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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) RECURRENT 2009-10 BILL 2009 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) CAPITAL 2009-10 BILL 2009 

Second Reading � Cognate Debate 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [4.35 pm]: Before question time I was debunking the myth put 
by members opposite that Labor members had been calling for items to be funded by the government. I pointed 
out that there were several projects that the government had indicated prior to the election that it would fund, and 
that cabinet knew at the time the budget was being drafted that these funds would be required. In fact, cabinet 
would have known a value for these projects sufficiently well to have included them in the budget when 
compared with some other items that were included in the budget. I have mentioned the Oakajee port; I have 
mentioned the upgrade of the Esperance port and I have mentioned the 330-kilovolt powerline from Perth to 
Geraldton. I now want to quickly turn to the Fremantle port.  

We know that by approximately 2015, the existing port facility at Fremantle will have reached its capacity. 

Hon Simon O�Brien: No, it won�t. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: When will it exceed its capacity, minister? 

Hon Simon O�Brien: I can tell you that it won�t by 2015. What stands ready to be exceeded is the ability of the 
land side transport links to deal adequately and safely with capacity, which could have gone far beyond 2015 
were it not for the fact that your government mucked it up by deleting the systems that were in place to provide 
that capacity. Your fault, mate; not ours. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: My desire is for the President to not to have to leave the chair for dinner! 

The expectation is that the port will reach capacity. We can argue about whether it is land transport or something 
else. In fact, the real congestion point at Fremantle Harbour is at North Quay. To try to suggest that it goes back 
down the line is nonsense. There is another congestion point at the end of Leach Highway, where it joins Stirling 
Highway. The minister has actually deferred funding for that project in these appropriation bills. All responsible 
commentators recognise that by 2015 we will need another port facility to manage the shipping load. It may not 
be exactly 2015; there is some suggestion that because of the current financial situation, the number of 
containers coming through the port will be significantly reduced. The time frame may therefore be a bit longer. 
However, to be responsible we should plan for further port facilities by 2015. The government has previously 
acknowledged that. Provision should have been made somewhere in this budget for a further port. Even if the 
privately run James Point port were to be the only option and the government did not build a southern section for 
the Fremantle Port Authority operations in Cockburn Sound, it would still need to look at the road network 
around the James Point facility because it is required to under the contract. It strikes me as bizarre for the 
government to insist on funding the Oakajee port without having put in place any provisions for the Fremantle 
port. The cost of the road and rail component to service the southern harbour is around $450 million.  

As I understand it, until the Minister for Transport decided to defer that expenditure, the expectation was that 
$151 million would have to have been spent by the end of the forward estimates. In fact, in the year immediately 
after the forward estimates that figure would have been $281 million. By the end of the 2013-14 financial year 
we should have been spending $281 million on upgrades to road and rail to service the southern harbour links. 
That is another item that the government knew about. Main Roads Western Australia would have told the 
government about that, but it is not provided for in the forward estimates of the budget. 

The government made an election commitment that it would commence the construction of the Ellenbrook 
railway project during this term of government. That was followed up in the midyear review by the provision of 
about $68 million to allow that to occur; that money is no longer contained in the budget. But the minister tells 
us that the government�s commitment to the Ellenbrook railway has not been cancelled; it is still committed to 
the construction of the Ellenbrook railway at a cost of $68 million.  

We have been told that the Subiaco stadium upgrade has been deferred, not cancelled. We have also been told, 
unequivocally, that the state government wants to be part of the FIFA World Cup bid for 2018 or 2022. If that is 
the case�unless the Minister for Sport and Recreation is telling porkies to the people of Western Australia when 
he says that�at the very minimum the government will need to find $125 million for that stadium. That does not 
include whether or not it then wants to do some work on an upgrade or redevelopment of Subiaco Oval�forget 
that! I am giving examples of what the government has said it is still committed to. 

I turn to the issue of grain rail freight. Prior to the election, all members knew that that rail would have to be 
built, and they all had a rough idea of the size of the problem because of the work that the last Labor government 
had done. Again, the federal government had the capacity in its budget to make a provision of $135 million, but 
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this state government did not make that provision. After nine months, the minister is still making announcements 
today about new committees being established to work out how to build it; that is just him trying to delay solving 
the problem by trying to somehow argue that the government does not need to put it into the books, when in fact 
it needs to be in the books. If we want a true reflection of the state�s finances, that has to be in the books. Then, 
of course, the Northbridge Link is estimated at $236 million, and that also is not in the books.  

If members add up the cost of those projects, the amount of money that the budget is short over the forward 
estimates is $1.5 billion�this is just in the capital works area�and it may be anywhere up to $3.25 billion that 
has not been allocated. Most importantly, $1 billion of that will be for projects that will come out of the general 
government side of things�out of the consolidated account, not through statutory authorities. That is a 
significant shortfall related to a significant array of projects that just are not in the budget. It is not the opposition 
saying that these projects need to be constructed; the government itself is running around town telling people that 
they will happen. On a daily basis, people tell me, �The government has told me that it is still going to fund these 
projects.� It is $1 million here and $1 million there! I know that the money is not there, and I have to say to 
them, �Look, I hope you get it from the government, but my tip is�I am happy to have the bet with you�that 
you won�t get the project because the government does not have the money.�  

I want to read through the projects listed in this budget that the government says it has funding to construct, yet 
the full amount of money required to complete that project is not included in this budget. That is fair enough, 
because it may be that it will be spent in the fifth and sixth years, but I will return to this subject and demonstrate 
to members why it becomes very important, based on this budget, to make some predictions about what will 
happen in year five and year six. Once a project is started, it cannot be stopped.  

I will now talk about the Busselton District Hospital. Today I listened to Hon Adele Farina�s absolutely excellent 
analysis of the problems that this government faces, and the way a regional member views royalties for regions: 
on the one hand welcoming it, but being very disappointed by its actual implementation. Even on the 
government�s own analysis, another $30 million will need to be spent on Busselton District Hospital after the 
forward estimates period. For the central tertiary hospital at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital, $37 million will need 
to be found. We heard from the Leader of the House last night that, over and above what is already in the budget 
and without allowing for the federal government�s contribution, the government is now predicting that the 
Midland hospital project will be more than $360 million. 

Hon Norman Moore: I said probably less. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Less now? I thought the Leader of the House was implying it would be more. 

Hon Norman Moore: Nobody quite knows, but what I am saying is that may not be the figure. It may be more; 
it may be less.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Based on my experience of hospital projects, unless the government is intending to 
significantly downgrade what was proposed, which would be a great travesty to the people of that region, I will 
be very surprised if it costs $360 million. The state government�s component is $140 million, which will need to 
be spent in years five and six. The government claims that it will be able to build the new Princess Margaret 
Hospital for Children for $117 million. Even if we take the government�s word on that, $45 million will still 
need to be found. There is $400 million for the redevelopment of Royal Perth Hospital, and we now know that 
there is an $80 million shortfall in the Albany Regional Hospital upgrade. Therefore, in health alone, within the 
projects that are already in the budget that are expected to commence during this term of government�the 
government will need to finish those projects�even based on the government�s own figures and forgetting 
anything else, by the government�s own analysis, $732 million will be required. 

With education, we have the absolute sham of a government that promised to build 14 more schools than did 
Labor. How will it build 14 more schools than Labor in this term of government? By building 14 schools in the 
next term of government. Lo and behold, when we were in government, we were building at least seven new 
schools a year. Therefore, the government is actually saying that it is not building a single extra new school, 
even though it committed to do so in the election campaign. The government has not even had the decency to 
acknowledge and admit that it has broken that commitment. There are some projects with respect to school 
funding but because they are a bit complex they will be left for now; nevertheless, they are out there.  

Let us deal with the next area of concern�roads. We know that about $535 million worth of road expenditure 
and upgrades will be required to meet the demands of Perth Airport and the consolidation of the domestic and 
international airports. Allowing for the funding already available for projects in that area and assuming we will 
get 50 per cent of that funding from the federal government�I sure as hell hope we do�we will be short by 
$160 million, even though we are due to start some of those projects and will be spending that money in the 
years immediately beyond the current forward estimates period. That is $160 million. The state government will 
need to come up with something in the order of $200 million to meet the current shortfall to finish Roe Highway 
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stage 8, and that is only state government money. The government is working on the assumption that it will get 
federal government money, which I doubt it will. It will be interesting to know whether the government still 
intends to proceed with that project. There is a range of Perth urban transport and freight corridor projects. The 
project to upgrade the end of Leach Highway as it goes through High Street will need $65 million. I am not sure 
what the plan is for the Eelup roundabout, but the budget shows $110 million is needed and only $30 million has 
been funded. Maybe the government can do that project gradually, piece by piece; therefore, it may not need all 
the money, but if it does the full project, it will need $80 million. Then, of course, there is the Butler rail project, 
which the government has again committed to commence in the two years beyond the forward estimates period, 
and $135 million is required for the project. That is a total of $713 million.  

When we add that $713 million to the $732 million required in health, we are looking at a shortfall of about 
$1.5 billion in capital works in those two portfolio areas�I acknowledge that they are two of the bigger 
portfolios. That becomes important when we realise that, in the final years of expenditure, this government 
expects to make a $733 million investment in capital works from the consolidated account. That is what will be 
left to spend on investment in capital works after covering the recurrent expenditure. Therefore, in this budget 
we are locking in for the following two years all the capital expenditure that will be available to government in 
just those two portfolio areas, because the trend is that the amount of money that will be available for capital 
works is declining. People need to be aware of that and, as I said, that is without even allowing for those projects 
that the government says it is committed to but are nowhere to be found in the budget. We need to be aware of 
these things as we pass this budget. These are not projects that I am calling for, although I support many of them. 
They are projects that this government says it will do. This is about highlighting the smoke and mirrors tricks. I 
think Hon Alyssa Hayden made the comment in her inaugural speech that she was very keen to see the Perth to 
Darwin highway proceed, a project probably of a similar magnitude to the Perth to Bunbury highway. I say good 
luck to her. Hon Wendy Duncan does not believe in luck, so maybe organisational planning will get us there, but 
based on these figures I think the answer is the line from the film The Castle: �Tell her she�s dreaming.� It is 
about people needing to make choices and reprioritise, and we have here a real problem for the state�s finances, 
hidden by smoke and mirrors. 

I have not even tried to go through all the other areas that we covered earlier this week about the $20 million that 
is missing from the landfill levy, the $65 million that needs to be put into the central business district parking 
levy, and the shortage in the Royal Perth Hospital funding. I wanted to do a traditional budget speech, and one of 
the areas I want to talk about is hospital facilities and Royal Perth Hospital. This government has committed to 
keeping Royal Perth Hospital open. As a member for North Metropolitan Region I find quite concerning what is 
not counted into this equation. If Royal Perth Hospital is kept open, it is not simply a case of Royal Perth versus 
Charlie Gairdner, versus Fiona Stanley, or versus Albany, Geraldton and all of those regional hospitals. There 
will also be a need in the not-too-distant future to upgrade the Joondalup Health Campus to the level of a tertiary 
hospital.  

Hon Max Trenorden: Geraldton will cover that. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is fair enough. Does the member think we will get a tertiary hospital in Geraldton? 

Hon Max Trenorden: Minister Bob Kucera told us in the other place that Geraldton would cover that area with 
no problem. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am glad to hear that. As soon as the Geraldton tertiary hospital is announced I will 
make sure that I write to my constituents and tell them that it is okay; they have a tertiary hospital to visit in 
Geraldton. 

The Reid review and the clinical services framework identified that the upgrade of the Joondalup Health Campus 
to tertiary status would be required, along with an increase to 600-odd beds, by 2015-16. Most importantly, for 
the benefit of tonight�s debate, I refer to the �Building for the Future: Perth Hospital Beds� policy brief by the 
Liberal and National Parties, released in 2005. I think Hon Max Trenorden was Leader of the Parliamentary 
National Party at that point.  

Hon Max Trenorden: Yes. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, so the 2005 policy document from Hon Max Trenorden and Hon Colin Barnett 
states � 

THE COALITION�S URBAN HOSPITAL PLAN � REBUILDING OUR MAJOR HOSPITALS. 
� 
There is a very real need for a major health centre to service the rapidly growing northern suburbs in the 
near future.  
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The policy document discusses the upgrade of the campus to 350 beds and then goes on to state � 

In a further staged expansion, the hospital will be expanded to 550 beds by 2015 and further as demand 
warrants. 

It is expected that Joondalup Health Campus will deliver tertiary services as the facility expands. 

Hon Max Trenorden: There is a slight problem with that�we lost the election. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The coalition lost the election, but the other side of the equation is that the people of the 
northern suburbs are still there. It was interesting that at the time of the Reid review, on which all those decisions 
were based, it was predicted that over the next 10 years 13 300 housing lots would be released in the north and 
17 200 housing lots in the south. What has actually happened is that the north has grown as quickly as the south. 
I do not know what the exact figure is, but last time I checked the population growth, we were on target in the 
south to meet the predicted population growth, and the north had actually matched that growth, so we could 
assume another 17 200 housing lots. The people have moved up there. The people are living there, so the 
demand is there. They are not going to go away because Hon Max Trenorden loses the election; they are still 
going to be there and they will need a health service. I am not only a representative of the North Metropolitan 
Region but also a resident of that region. From where I live, I can drive four kays to reach either Sir Charles 
Gairdner Hospital or Royal Perth Hospital. However, the people of the northern suburbs who live in the 
electorates of Kingsley, Hillarys, Wanneroo, Mindarie, Joondalup and Ocean Reef must drive somewhere 
between 15 and 30 kilometres�if not 45 kilometres--to reach either of those hospitals. I understand the point 
that the member for Agricultural Region was making about country health services. I acknowledge that people in 
the country do not get that option; they have to drive or fly a long way to health services. However, if the 
government wants three tertiary hospitals in Perth, it should evenly distribute them across the population regions 
of Perth. In the same way, if the government is going to provide health facilities in the bush, it should not put 
them all in Geraldton; it should put one in Geraldton, one in Kalgoorlie and one in Albany �  

Hon Max Trenorden: The member should have been the last minister for health! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Interestingly enough, the last Labor government was doing that. We were upgrading the 
Geraldton Regional Hospital, the Bunbury Regional Hospital and the Albany Regional Hospital. We were doing 
that.  

Hon Helen Morton: You�re kidding yourself!  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I am not. I will make some comments about Hon Helen Morton before I finish my 
speech today.  
I understand the issues for regional people. However, I cannot understand the logic behind the three tertiary 
hospitals. The government is putting not only the state health budget but the whole budget into turmoil by 
keeping Royal Perth Hospital open, and in the not-too-distant future it will need to start planning it. The Labor 
government was put in a difficult position with the Joondalup Health Campus, which was left with us by the last 
Liberal-National government�like a lot of the long-term contracts it left this state with. We have seen the 
problems with the Main Roads contract, and the same thing happened with the Joondalup Health Campus. It 
became very difficult for the former government to plan and to renegotiate those contracts. The Auditor General 
warned about this in a report that he prepared some years ago. It will take a long time to renegotiate a contract to 
expand that health campus. The government needs to think about doing that in the not-too-distant future. 
Keeping Royal Perth Hospital going will be a problem in the immediate period beyond the current term of the 
budget and not long after that in 2015-16. The government needs to think about developing the Joondalup Health 
Campus as a full tertiary hospital. It makes no sense and is an absolute travesty to have Royal Perth and Charlie 
Gairdner so close together. I am four kays away from two tertiary hospitals, yet the majority of my constituents 
are on average 20 kays from a tertiary hospital. That does not make sense. It is short-term politics at the expense 
of good governance. That is the issue. 

Hon Helen Morton: What about Midland?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Midland health campus is very important. It is my understanding that the people of 
Ellenbrook already travel to the emergency department of Joondalup Health Campus. I accept that it would be 
lovely to have four tertiary hospitals, but our capacity is to fund three�one in the south, one in the centre, and 
one in the north. That will mean that there will be people equally distant from all of those hospitals. It is about 
trying to place those hospitals where the majority of the population is located, and, on top of that, having a 
hospital that can service the people of Midland. That is what the Midland health campus is about. It will be the 
same sort of hospital and of the same quality that the Joondalup Health Campus is today. The people of the 
northern suburbs are living with that service. The staff up there do a fantastic job in very difficult circumstances 
to service the people of the northern suburbs. The redeveloped Midland hospital would provide the same level of 
service to the people of the eastern suburbs. 
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The reality is that for the people of the eastern suburbs, the distance to Charlie Gairdner hospital is not that much 
further than it is to Royal Perth Hospital. Contrary to the argument that we need a central tertiary hospital, 
anywhere else in the world Charlie Gairdner would be considered part of the central business district. In 
planning terms, it is considered to be part of the city. The University of Western Australia will tell us that it is a 
city university. We do not need two such hospitals within four kays of each other. That was my little bit of 
support for my electorate. I felt it was important that I reflected the views of the north metropolitan people, 
because there is probably no more important task for us as members of Parliament than to stand in this place and 
represent our constituents� need for a good quality health system.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! If the member is changing topics, I will take this opportunity to clarify a situation 
that I mentioned before about breaking for dinner. There was no provision in the Leader of the House�s motion 
for any break at all; I surmised that might be the situation. However, I have been informed by the Leader of the 
House that, at this stage, it is not his intention to take a break at 6.00 pm. It is the intention to carry on until the 
business of the house is completed. That may affect the proceedings for the rest of this evening. I apologise for 
breaking into the member�s speech but I thought members should know the situation.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I guess it is always a good incentive to know that we will not get dinner until we go 
home. That is a wise move, Mr President.  

There are two other issues I briefly want to comment on before I sit down, rather than speaking to the 
adjournment debate. I refer to the document that was released yesterday by the Minister for Planning titled 
�Directions 2031: Draft Spatial Framework for Perth and Peel�. The document states that the government will 
seek to take the pressure off in terms of orderly planning for Western Australia and try to develop a plan that will 
see an increase in density within the inner core central areas of Perth and to continue urban sprawl, but 
interestingly, to continue it with increased density in the outer regions of Perth.  

It is fascinating that the intention as outlined in this document is to allow residential density of about 15 
dwellings per zone hectare. Currently, the density is about 10 dwellings per zone hectare in the new subdivisions 
of Perth. The new suburbs of Perth are very different from the suburbs of old. The blocks are no longer the same 
size that most of us would have grown up with; they are a lot smaller. Of course, a density of 15 will mean that 
they will be even smaller. I appreciate that near railway stations and the like there is an absolute imperative to 
increase the density. But the interesting thing is that, as a result of the minister�s statement yesterday about the 
need to move away from increased infill closer to the CBD and if this policy is implemented, the new 
subdivisions on the outskirts of Perth the density could potentially be greater than the density of the suburb of 
Joondanna, where I live, which is less than five kays from the city and has a relatively higher density than many 
of the other Perth suburbs. I asked a question today that the minister was unable to answer. He said it was still 
part of the ongoing plan and that, even though the draft spatial framework had been done, the government would 
need to work out what that  means down the track. My understanding from talking to people whom I trust in this 
area�I accept that it is a rough figure off the top of their heads based on their knowledge of the area�is that 
Joondanna is approximately only 12 dwellings per zone hectare today. As I say, within Joondanna are areas 
zoned R80 and developed, areas zoned R50 and areas zoned R30. There will be a higher density on the outskirts 
of Perth than we have within four or five kilometres of the city. A large part of that suburb is within a kilometre 
of a railway station. That does not make sense to me. It indicates to me that the government is squibbing on the 
tough decisions. It is walking away from the tough decisions because it thinks it is easier to make decisions 
based around greenfield sites. I predict that that is going to lead to real problems getting developers to do the 
sorts of developments they want on the greenfield sites. We need to make sure that where railway stations are 
put in those areas, pressure is put on those developers.  

It will also have a flow-on effect to traffic management issues for the state. To ensure that the spatial framework 
is going to be viable and to work, I would have thought that the road and transport networks that connect those 
activity centres together would have been looked at. Will the new vision be able to maintain and manage the 
interconnection between those activity centres? I have been told, �We are relying on what is already in the 
metropolitan region scheme. We are moving to a spatial framework, which will fundamentally change how we 
develop the MRS, but we have not done a study on how the network will rely on transport across the activity 
corridors.� 

I did some work on this matter when we were last in government. I understand the pressures already on the 
freeway systems of Perth as motorists come in from the northern suburbs. We have already got the problem that 
the freeway has reached its congestion point. If members read through this, they will see that Main Roads 
Western Australia is planning things like having green lights on the freeway on-ramp so that only a certain 
amount of traffic will be released. The point of that is to push traffic onto Marmion Avenue and Wanneroo Road. 
Anyone who knows the northern suburbs will know that those roads are already at their congestion point.  
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I think it was Hon Phil Edman who said in his inaugural speech that he wants to see a situation where people live 
and work in their own communities. I agree with him, but we need to come up with a strategy that will ensure 
that jobs can be dissipated out of the central business district to the regions. In fact, Hon Phil Edman is lucky 
because he has a higher number of people living and working locally in the South Metropolitan Region than I do 
in the North Metropolitan Region. Jobs will be created in the CBD.  

I asked a question about economic development strategies. I was told that that is again going to be something 
that will be worked up down the line. I have done some work on this. I know how incredibly hard it will be to 
force jobs out of the CBD to the regions and to these activity nodes. The answer that I got today in question time 
really says to me that it is another one of these thought bubbles that the government has. It comes up with these 
ideas but it actually does not think them through. It draws nice little pretty pictures and lines on paper and says 
that it will all be wonderful, but it has not done the detailed work. It has not gone in below it and asked, �Does 
this thought bubble work?� The answer will be no, �No, it will not. There�s a lot more work that needs to be 
done to make this work.�  

Do members know how many jobs will be generated by the Northbridge Link? Do members know how many 
jobs the gateway centre project will create? Do members know how many jobs will be created down by the 
foreshore redevelopment�even with the revised view of the redevelopment? Go to the airport, go to Curtin 
University, go to QEII Medical Centre and go to the University of Western Australia�that is where the pressure 
is on to create jobs. That is where the jobs are naturally, organically occurring. It is going to take an awful lot of 
work to create an economic development strategy. 

As a final point, the other thing this does not do is identify that there is enough land in the northern corridor 
available for employment purposes and zoned for employment purposes. There is not. That is known to the 
government officers. The land is not there. The land is not there in the northern corridor as we speak. It is not 
going to be there and available for development in an orderly time line. The Neerabup industrial area, for 
instance, has land that is already locked up because it has limestone under it. We will not be able to develop it 
for industrial purposes until the limestone has been cleared out. The people who have the leases for the limestone 
have a plan to do that over the next 25 years. There are a whole lot of areas that have been identified on the map 
in purple, which should be there for jobs, but will not be available for a considerable period of time. This 
document is completely, utterly and fundamentally flawed. The government has made decisions, but it has not 
done the work that is required to justify those decisions. As a result, the structure of Perth will be fundamentally 
flawed in the long term. I hope the government will reconsider this draft document and do the necessary work. I 
can tell the government right now that the road network will not cope, and the rail network will not cope. The 
government does not have a plan for how it can get the jobs out of the central business district. If the government 
does not have such a plan, the jobs will remain in the central zone of the Perth metropolitan area. That will mean 
that people will be living in high-density apartments on the fringes of the city and will somehow be expected to 
commute to their jobs in the CBD. In my view, that will be a complete and utter recipe for disaster. The 
government either needs to bring the people into the city to where the jobs are, or move the jobs from the city to 
where the people live. The government needs to do one or the other. I do not mind which one it is. However, if 
the government is going to take the second option and move the people out of the city, which is what this 
document says, it will also have to move the jobs out of the city. 

Hon Helen Morton: We will be moving the jobs.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. The document does not say that. The document does not say how the government is 
going to move the jobs out of the city. I can tell the member that I have spent a lot of time trying to work out 
how we can do that. It will not be easy. The government certainly does not have a solution. Hon Helen Morton 
should have learnt by now not to interject. Hon George Cash used to remind members on that side all the time 
not to interject on this side. In question time today, I asked the minister representing the Minister for Planning � 

Is the minister or are his agencies aware of any other locations that have successfully introduced an 
economic development strategy as proposed in the framework? 

The answer that I received was � 

�Directions 2031� recommends that an economic development strategy be prepared for the Perth and 
Peel regions. In developing this strategy, a review of other cities� experiences with the introduction of 
economic development initiatives will be undertaken. 

We all know what that means. It means that the government does not know of any other locations, but it does not 
want to say that. It does not want to admit to that. It is easy for the government to say that it will be preparing an 
economic development strategy. However, there is nothing to underpin that strategy. There is no analysis, there 
are no examples and there are no ideas about how the government will make that strategy work. One of the ways 
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the government can make that strategy work is by restricting the number of jobs that can be created in the inner 
core of Perth. However, the minister has said that the government is definitely not going to do that.  

I feel sorry for Hon Helen Morton, because she has had to sit on the back bench for the past couple of months 
and watch the ministers who sit in front of her perform. She must be wondering why there is a curse on East 
Metropolitan Region! Hon Derrick Tomlinson before her was never able to get into the ministry, yet he was 
clearly one of the better performers in his government. Hon Helen Morton is a person who, when in opposition, 
actually developed a policy. I am aware of the work that Hon Helen Morton did when in opposition, because I 
have a similar interest in the prevention of suicide. I know the respect that Hon Helen Morton has within the 
community for her work on that issue. Hon Helen Morton is one of the few shadow ministers who has done that 
sort of work. However, she missed out on getting into cabinet, and she now has to sit here on a daily basis and 
watch the performance of those members who have been put into the ministry. If I were Hon Helen Morton, I 
would be scratching my head and thinking there has to be a curse on East Metropolitan Region! I think Hon 
Helen Morton is great. From my point of view, I am glad she is a parliamentary secretary and not a minister, 
because she would be a more formidable force as a minister than those members who have been put onto the 
front bench�who are making a mess of things on a daily basis.  

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do not have a problem with that at all. It is fantastic that a number of women have been 
elected to represent East Metropolitan Region. It is fantastic that the leadership team of the Labor Party in this 
house is an all-women team. It is fantastic that the Labor side of politics has more women than men in this 
Parliament. That is a fantastic achievement.  

Hon Nick Goiran: What does that have to do with the budget? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: One of the things that Hon Nick Goiran is going to learn in this place is that I had just 
about finished my speech, but when people interject �  

Hon Sue Ellery: Everyone take a deep breath�everyone!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will make it very clear: I had just about finished my speech, but when people interject 
and raise issues, they will get a response. That is the point I make. With those words, I conclude my remarks. I 
look forward to the committee stage of the Loan Bill 2009. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral � Leader of the House) [5.14 pm] � in reply: I presume 
that we have heard from all the speakers in the debate. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I begin my comments on the budget debate by congratulating Hon Barry House as 
the new President of the Council, because I have not previously had a chance to do that in the house. I have no 
doubt that he will be an excellent President, and I hope that you, Mr Deputy President (Hon Matt Benson-
Lidholm), will convey those comments to him. I also agree with the comments he made about our new members. 
I am quite delighted at the broad range of abilities, capabilities, ideas, initiatives and backgrounds of the new 
members in this chamber. I think it is extraordinarily refreshing and bodes well for the future of this house as a 
place that can properly undertake its role of scrutinising legislation and bringing ideas from the community to 
this house of Parliament. 

I also thank those members who were speaking on the consideration of tabled papers debate and the budget 
debate for interrupting their speeches to allow new members to make their inaugural speeches. I thought it was 
very generous of those speakers, because there is nothing worse sometimes than being right in the middle of a 
fantastic sentence in a speech only to be asked to sit down so that someone else can talk. I thank those members 
for doing that. 

I do not propose to go through every issue that was raised in the budget debate because that would take a very 
long time, but I will mention a couple of things and then make a few suggestions about how we might handle 
these sorts of debates in the future. Today Hon Kate Doust talked about the powerline to Geraldton, and I raised 
that matter yesterday during the debate on the Loan Bill. I do not propose to get into an argument about that, 
other than to simply say that Treasury has advised me that when it looked at the sorts of figures that were put 
forward by Mr Aberle and Western Power, it found that it was a seriously underfunded project and that the 
government simply could not write a blank cheque for the sorts of dollars that were being talked about without at 
least reviewing the reasons that the cost escalation was so great. No government in its right mind would just 
accept that sort of cost escalation without having a good, hard look at it. However, we acknowledge, as Hon 
Peter Collier has said, the need to ensure that the mid-west and Geraldton have the necessary power supplies in 
the future. The honourable member also talked about science and innovation, and I will relay the messages she 
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gave to the house to the Minister for Commerce. I think a lot of the matters she raised were worthy of his 
consideration, and I will advise him of her concerns about a number of matters. 

Hon Adele Farina talked about her electorate and told us all about the things the government is not doing down 
there. I just add that in the 2009-10 budget, the government will be spending some $760 million in the south 
west, which is a very significant amount of expenditure. She mentioned that a lot of the projects that the 
government is doing are a continuation of the Labor government�s projects. That is the way it is; many projects 
are in train and simply cannot be stopped, even if the new government does not like them. What happens when 
there is a change from one government to another is that the projects that are in train are continued. If projects 
have not started and the new government does not want them, it curtails them; if the government thinks they are 
good projects, it leaves them in the budget and they come through in time. I will take on board the comments the 
member has made, and the Treasurer will look at the issues that have been raised. 

Because I will respond to a few of the issues raised by members, but not all of them, I will talk to the Treasurer 
about arranging for Treasury or the Treasurer to write to members who have raised matters that are deserving of 
an answer that I cannot provide tonight about the matters they raised in their speeches. I think it is worthy of 
doing that in the future. When debating the budget bills, a vast number of potential questions can be asked of the 
poor minister handling the bills, and he cannot provide all the answers at the time. I will seek to have the 
Treasurer, through Treasury, respond to the questions that have been asked. 

Hon Giz Watson raised a heap of issues, many of which had nothing to do with the budget but which were of 
concern to her. She does not want the Hopetoun Road to be built. My understanding is that one of the best ways 
to maintain and look after a national park is to have a bitumen road run through it that constrains people�s 
movements through the park. People can then enjoy a national park but are required to remain in one part of it. 
The national parks in the United States are highly managed in that way and are considered to be the best in the 
world. It is not the government�s intention to prohibit people from going into national parks. They are there to be 
enjoyed in a way that does not affect the environment. There is a magnificent opportunity for us to provide 
access to that southern coast by virtue of a road. The member does not think we should spend any money on 
extra police officers. That is a matter of opinion. She does not think the government should spend money on 
prison beds either. Again, that is a matter of opinion. I suspect those who are in jail would like a few more beds 
because it is fairly crowded in a number of our prisons. Her view is that we should spend money educating 
people to not be naughty and that that will somehow solve the problems of society. Maybe she is partly right, but 
we must deal with the circumstances in which we find ourselves. It is the view of the community that we need 
more police officers. There is also a view in the community that we need tougher laws for criminal behaviour. If 
we do that, more prison beds will be needed. That is what the government is seeking to do. The member said that 
the Department of Environment and Conservation does not have enough money. I did a calculation: the 
Department of Environment and Conservation has an annual budget this year of $171 million. I looked at a few 
other agencies, including two of my own. The Department of Mines and Petroleum has $68 million, the 
Department of Fisheries has $29 million and the Department of State Development has $45 million. Three of the 
agencies that generate $72 billion worth of revenue for the state get $142 million to manage and the Department 
of Environment and Conservation gets $171 million. That puts into context that we are spending more money on 
preserving the environment than we are on facilitating industry development in Western Australia. 

Hon Adele Farina: EPA does that as well. It facilitates development. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I am waiting for it to happen, I must say. 

Hon Giz Watson and other members talked about Royal Perth Hospital. We made an election commitment to 
retain Royal Perth Hospital. We will manage that because we have committed to do that. Whether Mr Marney 
thinks there is enough money is not for him to judge. It is up to the government to decide the policy and for Mr 
Marney to advise the government how it will be achieved. That is his job and that is what he will do. As far as 
the policy goes, that is the government�s decision. It is the duty of the departments to implement the 
government�s decisions. That is what he will be required to do. 

Hon Ken Travers: It is Mr Marney�s duty to tell you that you do not have the money to do it. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Mr Marney will tell the government what he thinks it ought to do in order to achieve 
the government�s policy objective. It is not for him to publicly say that the government�s policy is wrong or 
unachievable. It is for him to simply carry out the wishes of government. The government has made a policy 
decision that this is what will happen and it is for him to work with the Treasurer, the government and the 
Minister for Health to ensure that the funds are available to do the job. It may mean that changes will need to be 
made elsewhere; who knows? That is the government�s policy and it will be implemented.  
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Hon Giz Watson also talked about greenhouse gas emissions, as the Greens (WA) normally do. I make the point 
that greenhouse gas emissions from Australia account for 1.5 per cent of the world�s greenhouse gas emissions. 
Let us say that Western Australia accounts for 20 per cent of the nation. That means Western Australia emits 
about 0.3 per cent of the world�s greenhouse gas emissions. If we were to prevent every molecule of greenhouse 
gas from being emitted from Western Australia, it would not make the slightest skerrick of difference to the 
world�s climate�not one iota�because it is a miniscule amount. It is probably a statistical aberration when we 
consider these issues. The Greens always say that we are the highest emitters of greenhouse gas per capita in the 
world. I do not know whether that is right, but it is a totally misleading argument. What counts is how much 
greenhouse gas has been emitted, not how much per person is being emitted.  

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I will not argue with Hon Ken Travers, because I do not want to be here all night. He 
has had about four hours to speak on the budget and I ask him to give me half an hour.  

We could argue this forever. The bottom line simply is this: Australia is headed down a path, potentially, of 
programs that are supported by the Greens and deal with greenhouse gas emissions. Those programs could have 
a very significant effect on this state�s economy. If the Labor Party and the Greens want those programs to have 
a dramatic effect on the state�s economy, they should start telling people that they need to start thinking about 
not having jobs at Collie, not having jobs in the liquefied natural gas industry and not having jobs in mining, and 
start thinking about where the jobs will come from. Those are the cold, hard facts of the circumstances that we 
face with this issue.  

Hon Wendy Duncan commented on an issue that resonates with me. She said that the amount of money that is 
being spent on royalties for regions is equivalent to the public transport subsidy in the city. I have been saying 
for a long time that there is an argument for subsidised air travel from country areas to the city because it is a 
public transport system. Airlines provide the same sort of public transport system for people in Port Hedland and 
Broome to Perth as does the bus from Booragoon to Perth. If people from Port Hedland want to travel to Perth 
on what is essentially public transport�that is, Qantas or Skywest�they pay a very significant amount of 
money, but we subsidise people who ride on the bus into Perth from Booragoon. That particular set of figures 
puts this whole thing into a very significant context.  

Hon Wendy Duncan also talked about fixed-term elections. The government is committed to fixed-term 
elections. I have been consulting all parties about what they think is an appropriate way to introduce fixed terms. 
I am not wedded to what the government went to the election with if a consensus can be reached some other 
way. I have met with all parties and I will be talking to the Independents next. We will come to the Parliament 
with a bill. There is no great hurry to do that because it does not need to happen for a few years. However, it will 
be a bill that will provide for fixed-term elections. I am not all that fussed about the notion of no how-to-vote 
cards. It is an issue for another day and we will argue about it another time.  

Hon Ken Travers had three goes at the budget, which is his prerogative. I am not being critical of him, because it 
is the way the system works. We are really lucky in this house to have a member who has the answers to all the 
questions. I know of only one other person who knows more than Hon Ken Travers�Wilson Tuckey! Wilson 
Tuckey knows everything about everything and has the answers to all the questions. Hon Ken Travers is next in 
line.  

Hon Sue Ellery: That is so unkind.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I know. Hon Ken Travers gives us the benefit of his knowledge at great length and 
tells everybody how they should be doing it. In the context of his criticism of my ministerial colleagues, I cannot 
understand why a person of his great talent, great knowledge and great understanding was not the Premier! Not 
only was he not the Premier, he was not a minister in the last government. When I think back to just before the 
election and to the people who were sitting on the front row on this side of the house and I saw Hon Ken Travers 
sitting on the back row�he was not even a parliamentary secretary�I was astounded. I was astounded that a 
man of his ability should be overlooked by the then Labor government! He did not even get a parliamentary 
secretary�s job. He did for a while. To tell the truth, I thought he did a good job in tourism, because he took the 
job seriously. I then found that he was put out into the cold. Clearly, his colleagues during the Carpenter 
government era did not recognise his talents! I find that extraordinary. Every day in this place we are confronted 
by a man of great talent! Anyway, if he wants to criticise us, I will do the same from time to time.  

Hon Ken Travers raised a range of issues, most of which were not in the budget. Many of the speeches that have 
been made today were about things that are not in the budget and members were arguing that they should be in 
it. That is a legitimate argument. The bottom line is that we are seeking parliamentary approval today for the 
contents of the budget, which was finalised on 14 April, or whenever the cut-off date for this budget was. That is 
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what we are talking about; not about whether we need a new hospital in the northern suburbs. That is an issue 
that members opposite can argue about, but it is not part of this budget. Similarly many other matters raised by 
members were speculative and will be dealt with by the government as it goes forward. We have not been the 
government for very long in the context of a full term. We have had longer than a government would normally 
have because of the brilliance of the last Premier, but we still have a long way to go, in the context of the global 
financial crisis, to make sure that we get the budgetary situation for the state in the order that we want it to be in. 

I simply say, as I said the other evening, that we inherited a global economic crisis that had only just arrived 
about the time of the election. I do not know quite why that happened. I make the point that the commitments we 
made before the election, like the commitments the Labor Party made, were made prior to the world economic 
crisis having any measurable effect on the Western Australian budget. As a result of that, we have had to delay a 
number of projects, we have had to cancel a number of projects and at the same time, as I said last evening, we 
have tried to redirect our priorities to meet the obligations that we have to the community that elected us at the 
last election. 

A couple of other issues were also raised. Somebody mentioned that the budget papers are shorter this year than 
they were in previous years. They are. However, I believe the reason is that prior to the election Treasury was 
working with the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations and the then government on 
changing the format of the budget papers. Indeed after the election the shadow Treasurer was informed of the 
intention of the government to modify the way in which the papers would be presented, and the shadow 
Treasurer did not indicate any problem with that. The genesis of the change to the budget presentation, therefore, 
was made before the last election. It is not something that this government suddenly thought up as a consequence 
of the circumstances we are in now. 

Hon Ken Travers talked about commitments to projects that go beyond the forward estimates. That is not 
unusual. In fact if he looks at the previous government�s last budget he will find that the construction of the 
stadium, costed at $700 million, was forecast to go beyond the forward estimates. Construction of the new 
museum, costed at $350 million, was also forecast to go beyond the forward estimates. It is not an unusual state 
of affairs, as the completion of a big project of that nature may take five or six years. It is therefore appropriate 
to cost those projects beyond the forward estimates. 

Hon Ken Travers: I understand that. You are missing the point, Mr Moore, as you always do. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I am not missing any point at all. Hon Ken Travers is saying to us that we should not 
do this. I am saying that the former government did it and it is not an inappropriate way in which to deal with 
these long-term, big projects that may be developed in the future. 

There is one other matter I want to raise. I do not know whether this house is dealing with the budget in the best 
way. We have had a few different ways of dealing with budgets over the years. At one stage, we had three or 
four-day hearings, which used to take up a week�like the Assembly has now. We have now gone to one-day 
hearings and a committee that meets with agencies on a regular basis throughout the year. We have a debate 
where we take note of the tabled papers when the budget is first presented, and then we come to a situation later 
when we debate the bills themselves. I would like to spend a bit of time between now and the time the next 
budget is handed down discussing with members on all sides whether there is a better way for this house to deal 
with the budget to give members a better chance of knowing all the detail in it, without trying to deal with it in 
the last hour or two of a sitting, such as we are doing now. There may well be better ways of dealing with the 
budget, and if members have any ideas on it, please give me a yell and we can talk about it between now and 
next year. 

I thank members for their contributions to the debate. I again congratulate the new members on the content of 
their contributions and the way in which they delivered their speeches to the house. I commend the budget to the 
house.  

Questions put and passed. 

Bills read a second time.  

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bills read a third time, on motions by Hon Norman Moore (Leader of the House), and passed.  
 


