment 

criteria? On what will the decisions that this or future governments make when investing the money be based? 

What is the target return? What is the rate of return on this future fund? What are the goals? Now that we know 

that royalties for regions money is coming into it, will there be set percentages for regional and metropolitan 

Western Australia? How is the money going to be spent? Will it be spent only on resource-related projects? Who 

will manage it? What will be the governance structure? Who will be sitting on the board? And will any 

investments be prohibited? We have all these questions and all we know is one little sentence in the Premier’s 

speech of yesterday. That is not particularly impressive for a Premier, but that he would do that is not 

particularly surprising for this particular Premier.  
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I asked a question about the rate of return. What rate of return does the government expect? At the end of the 

day, when a government has a huge debt component on the balance sheet—which this state does, and it is 

growing—what is the point if we cannot generate a rate of return greater than the cost of the debt? Answers to 

questions from the Legislative Council Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations late last year 

revealed that the budget interest rate assumptions on borrowings were 5.4 per cent in 2010–11 and will hover 

around that mark through until 2014–15. But there is actually only one year, in 2012–13, when the interest 

earned on the account will be greater than the interest paid on the debt—only one year. We do not know whether 

this future fund will be invested in property and shares in an attempt to get a greater rate of return than would be 

returned from a bank account. All we know is that the Treasurer will tell us something about it later this year. It 

is just simply not good enough. 

The Premier also said, ―Well, there’s good debt and there’s bad debt. My debt’s good debt. Anyway, they’ll say 

that’s bad debt. When I walk off into the sunset, for the next Leader of the Liberal Party, that’s his debt; that’s 

bad debt. All my debt’s good debt.‖ 

This debt is worth looking at. I assume the Barnett good debt–bad debt comparison is about that debt that sits in 

the general government sector—both non-commercial and other activities—and the broader public sector debt 

position. At 30 June 2008, just before the election, the general government net debt position was negative, being 

the $3 billion. There was no debt held in the general government sector. By 30 June 2012, it will be $3.5 billion 

and will increase to $8.6 billion by 2015. What does that mean? By 2012 the general government sector net debt, 

which I assume is the bad debt—the bad Barnett debt—will have gone from zero to 21 per cent of the entire debt 

make-up. Twenty-one per cent of the debt held by the state will not go into infrastructure projects. It is not a 

good debt that the Premier talks about. But that 21 per cent will increase to 36 per cent through to 2015, so that a 

rapidly escalating component of bad debt will go on the books of the state’s finances. What does the Premier do? 

He is worried, because he is slowly on the way out of Parliament but he knows he has to set up a future fund to 

convince voters that perhaps he will be around for a bit longer yet. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Member for Victoria Park, have you heard of a thing called a hospital? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No, no, no! We have a hospital, yes—the account with no money in it! The Premier has set 

up a new children’s hospital fund; absolutely he has set it up. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It has $500 million in it. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Unfortunately, there is no money in it. The Premier can set up the fund; he just cannot put the 

money in the fund. 

It is worth noting that a federal colleague of mine, Anthony Albanese, copped some embarrassment when in a 

speech not that long ago he ripped off a few lines from the movie The American President. This Premier has 

ripped off the future fund idea from an Australian sitcom. We all saw the ―Rear Vision‖ episode of The 

Hollowmen television series. It was very entertaining. I can just see it now: the government secretariat, the 

Premier and the staff sitting around saying, ―We need an idea. We just need a vision. We need a plan for the 

future.‖ It is worth going through a bit of the script of that particular scene in The Hollowmen because it is a 

beauty. I can just see the Premier with the government secretariat sitting there worrying about their idea. This 

scene is when they talk about the naming of the particular future fund — 

The National Perpetual Endowment Fund. 

Wow. 

An initiative of the Australian Government. 

You’ve got initiative in there. It’s an initiative. 

Visionary? 

Oh yeah. 

There’s writing inside. 

Yeah Nick did all the sums. 

You don’t need my envelope? 

Before the PM comes back, this is a fund.. 

Yep 

That’s perpetual? 

At least initially. 
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Which will be worth? 

One hundred and fifty billion dollars. 

Whistles. 

That’s in ten years. 

The general accumulating endowment directed to meet the future challenges of this nation. I love this. 

Infrastructure, health, education, pensions … 

Almost makes you feel proud. 

They’ll invest in? 

That will be determined by the Australian National Endowment Board of Governors. 

At least they had a government that knew how it was going to manage the fund. The scene continues — 

A very specific group from the best and the brightest put together.. 

So we don’t know? 

Nah. 

Well that doesn’t matter. 

This is very good. 

Best part is, we’ll never need to specify exactly how it will all work. 

Well this is too grand a vision to be bogged down in detail. 

Forget the details. Smell the paper. 

If the Premier is going to come into Parliament with a track record in managing and accounting for in a 

transparent way the finances of the state, he should do it. He should not drop in a one-sentence thought bubble 

about a future fund that will pull in the state’s finances from three different sources, apparently, into another 

fund and not expect to have questions raised about the debt position of the state. It is just simply absurd. It is 

hollow. It is transparent. And, as The Hollow Men poem by T.S. Eliot says, the Premier is operating in the 

shadows between the idea and the reality. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [1.05 pm]: Madam Acting Speaker — 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: This is not supposed to be a place of humour! We are working with, using and allocating 

people’s money. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: This is a serious issue. Talk about thought bubbles! What was the first promise of the Leader 

of the Opposition? After he got the hallowed position at the front bench on the other side of the chamber, he 

stood forward and caved into the political reality that he had to agree to change shopping hours, which he was 

strongly against before he got to the position. Let us look at some of these thought bubbles that he has come up 

with since then. One is the $63 million cash grant. 

Point of Order 

Mr P.B. WATSON: Madam Acting Speaker, we are talking to the amendment, not to the Leader of the 

Opposition’s speech, and I hope the member talks to the amendment. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): The member for Albany is quite right. I ask the member for 

Riverton to please keep to the amendment. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The amendment is about the proliferation of thought bubbles, and I wanted to point out that 

one cannot complain about thought bubbles when one is blowing thought bubbles randomly around the place. 

Let us look at this issue, which is also about fiscal management. One of the Leader of the Opposition’s first 

statements was that he would hand out $63 million in cash grants to schoolkids. That is a lot of money. Did he 

do any costing? Did he look at the impact of this? The cash grants he would hand out would be not just to kids in 

needy schools in Rockingham, of which there are a lot, or in Kwinana. He continually mentions the fact that a lot 
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of kids in Kwinana are not doing well in education. He intends to give the grant to every child in the state, even 

if they go to Scotch College and their parents pay tuition fees of over $20 000 a year. 

Mr P.C. Tinley: So you agree with means testing? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I would not give out this grant at all. It is completely unnecessary. It is the height of stupidity 

to give families $200 a year if their kids go to Christ Church Grammar School, Presbyterian Ladies’ College or 

Scotch College! 

Mr P.C. Tinley: What are you standing for—means testing or not? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The important thing is: where is the money coming from? 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The money will come from the education budget. What is that equivalent to? It is equivalent 

to a brand-new high school. In other words, the opposition will take out the money from our strained capital 

works budget in the education department and give it to parents — 

Mr F.M. Logan: And give it to working families. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, the opposition would give it to everybody, whether or not they need it. A lot of the 

people who send their kids to Scotch do not work. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! The member for Riverton has the floor. Please, no yelling interjections. 

Unless the member accepts the interjection, members are not given the call. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: This is a thought bubble of the worst type. It is poorly funded; it comes at a huge cost; it is 

provided to people who completely do not need it; and, as the Leader of the Opposition said when he was asked 

the aim of it and what people would do with it: ―I trust they will use it well.‖ Is there any research? No! Trust—

―I thought they would use it well.‖ For my friends whose kids go to Christ Church and Scotch, that would pay 

tuition for half a week—great! That is the worst thought bubble I have heard in a long time. 

The next thought bubble the Leader of the Opposition pops up with is, ―Let’s move the Department of Local 

Government to Albany.‖ 

Point of Order 

Mr P.B. WATSON: Madam Acting Speaker, he is not talking to the amendment; he is talking about the speech.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Member, I think he is still speaking to the amendment.  

Debate Resumed 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am talking about the amendment. The Leader of the Opposition suggested that the 

Department of Local Government be moved to Albany. Albany is a fine place; it is a beautiful place. There is a 

case for decentralisation. It is not easy. I remember when the Burke government did it to Bunbury. It lost a lot of 

people. A lot of people did not come. Officers were moved down there but the head honchos in the departments 

remained located in St Georges Terrace. 

Mr P.B. Watson: No. You have a look at the — 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, it was part of that. I know it very well. If a department were to be moved to Albany, the 

last one we would choose would be the Department of Local Government. What does the Department of Local 

Government do? The Department of Local Government goes around and checks out local government shires. 

Those shires, by necessity, are located all around this vast state. If the department is put in the southernmost 

section of the state — 

Mr P. Papalia: Don’t you like Albany? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I like Albany; it is a very nice place. The Labor Party is proposing to put the wrong 

department there. What is going to happen? 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Albany, the member for Riverton has the call.  

Mr P.B. Watson: I know; it’s great. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Please, Madam Acting Speaker, I know he wants to shout one down. I know he wants to 

distort the debate that the opposition started, but please. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Riverton, I caution you to keep to the amendment and not respond to 

interjections, and we will be fine. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am not responding to interjections.  

There is a case for moving certain government departments to Albany and other centres, including Bunbury, but 

Local Government is the wrong one.  

Mr P. Papalia: What are you going to move there? 

Mr P.B. Watson: The Premier said he wouldn’t move anything there. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: One of the major functions of the Department of Local Government is to travel all around 

this big state looking into the actions of the shires and cities. For example, local government has an inquiry into 

the City of Canning right now. It will take six months and many man-hours of work. If the department is located 

in Albany—I understand about two to three people are undertaking that inquiry almost full time—they would 

have to come up from Albany, stay in hotel accommodation and get per diem to locate in the Perth metropolitan 

area to undertake that inquiry. Imagine if they had to conduct an inquiry in the Kimberley region, the Pilbara 

region or Kununurra. They would not only have to fly from Albany to Perth but they would also have to get on 

another plane and fly up there. It is completely absurd. It was a thought bubble, not thought out and not costed.  

Mr P.B. Watson: It was costed. Have a look at the document.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: There was no costing and no thought was put into it. It was a thought bubble. What is the 

topic of this debate? Let us eradicate thought bubbles.  

There are some other departments and agencies that could be moved to Albany such as the Forest Products 

Commission—departments that have functions and focus in the Albany area. 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It has not been shut down. That is ridiculous.  

Let us look at the issue of the future fund. They do exist. It is a struggle getting money to put into them. 

Australia had one. It was funded through the sale of Telstra and from other money at the commonwealth level. It 

was very effective. It was used largely to fund the superannuation of commonwealth public servants. It was 

managed independently. A large amount of money went into it and it is still there. It was raided a few times. I 

think there was also an education fund. Alberta, Canada, has had one for decades. Montana has had one for 

decades. Finland has one. Norway has one. It is a very common thing to have. If members opposite get away 

from the Labor Party news—I know they are very fascinated in their own navels—and look at the debate, they 

will see that there has been a call from many groups around Australia to set up a future fund at a federal or state 

level.  

We are going through an expansion of the mining sector and the oil and gas sector. As we all know, they go up 

and they go down. It is logical to contemplate putting money aside during the up part to ease it through. Alberta 

has done this. Alaska has done this. Can one exist here? In fact, when the Burke government commissioned an 

inquiry into royalties from 1985 to 1987, it included that as its terms of reference. In other words, it is not a new 

topic, even for Labor people. The first problem is getting money into it. The second problem is making sure that 

the money that is paid into it is not eroded through the Commonwealth Grants Commission process. There are 

ways to do that. One thing we do know—this is not a thought bubble—is that the grants commission process, the 

fiscal equalisation process, is on its last legs. When the share of revenue going to Western Australia falls towards 

60, the system is broken. It means that we will not be able to fund the ongoing functions of government. When 

the commonwealth comes in and puts a massive tax on Australia’s mining sector—the minerals resource rent 

tax—and withdraws that money to Canberra to be distributed around the eastern states and gives us only 10 per 

cent back, the system is broken. When the commonwealth puts another large carbon tax on our industries and the 

money goes to the eastern seaboard, the system is broken.  

As part of the review of this process, it is not only legitimate but appropriate that we contemplate putting some 

of these temporary revenue flows aside at a state or federal level. That was the origin of the Premier’s thought. It 

is not a bubble; it is a reasoned, appropriate consideration. Did he spell out all the details? Of course not. He 

could not do it. Did he spell out the source of the money, where it was going to come from, the name of the fund, 

who is going to manage it and how it is going to be allocated? Of course not. That is ridiculous. But the idea of 

developing one is not a new idea. As I said, the Labor Party had one in the 1980s. The Howard government set 

one up. Indeed, I believe the Henry report into taxation reform considered and suggested that one be set up 
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federally. It is not a thought bubble. Members opposite might have bubbles in their brains but we do not. It is a 

legitimate issue to consider.  

As the shadow Treasurer said, there are some problems with this getting eroded with the grants commission 

process. There are areas in which there are windfall revenues. There is no doubt that the previous government 

had one series of windfall revenues year after year. In 2004 or 2005—do not hold me to the exact time—stamp 

duty revenue was running at about $500 million a year. In 2008 it was $2.1 billion. That is a fourfold windfall. 

Did the previous government see it coming? Every year it forecast a slight growth and every year it would flood 

money. The next year it would say it would continue and flood money into it. Those are windfalls of the highest 

proportion. The Labor Party had a good Treasurer at the time who kept spending ministers out of it, not blowing 

it too much. I know he was not well liked as a result of that. He was criticised for being stingy but it did leave the 

state with lower debt levels, and that was part paid off debt. That is like a fund. If we start with debt in the 

books—old money to somebody—and we pay that off, it is fully legitimate. That is what the Labor Party did. It 

had huge windfalls. It would have been better to have taken some of those windfalls for stamp duty. They have 

collapsed now. Treasurer, what are conveyancing fees running at now? 

Mr C.C. Porter: It might be millions.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: They could be half of what they were when we came in—about $1 billion down, maybe 

$500 million.  

Mr P. Papalia: Don’t pull the poor old Treasurer into your hole. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am not in any hole, mate. We had another windfall with a change of royalty arrangements 

for the fines on BHP and Rio Tinto. We could have put that windfall aside. With these types of moneys we can 

legitimately say that we have to spend that on a hospital. We could put it into a fund earmarked for a hospital. 

We could use it to defray debt. We could also say that we are going to put these funds towards the long term for 

some specific or non-specified use, like Alberta did. It is fully legitimate. It is not a thought bubble. If the Leader 

of the Opposition thinks this is a thought bubble, he is not thinking at all. 

The biggest issue that we face—in fact the previous Leader of the Opposition approached this in a bipartisan 

way—is to work together to effect change at the commonwealth level on the grants commission process. This is 

our biggest challenge. The member for Belmont fully realised that; he stated it and approached it in a bipartisan 

way. To do this—I know it is difficult for the Labor Party because it is ―all for one and one for all‖—it is 

necessary to stand up to the commonwealth government at times.  

One area in which the Leader of the Opposition has tried to do this but has failed is the minerals resource rent 

tax. He is saying, ―I am going to go to Canberra, and I am going to demand that they give us our full share of the 

infrastructure fund.‖ By the way, the opposition should have said that before it agreed to the tax—it is 

Bargaining 101—especially since the commonwealth made it clear when the tax was announced that it was 

going to give Western Australia only 10 per cent of the total revenue from the state and put that in infrastructure 

funds. In other words, the opposition has to stand up to federal Labor. I know they are their Labor mates. I know 

they affect members’ preselection, and I know they are the superior part of the Labor team, but the state 

opposition has to stand up to them. Until the opposition does, it is not going to be a true opposition. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: The GST deal was done by the current Premier. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The GST—let me go there. There is a bit of Labor mythology about the GST. The GST was 

a tax put together and promoted by the Howard government. It went to an election—a crazy thing to do—but it 

won the election. It was supported by all states, including the Liberal state government of Richard Court, the 

Labor state government of Victoria, the Labor state government of New South Wales, the Labor state 

government of Queensland, the Labor state government of South Australia and the Labor territory governments 

of the Australian Capital Territory and the Northern Territory. It was not a Liberal cabal. They agreed to that 

because the commonwealth did two things. It guaranteed that they would be no worse off for, I think, five years. 

Western Australia, however, was better off in terms of its total allocation in each of those five years and 

subsequently. It is very simple: the GST collected more revenue than the taxes it got rid of. The issue is not so 

much that there was more money being pumped into the system; the issue is how it was allocated. That is the 

problem, and that did not change. The grants commission process was the same before and after the GST. The 

problem we have is not the amount of money collected in the GST—it is large and has been growing until 

recently; the problem is how it is allocated to the states, and that has not changed.  

We have heard all this rhetoric that we are responsible for the GST. Okay, we are, but it gave us more money. 

The problem lies with the GST. In fact, the Gallop government, led by the Treasurer at the time, the member for 
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Belmont, foresaw this. He commissioned Ross Garnaut and the Allen Consulting Group, and I think in 2001–02 

they saw that the system was declining, leading to less revenue flowing to Western Australia and Queensland, 

and they worked together with Victoria, New South Wales and the ACT to look at changing the way the grants 

commission worked. Unfortunately, it pulled the plug when temporarily we got more money than we paid in. 

Now, had it pursued that and worked with Victoria and New South Wales more stringently over time, maybe it 

could have done something. I am not sure; I doubt it. But if the opposition really wants to be effective, the real 

challenge is not here—we have our challenges—but in Canberra. Unfortunately, one of Paul Keating’s warnings 

has come true. We do have a banana republic—it is the Gillard government. It is acting like a pack of idiots and 

not only undermining our credibility but also refusing to target and bring into effect real reform. We in Western 

Australia and therefore the nation as a whole—because we are funding the nation—are going to be the worse for 

it. 

I have some thought bubbles, recommendations and maybe some advice for the new Leader of the Opposition: 

he should think before he talks. Bubbles in the brain can give people the bends. Think about the long term, and 

think about this state. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [1.26 pm]: This amendment ―calls on the Premier to stop jeopardising 

the state’s financial future through thought-bubble politics and for him to properly account for his many 

unfunded and underfunded commitments in the 2012–13 budget‖. I think the Labor Party obviously wants to 

hear a bit more from me, so it will hear a bit more from me. Let us look at some of the promises that were made 

and some of the thought bubbles from when Labor was in government. Let us look at the promise in 2005 for the 

Fiona Stanley Hospital. How many years did it take for the Labor government to put some money into the Fiona 

Stanley Hospital? What is it doing about it now in opposition? What is it doing about the fact that now there is a 

question mark over whether the Fiona Stanley state-of-the-art hospital for Perth is going to provide both cardiac 

surgery and major trauma surgery. It was meant to have it all along, but now there is a query. What are the 

members of the opposition saying about that? They are sitting there and they are not saying a thing. What 

members of the opposition are saying now is hypocrisy when they reflect on what they did when they were on 

this side of the house.  

I have looked at and listened very carefully to the Premier’s Statement — 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am listening very intently to the member for Alfred Cove and her contribution today. 

Members opposite are making it very difficult for me to hear. I want to hear every word. I would ask that 

members opposite be directed not to interject. It is unruly. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): The Leader of the House is quite right. Can members not 

interject? If the member for Alfred Cove wishes to take an interjection, that is her privilege. Until then, we will 

let her stand on her feet and complete her 19 minutes. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. In 2005 it was put on the table that we were going 

to have a state-of-the-art hospital in the south metropolitan area. That was because for many years people in the 

south metropolitan area have been the poor relations of people in the north. They have had to be transferred for 

major operations to the tertiary hospitals north of the river because Fremantle Hospital, which I worked at in 

1979 and 1980, did not have the same tertiary services — 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: The member for Armadale is very close to being called for the first time. Could the 

member please not interject unless the member accepts the interjection? 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: People fought for many years to try to get tertiary services south of the river. I believe 

it was 15 years ago that one of the former Liberal Premiers announced that Fremantle Hospital would get a 

cardiac surgery unit. That was 15 years ago. Before that time, thousands of people had to be transferred to Royal 

Perth Hospital or to Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital, and probably many of those people died, because that service 

was not available south of the river.  

Point of Order 

Dr A.D. BUTI: Madam Acting Speaker, I seek your clarification. Is the member speaking to the amendment? I 

have heard nothing in the member’s three or four minutes of ranting and raving that has anything to do with the 

amendment, so I seek your advice on that. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Thank you, member for Armadale. Member for Alfred Cove, I 

would remind you of the words of the amendment. Could you please keep your debate and contribution to the 

amendment?  

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. This amendment is about calling on the Premier to 

properly account for unfunded and underfunded commitments. 

Dr A.D. Buti: You are attacking the Labor Party! 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: That is right, because this is hypocrisy. 

Dr A.D. Buti: We are talking about the amendment. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: That is right, because this amendment that the Labor Party has put on the table is 

hypocrisy. 

Dr A.D. Buti: What you are saying has nothing to do with the amendment. You are going into the motivation for 

the amendment, not the substance of the amendment. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I am going to call you for the first time. Member for Alfred 

Cove, although I have called the member for Armadale, I actually agree with him that you need to stick to the 

words of the amendment and follow up on that in your debate. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. This amendment relates to the funding that the 

Premier discussed yesterday. It basically suggests that this is thought-bubble politics. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Has the Premier given you the money for your hospital for what you want—cardiac and 

major trauma? 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I will take the interjection. I am working very hard, member, to try to ensure that we 

get both cardiac surgery and major trauma services at Fiona Stanley Hospital. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Where is the money? If you want it in the budget, you should vote with us. That is the logic 

of it. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The member is asking whether it is in the budget. The money for Fiona Stanley 

Hospital was put aside when I sat on that side of the house with the Liberals and Nationals. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Where is the money for your hospital? If you want it in the budget, you should vote with us. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: What I am trying to do now is ensure that money does go in the right direction and that 

hospital does get cardiac surgery and major trauma. Madam Acting Speaker, we are having all these 

interjections, and I am happy to take some of those interjections. But this amendment talks about thought-bubble 

politics and unfunded and underfunded commitments. One of the things that the Premier mentioned yesterday, 

and that I know the government has done a lot of work on, is child health. I am aware of the fact that in 2008, 

there was a deficiency of approximately 110 child health nurses. There is probably a deficiency of about 

150 child health nurses now. As you know, Madam Acting Speaker, the committee that you and I sit on has 

repeatedly brought to this Parliament the importance of the first three years of a child’s life and the fact that from 

when a baby is born to when a baby reaches three years of age, their brain has reached 85 per cent capacity in 

terms of growth, and most of the pathways are then there for the rest of the child’s life. 

Point of Order 

Dr A.D. BUTI: Madam Acting Speaker — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, are you raising the same point of order that you have raised 

previously? 

Dr A.D. BUTI: Yes—relevance. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Okay. I have made a decision on that. Please continue, member for Alfred Cove. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. This was mentioned by the Premier. We know that 

the first three years of a child’s life is when the major pathways are set. We know that for 10 years when the 

Labor Party was in government, it did nothing to increase the number of child health nurses.  

Point of Order 
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Dr A.D. BUTI: Madam Acting Speaker, I do respect that you have made a decision. But the member is abusing 

your decision. The member is not talking to or about the amendment. This is atrocious. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Armadale. I take your point. I do not take the point of order. 

Member for Alfred Cove, I would encourage you to please stick to the amendment, which states — 

and calls on the Premier to stop jeopardising the state’s financial future through ―thought-bubble‖ 

politics and for him to properly account for his many unfunded and underfunded commitments in the 

2012–13 budget. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Madam Acting Speaker, I just want to call on your advice and perhaps the Clerk’s advice. 

The amendment states — 

and calls on the Premier to stop jeopardising the state’s financial future through ―thought-bubble‖ 

politics and for him to properly account for his many unfunded and underfunded commitments in the 

2012–13 budget. 

As far as I am aware, there have been no funded and underfunded commitments made at this stage, because we 

are talking about the 2012–13 budget, which we are doing this year. So we are talking about hypothetical things; 

they have not actually happened yet. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, Leader of the House. It is my contention that we are debating an 

amendment that has been tabled. Therefore, the debate will continue. However, I do agree with the Leader of the 

House. As the Leader of the House has pointed out, this is about the Premier’s unfunded and underfunded 

commitments. In that respect, the member for Armadale indeed has a point in my view. It is about unfunded and 

underfunded commitments in the 2012–13 budget, and I have yet to hear the member for Alfred Cove speak 

specifically about those. So I think that both of you have a point. I am accepting both of your points and asking 

the member for Alfred Cove to take the floor for her remaining time and please stick to what is in the 

amendment. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. The amendment calls on the Premier to account 

for his many unfunded and underfunded commitments. As the Leader of the House has pointed out, we do not 

have the 2012–13 budget on the table to look at what those commitments are. However, although we do not have 

the facts and figures in terms of dollars and cents, we do know that the Premier in his statement yesterday talked 

about funding going towards early childhood development, particularly in terms of the early childhood centres at 

public primary schools. I agree that there was no discussion about how much funding would be going into that 

area. But that move to have child health nurses and other child development services, and possibly social 

workers—a model similar to the Challis model at Armadale—is a wonderful commitment to be making to this 

Parliament and to the community. Yes, we do not know the dollars, and some people will be concerned from the 

Premier’s Statement that it might be a shifting of the chairs on the Titanic and that child health nurses might be 

taken from centres to schools. But I am very sure from the Premier’s Statement yesterday that these words that 

are proposed to be added to the motion are not acceptable. I am very hopeful that in the budget this year we will 

see a funding commitment for child health nurses and for the child health centres that the Premier mentioned in 

his statement yesterday.  

The Premier mentioned making a commitment to early childhood education. He mentioned having these 

resource centres. We know from all the research that has been conducted over the past two decades that we need 

to put more funding into early childhood so that children when they enter school will enter on an equal footing, 

will not get behind at school, will have more chance of success at school, will have more opportunities for 

employment when they leave school, and will have less chance of being incarcerated when they leave school. 

We know that all these factors come back to a government—whichever government it may be—making a 

commitment to a child’s early years. It is particularly important in the years from zero to three when brain 

development is massive and developmental problems, social problems, speech problems or whatever problems 

they might have can be picked up, so that when children start school they can start on an equal footing. That is 

why the centres the Premier mentioned and gave a commitment to yesterday during the Premier’s Statement are 

very important. I certainly will not be supporting this amendment that refers to thought-bubble politics and 

underfunded commitments. To start with we do not know what the commitments are. Some of us are very, very 

hopeful that a big commitment will be made to funding child health, particularly the 150 child health nurses we 

are short of. In fact, the amendment refers to unfunded and underfunded commitments. Two years ago 

$50 million came out of the budget process for child development services. We were very pleased to see that. 

That was a commitment given previously. At that stage the Premier said he had not finished; he said he would 

continue to improve early childhood services. This amendment shows, as I indicated before, complete hypocrisy. 

It is a political statement that reflects more on what Labor did in government than what the current government 



Extract from Hansard 

[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 22 February 2012] 

 p195c-212a 

Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Ben Wyatt; Dr Mike Nahan; Mr Peter Watson; Acting Speaker; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr 

Rob Johnson 

 [16] 

is doing. I am very hopeful now that the Premier’s commitment to early childhood development will be fulfilled 

and more child health nurses will be recruited.  

I am also very hopeful that the Premier’s commitments to health will ensure that the Fiona Stanley Hospital, 

which is meant to be our flagship hospital, will provide cardiac surgery and major trauma services. If the funding 

that was put aside in the 2012–13 budget does not meet all the costs, I am hopeful that a commitment will be 

given in the 2012–13 budget to ensure those services will be given to Fiona Stanley Hospital. At the end of last 

year the Minister for Health said that one of the reasons cardiac surgery might go to Royal Perth Hospital was 

heart and lung transplants.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Member for Alfred Cove, I am sorry to interrupt but we need to 

keep to the amendment, please.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Sorry, Madam Acting Speaker; it is something that is dear to my heart.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: I understand that, but we are here to debate the amendment and you have seven 

minutes left.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I will not support this amendment. I am very hopeful that the 2012–13 budget will 

contain all the funding that is required for early childhood development, for the Fiona Stanley Hospital, the 

schools in my electorate that need — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, again, I am not sure that this is directly relevant, so can you move on? 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: You are right, Madam Acting Speaker.  

I am very hopeful that the commitments in the 2012–13 budget will be commitments the community as a whole 

will be pleased with and that my community in Alfred Cove will be also very pleased with.  

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (24) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.C. Tinley 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr A.J. Waddell 

Mr R.H. Cook Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr P.B. Watson 

Ms J.M. Freeman Mr A.P. O’Gorman Ms R. Saffioti Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr P. Papalia Mr T.G. Stephens Mr B.S. Wyatt 

Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr J.R. Quigley Mr C.J. Tallentire Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

Noes (29) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr V.A. Catania Mr R.F. Johnson Mr D.T. Redman 

Mr F.A. Alban Dr E. Constable Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr J.E. McGrath Dr J.M. Woollard 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.T. Miles Mr A.J. Simpson (Teller) 

Mr I.M. Britza Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms A.R. Mitchell  
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr A.P. Jacob Dr M.D. Nahan  

Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr C.C. Porter  

            

Pairs 
 Mr W.J. Johnston Mr J.M. Francis 

 Mrs C.A. Martin Mr J.H.D. Day 
 

Amendment thus negatived. 

Consideration Resumed 

MR P.B. WATSON (Albany) [1.50 pm]: It gives me great pleasure today to represent the people of Albany in 

the Parliament and to reply to the Premier’s Statement. Firstly, I would like to congratulate one of my 

constituents, Annette Knight. A lot of senior members of Parliament will know Annette Knight because her 

husband was Tom Knight, an upper house member for the Liberal Party for quite a few years. Annette has just 

been made a Freeman of the City. It is a tremendous honour. I have known Annette for quite a few years now. 

Annette and I used to present a program on ABC radio on Saturday mornings. I did the sport and Annette 

provided the humour. What Annette Knight, AM, has done for the City of Albany and the whole region has been 

tremendous, and I would just like to congratulate her on behalf of the people Albany for her tremendous service 

over a long period, and I also congratulate the City of Albany for making the award possible.  



Extract from Hansard 

[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 22 February 2012] 

 p195c-212a 

Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Ben Wyatt; Dr Mike Nahan; Mr Peter Watson; Acting Speaker; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr 

Rob Johnson 

 [17] 

I now go on to slightly more serious issues. We have two families in Albany who are really struggling at the 

moment. First of all we have Ryan Marron’s family. Ryan Marron was a police officer who was working up 

north. He was bitten by mosquitoes and got Murray Valley encephalitis. He is paralysed and he is off work. We 

had this perfectly fit young man who was a policeman up north and he got this terrible disease. The police 

department still employs him and his partner, but the family is trying to raise money to send him overseas for 

treatment. I know that the Minister for Police has said that he is checking to see whether something can be done 

in WA; all the inquiries that have been made by the family suggest that it cannot. It will cost about $600 000. 

The Albany community, the community up north where he was working and the family have been raising a lot of 

money, but they have to raise $600 000 to go to America. I wish the family all the best. 

We also have young Warwick Proudlove. Warwick Proudlove was a young footballer; he was probably a very 

good chance to be drafted. He was coming home to Albany, like all our kids do, travelling along Albany 

Highway. He was sitting on the passenger side of the car. I think the car went off the road because there was a 

horse on the road. They hit the horse and went off the road, and he has been in a coma ever since. The people of 

Albany have been fantastic; the Claremont Football Club has been fantastic on this issue. He is out at, I think, 

Marangaroo at the moment. He is waiting to get his skull put back on. The Proudlove family seem to be running 

into brick walls all the time. The skull was taken off; the bone was supposed to have been put together to make 

another skull, but Royal Perth Hospital left it too long, and now a titanium skull is needed. Instead of a two-

month wait it is now a four-month wait. I know these things happen in large metropolitan hospitals, but it is very, 

very concerning for the family. There is also an issue with insurance. There is now an insurance system through 

which the family has to prove that the horse was on the road and the fact that the car went off the road. Warwick 

was not actually hurt when he hit the horse; he was hurt when he hit the tree. There are all these insurance things, 

which make it so difficult. People pay their fees for third party insurance but then there are all these little 

intricacies that come in, and someone who has done everything right and has had an accident cannot get the 

insurance they need. 

I would like to talk about royalties for regions. We have seen some of the interesting ways in which royalties for 

regions money has been spent throughout WA, but I am pleased with what has been spent in my electorate of 

Albany on major pieces of infrastructure like the Albany Health Campus, the extension to the surf club rooms, 

the new jockey facilities and administration room for the Albany Racing Club, which the Minister for Racing 

and Gaming came down and saw, and completion of the Anzac Peace Park in preparation for the national Anzac 

centenary in 2014–15, which will culminate on Anzac Day in 2015. 

Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 

Mr P.B. WATSON: I give credit where credit is due and I have always supported royalties for regions. The 

Labor Party will come up with an alternative policy, but credit where credit is due. The Anzac centenary will 

include a re-enactment of the departure of troop ships from Albany to Gallipoli and the other battlefields of 

World War I. We must always remember that, for a lot of these troops, Albany was the last bit of Australia that 

they would ever see again. This re-enactment will be the biggest event that the region has seen and will attract an 

estimated 20 000 visitors to Albany. It will be televised nationally.  

Royalties for regions funding will also be used for the regional mobile communications project, with the aim of 

enhancing the safety and convenience of people living, working and holidaying in regional WA. I urge the 

Minister for Regional Development to increase the mobile phone coverage along our beautiful, but also at times 

dangerous, south coast. I have lobbied for this to happen every time there is a loss of life when a person is 

washed off the rocks. The Nathan Drew Memorial Trust has done a fantastic job in raising awareness among 

locals and visitors alike, and has pioneered the way with the installation of silent sentries and the free hire of 

personal flotation devices to people to use when rock fishing. Unfortunately far too many people are still risking 

their lives and the lives of others by choosing not to use these PFDs or by putting themselves in dangerous 

situations on the rocks. Jason Howard from the Albany Sea Rescue Squad has told me that 10 people have gone 

into the water this year and by sheer luck they managed to get themselves out with the help of others. Jason is 

adamant that the only way to reduce the number of deaths on our coastline is to ensure that these popular fishing 

and tourist spots have mobile phone coverage. A mobile phone call to alert emergency services means that a 

rescue operation can be mounted a lot sooner than it can be now. This would not put the lives of others at risk by 

them trying to rescue someone from the water.  

We know that the best way to grow regional WA is to decentralise government departments to the regions, 

providing secure employment opportunities and a boost to small business and the local economy in regional 

towns by attracting more people and families. All we have heard from the government on this issue is the 

Premier saying he would like to see Bunbury become the second capital of WA, and it may as well be, because it 

is only a short drive down the freeway from Perth. We then had the Minister for Local Government saying that 

Albany had not been thought of when it came to government moving any departments to the regions. If the 
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Premier thinks that Bunbury is the way forward to decentralisation, it only shows how limited his vision is on 

this issue. When the leader of the opposition, Hon Mark McGowan, visited Albany to announce his policy 

statement to move the Department of Local Government to Albany, the response across the board was really 

positive and, of course, created a lot of interest. Having the salaries of 103 public sector workers being spent 

locally, and additional government regional officers’ housing, can only be good for Albany. The move would 

bring more kids to local schools and produce countless other flow-on benefits to local businesses. This is in stark 

contrast to what we saw happen to public sector jobs in Albany when the Liberal Party held the seat and what 

has happened under this Liberal–National government. Prior to 2001, when the Liberal Party held the seat of 

Albany, jobs were demolished as we saw the closure of the Westrail maintenance yards, as well as the 

contracting-out of Main Roads maintenance, which saw a major Perth-based conglomerate win every long-term 

contract and a reduction in the standards of our major roads. There were job losses at Western Power and Alinta.  

The privatisation of school cleaning resulted in dirty classrooms because the private cleaners were not interested 

in being part of the school community, only in getting the job done as quickly as possible. The privatisation of 

school gardening services for the school’s mowing contract was awarded to a firm from Bunbury, and this ended 

up being such a substandard service that the contract was eventually terminated. Now we have seen the Liberal–

National government slash local jobs in the Department of Agriculture and Food, the Forest Products 

Commission and the District Education Office, which is now managed from Bunbury. Not only have we lost 

these jobs and the economic benefits that go with them, but also the services that went with them. The 

Department of Agriculture and Food’s advisory service has been rapidly replaced by private-sector consultants, 

but perhaps of more concern are the department’s independent research programs and the capacity to keep them 

going as jobs are lost and funds dry up. In yet another blast from the past, we have had the school lawn mowing 

contract awarded to a firm from Rockingham, and I raised my concern that Activ Industries in Albany had lost 

the contract in my question to the Minister for Education last year. The Minister for Education will also be 

interested to know that last week I was contacted by a parent of a student from one of the schools, and she told 

me the lawn mowing contractors are only mowing the lawns and not whipper-snipping the edges as the previous 

contractor had done, as the current contractor does not have a licence to do so.  

Recently we had the managing director of Grange Resources, Russell Clark, on the front page of The Albany 

Advertiser saying that its Southdown magnetite iron ore mine project at Wellstead should not be used as 

Albany’s economic saviour. Having toured the Grange Resources mining operations at Savage River in 

Tasmania, and having had regular briefings on the progress of the Southdown project, I am pleased that Russell 

Clark offered this word of caution. There is no doubt about the economic activity that the Southdown project will 

bring to Albany. With a potential mine life of 19 to 40 years, it will employ 600 mine workers based in and 

around Albany—not fly in, fly out workers. It will employ 2 000 workers during the mine construction phase, 

the construction of a 100-kilometre slurry pipeline from the mine to the port, the construction of a new berth and 

filtration plant and shed at the port, the deepening and widening of the existing shipping canal and the 

construction of a desalination plant at Cape Riche. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 222.] 

 


