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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 18 June on the following motion moved by Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental Health) — 

That pursuant to standing order 69(1), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 1449A–E 
(2014–15 budget papers) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 8 May 2014. 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [12.39 pm]: I thank you, Madam Deputy President, for the 
opportunity to make comments on the tabled budget papers. As I did last year, I intend to deliver to the house a 
balanced speech that will include compliments and concerns and a particular focus on how the budget impacts 
my constituency and the regions that I represent. With that disclaimer, in the short time that I have to speak 
about these issues, I hope the ministers and their departments take my concerns in the spirit that they are made. 

I do not want my presentation to be all about royalties for regions, but unfortunately a bit of it will be, because 
over the past few weeks the Labor Party has made some pretty extraordinary attacks on royalties for regions in 
the state budget. I would like to start by acknowledging the work that the government has achieved over the past 
four years, a lot of which has focused on addressing the backlog of investment needed in regional 
Western Australia for many decades. Report after report has talked about the infrastructure backlog and growing 
inequity in service provision in our regional communities. In the north, where much of the first four years of the 
program was focused, some really significant issues were dealt with, not the least of which was the nature of 
being able to afford to live there because of escalating housing prices, amongst a range of other factors, which, to 
be quite fair, are not experienced in other parts of Western Australia. The region that I represent does not suffer 
from $2 000 a week rents; nonetheless, it has over time suffered from a lack of investment in infrastructure and a 
growing inequity in service provision by governments. Over that period, royalties for regions has certainly 
exceeded my expectations and the expectations of the community. Some 3 500 projects from the investment of 
$4 billion have delivered tangible outcomes to every regional community in Western Australia. There are not too 
many policy initiatives that I can recall that can boast a record like that. 

Looking forward, royalties for regions will take a different focus over this term of Parliament. It needs to 
develop to continue to address the needs of our regions. The shifting focus must be on ensuring that we leave 
behind a legacy from that amount of investment. The program needs to be about more than just local amenity. 
Local amenity is important, but local amenity alone will not drive growth in regional towns. The program will 
now look to capitalise on the opportunities that exist for the long-term growth of regional towns and cities. As 
this focus shifts to more strategic and regionally significant projects, royalties for regions will provide a good 
foundation for economic investment and create jobs and long-term growth in nine regions. 

I want to touch on the so-called royalties for regions cap. At this point, I seek leave to table an election 
discussion paper containing the policy commitment on royalties for regions that the Nationals took to the 2008 
state election. 

Leave granted. [See paper 1570.] 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I want to table this document because I note that some speeches have been made 
to this house since the budget was presented about the royalties for regions cap and plenty of accusations have 
been made about the National Party, in particular, misleading its voters when it went to the 2008 election. 
Comments were made that some members keep quite a record of published material, but obviously those 
members did not have access to the primary piece of policy that the Nationals took to the 2008 state election, 
which was royalties for regions. It was the only policy taken to that election, so members should not be too 
confused about what document I am referring to. The document is quite clear, and the recommendation in it 
states — 

The equivalent of 25 per cent of all royalty payments to the State to be set aside each year for 
reinvestment into regional WA. 

Funds to be held in a Special Investment Fund … capped at $1 billion annually. 

That is pretty clear. The first two paragraphs of the recommendation set out the quantum and that there would be 
a $1 billion annual cap on royalties for regions. I am pretty sure that this document was mailed to every 
household in regional Western Australia as we approached the 2008 state election, so I am not sure how that 
statement stacks up to the accusation that the Nationals mislead their voters, because I think the National Party 
made it very clear that for many reasons it intended to include a cap on the fund. 

Obviously, when the policy was released in the 2008–09 financial year, royalties were forecast to deliver about 
$675 million to that fund, so we were still quite a way from the $1 billion cap. As members know and as history 
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has shown, since that time there has been exponential growth in royalties received by the state and we have 
reached that $1 billion cap probably sooner than anyone, including Treasury, had thought. 

Section 8 of the Royalties for Regions Act 2009 states — 
The Treasurer is to ensure that the amount of money standing to the credit of the Fund at any time does 
not exceed $1 billion. 

I think that this is where some members get confused. The act reflects something different from what was in the 
Nationals’ policy. Section 8 of the Royalties for Regions Act refers to a limit on the amount of the royalties for 
regions fund at any one time, whereas the policy that the Nationals took to the election was an annual cap on the 
amount of money in the royalties for regions fund of $1 billion a year. I was not in this house when the 
legislation came in or was approved by the members of this chamber, but I can only presume that the reason that 
was not included in the legislation was perhaps it was not envisaged that that $1 billion cap would be reached in 
the near future. 
Some interesting comments that I cannot let go without saying something about came from the Leader of the 
Opposition, Hon Mark McGowan. Following the state budget, he said that royalties for regions is dead and 
buried. I think that was actually the title of his media statement on the day that the state budget was presented. It 
is an incredibly stupid statement to make and I do not think that anybody in regional Western Australia paid any 
attention to what Hon Mark McGowan had to say or took him seriously, because he was so far off the mark. 

I now turn to the 2007–08 budget papers, the last budget of the then Labor government, and in particular I draw 
attention to the division “Local Government and Regional Development” on page 343 of budget paper No 2. 
Further on in that division, at page 359, are the details of controlled grants and subsidies. In that section and at 
the time of that budget there was a big announcement of $80 million over four years for the Labor government’s 
regional investment fund. Even if we took a more generous approach to this and we looked at all the money that 
the then Labor government had in that category, including financial support to local governments, regional 
development grants schemes and other metropolitan community programs, the amount did not exceed 
$30 million in the budget year or in the three years of the forward estimates. If we are comparing a program 
delivering $1 000 million every year with a program delivering $80 million over four years, I am not sure what 
words we would use to describe it. If we had presented that proposition in the state budget, I wonder what 
Hon Mark McGowan might have said about that commitment, if $1 000 million is “dead and buried”. 

During the speech that I made in this chamber last year about the state budget I spoke at length about some of the 
initiatives—many of them were our election commitments—that were delivered in the government’s first budget 
following the election. I do not intend to go over all of them today but I want to touch on some areas of new 
investment in the state budget, in particular within the royalties for regions fund. One of those is the Growing our 
South initiative. Since 2008, and in the first term of the Liberal–National government, a number of revitalisation 
or investment funds have been set up in, I think, five of our nine regions. The Growing our South initiative will 
provide $600 million into four regions over five years; that is, the wheatbelt, the great southern, the Peel and the 
south west. In a similar way to what we have seen with Pilbara Cities, the Mid West Investment Plan, the 
Gascoyne and Kimberley revitalisation plans and the Goldfields–Esperance revitalisation, this initiative will 
invest in those remaining four regions. We have not seen that level of investment from royalties for regions. This 
means that by the end of that five-year period, every one of those nine regions in regional Western Australia that 
I have just mentioned will have participated in a revitalisation or investment fund of some sort. I hope that 
expenditure from this new initiative will be informed to a large extent by the significant work that our regional 
development commissions have done through the regional blueprint initiative. It is competitive in nature, which I 
think is probably one of the advantages it has compared with some of the previous funds in which a notional 
allocation was made to the other regions. This one investment fund will cover four regions, and it is competitive 
in nature, ensuring that we are spending the money where it is most needed and where we will get the best 
outcomes for our regions and its communities. 

The regional blueprint initiative that I just talked about will also get an investment of $292 million over five 
years. On top of the money that I talked about in relation to the Growing our South initiative, each of the nine 
regional development commissions will have access to $292 million over five years to enable them to develop 
their own regional socioeconomic strategies, which includes growth and development aspirations, transformative 
strategies, priority implementation initiatives and opportunities for investment. That work is well advanced. The 
development commissions in my region, being the great southern, the wheatbelt and the midwest, have all 
released their blueprints in draft form for comment. The Wheatbelt Development Commission has held a series 
of public consultations. I have attended ones in Merredin, Gingin and Moora, and I think it has also conducted 
consultations in Northam and Narrogin. The blueprints are well advanced; they have been put out for public 
comment in various forms. I think the commissions will be well placed to implement that investment over the 
five years. 
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The blueprint that I am most familiar with is the Wheatbelt Development Commission’s, having attended a 
number of its consultations. It is very comprehensive and it sets out exactly the four core planks that it is aiming 
to achieve in each of the regional blueprints. The wheatbelt document sets some specific targets: for example, 
population growth from 74 000 in 2013 to 180 000 by 2050; and economic growth at 6.6 per cent per annum, 
resulting in increasing the wheatbelt’s gross regional product from $6.4 billion in 2013 to $73 billion in 2050. 
Some of the economic data that underpins the regional blueprint planning process is quite informative and very 
interesting. I learnt that mining is now a bigger contributor to the wheatbelt than primary production. I learnt that 
the wheatbelt’s economy is growing faster than gross state product or gross domestic product, which reflects 
economic activity in both the state and the nation. Importantly, the blueprint goes on to talk about competitive 
advantages. What is it that the wheatbelt does well and where can it compete? The areas that it has identified are 
primary production, the natural environment, social infrastructure and a close connection to the metropolitan 
area. The blueprint has set a number of areas for priority action to help that region reach its full potential. 
It mentions that in the year 2050 it hopes to look back and see at a state level how clever intervention resulted in 
the avoidance of urban overcrowding and sprawl to deliver well-managed growth in regional WA. That is 
something that I touched on in my maiden speech to this place in 2013; that is, the natural advantage that my 
electorate, much of my electorate being the wheatbelt, has due to its proximity to Perth, the enormous growth 
and expansion that we are seeing in the Perth metropolitan area and the pressure that that is putting on our 
infrastructure and our services. This captures the essence of what the blueprint planning was all about. It was 
about providing a strategic direction for each of our nine regions, something that will not only aim to inform the 
investment of royalties for regions, but should also aim to inform government at all levels, including non-
government organisations, private investors and a range of other stakeholders with an interest in our regions. 
A total of $2 million is allocated this financial year to provide for the ongoing work in the regional blueprint 
planning process and there is $169 million in the forward estimates to begin implementation. The $292 million 
that is available for the blueprint investment plan is not intended to fund all of the areas for priority action in 
each of the blueprints. They are significant. What royalties for regions has achieved quite well over the past few 
years is an ability to leverage with private, local government and federal government money to achieve a much 
bigger outcome than just the royalties for regions dollars that are on the table. The blueprints will also inform the 
investment from the southern development initiative and I would hope also inform other state government 
decisions around investment. They are a couple of the new statewide initiatives. 
I wanted to talk about a few of the things that are due to start this July or are areas of most interest to me and my 
constituents. Hon Colin Holt and I have been doing a considerable amount of work on the volunteer fuel card. 
A total of $7 million has been allocated in the forward estimates to the emergency services volunteer fuel card. 
We recently had quite productive discussions with the emergency service volunteer associations about the rollout 
of that card. In fact, a number of them attended our state campaign launch in Toodyay, where we announced this 
initiative. The feedback that we have received from the associations then and more recently has been very 
positive. We want to make it clear that this is about regional volunteers because they often carry a larger burden 
in having to transport themselves not only for operational matters but for training and other administrative 
matters relating to the operation of their voluntary emergency service in comparison with their metropolitan 
cousins. It is also about recognising the work that our volunteers do. I think it is something that they appreciated. 
It is often easy for governments to talk about the value of volunteers—we have volunteer thankyou day and give 
them a few dollars for sausage sizzles and initiatives like that—but hopefully this will go some small way 
towards providing an incentive for volunteering and recognising the out-of-pocket expenses that our regional 
volunteers in particular incur in the course of their volunteering. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Before I was rudely interrupted by the lunch break I was talking about the 
implementation of the volunteer fuel card and the work Hon Col Holt and I have been doing with the volunteer 
emergency services associations. One of the points I did not make was that as well as the volunteer associations 
welcoming the introduction of the card, it was quite good to hear that many of them are already thinking about 
the innovative way in which they could make that small contribution work the best for their organisation. Some 
of them were talking about, post-implementation, ways in which they could showcase the innovative ways they 
were using it to attract or retain volunteers or provide opportunities for volunteers to travel and see what other 
brigades, units or groups are doing in regional Western Australia. It was quite a good conversation to have. Quite 
often in the heat of election campaigns and the development of election policies, it is difficult to consult to the 
extent we would like. It was good to follow up on that recently. While I am on the topic of volunteer emergency 
services, the budget continues to provide a $12.3 million commitment over five years to improve protections for 
our firefighters in Western Australia. I understand that most of this money will go towards increasing crew 
protections within fire appliances, starting with the appliances in the higher-risk fire areas of the state with the 
focus on burn-over protection. 
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Another issue that is of great importance to me is the improvements that are desperately needed for the way we 
protect and provide cover for our volunteer fire fighters. We were all involved in the passage of legislation late 
last year, if my memory serves me right, that will protect our career firefighters from, I think, 12 prescribed 
cancers. In the event they qualified, it would be considered their contraction of one of those cancers was linked 
to their exposure as a firefighter and they would receive all the ordinary protections they would receive if they 
were workers. Obviously, volunteers are not permanent employees, so we have to provide protections for them 
in other ways. I notice that some time has already passed since this house passed that legislation to protect our 
career fire fighters. I am becoming concerned about the pace at which we are moving to both offer similar 
protections to our volunteers and address a range of equity issues among our volunteer services. It was promising 
to hear an answer to a question in the budget estimates in the other place when the Minister for Emergency 
Services suggested that this is “a hot topic in cabinet”, I think were his words. Hopefully, it is reaching a point of 
finalisation and a point at which it will be introduced into the Parliament. 

In relation to the Nationals’ election commitment “Seizing the opportunity: The Nationals WA’s vision for 
agriculture”, I mentioned in my budget reply speech last year that I was becoming concerned about the rate of 
implementation of that program. I urged the ministers involved and their departments to make sure the program 
was implemented swiftly and the moneys made available. The policy is well outlined. The amount of $51 million 
is set to be invested in this coming 2014–15 financial year. The majority of the policy is focused on boosting 
research into the development of grain and the future of beef in the north of the state, on helping growers to 
manage risk, on boosting biosecurity, on the continuation of the statewide water-for-food initiative and on the 
development of the Muresk Institute. In the budget estimates hearing recently we were provided a breakdown of 
the seizing the opportunity policy. There are some 14 business cases and the Department of Agriculture and 
Food is responsible for 10 of them. The Department of Agriculture and Food is responsible for some 
$153 million of the $300 million allocated to the program. As a result of the budget estimates process, it was 
embarrassing to learn that not a single dollar has been approved by cabinet for this program—not one dollar or 
one business case. I can appreciate that some of them are quite extensive and require the expenditure of large 
sums of money but some of them do not; for example, Hon Nigel Hallett and I had a conversation last week 
about the benefits of improving weather radar services to our primary producers. That aspect is covered in the 
seizing the opportunity policy, albeit, a small component. Another example is within the Department of Regional 
Development’s business case responsibility, which is the infrastructure audit and infrastructure investment fund 
of $77 million, $2 million of which has been allocated to an infrastructure audit to identify barriers for getting 
our produce to market. I would have thought that early activation of that $2 million audit funding, which will 
take some time to research, develop and undertake, and then inform how $75 million in infrastructure 
improvements would be invested, would be an early stage of the delivery of this program. But it is not yet 
approved by cabinet. I thought it was pretty embarrassing in the budget estimates for the minister and his 
department, having responsibility for 10 of the 14 business cases and the bulk of the money, but not one dollar of 
it having been approved by cabinet, some 15 months on from the state election. It is very concerning to me and 
my constituents. 

The regional mobile communications project is not something I want to talk about at length. We had a debate in 
this house recently about this program. I think Hon Paul Brown moved a motion to create some debate about the 
best way to invest that $45 million commitment over, from memory, the next four years, which was a good 
debate to have. As I mentioned in my contribution to the house at that time, I am a big supporter of coverage 
over competition. I had an interesting exchange with a writer who writes opinion pieces for Farm Weekly about 
the way in which regional mobile communications project stage 1 has been conducted and how stage 2 should be 
delivered. In that mix of things, we, as a government, have been accused of promoting the commercial interests 
of one telecommunications provider, being Telstra, over others within the market. The reality is that the large 
majority of people who live in regional Western Australia have to, for reasons of coverage, own a Telstra mobile 
phone. There are exceptions, probably in the south west or more highly urbanised and populated areas, where a 
person could possibly get by using one of the other networks. An interesting thing that has been missed in this 
debate is the competition provisions that were applied through the contract process with Telstra. In RMTP stage 
1, 113 new towers were built and there are competition provisions within that arrangement that allow any other 
telecommunications provider to access that tower and to hang their equipment from that tower. Some 100 towers 
have been constructed to date. The most significant cost to building mobile phone coverage is the land, the tower 
and the power, and given that that is already there for these 100-plus towers in construction or complete, not one 
application for access has been received by Telstra from any of the other telecommunications providers. That is 
quite interesting in the context of a debate about competition versus coverage. We have provisions to allow for 
competition, but we have to acknowledge that Telstra is the principal provider of mobile phone coverage in 
regional Western Australia, and none of the telecommunication mobile service providers that tell us that they are 
interested in providing better services to the regions have made an application to access any of the infrastructure 
that we have built. 
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The Southern Inland Health Initiative is continuing this year and for, I think, two more financial years. The 
$146.1 million budget in expenditure this financial year is quite a significant amount of money, most of it 
associated with capital works. Just about every hub hospital, district or small town hospital or nursing post will 
receive either a significant capital works upgrade or in some cases a complete replacement of their health 
infrastructure. The emergency telehealth service continues to roll out as well as, soon, the telehealth rollout for 
other health services and allied health service providers. There is this, alongside the $20 million invested in 
residential aged care and dementia, and probably the most important part of the program is the implementation 
of primary healthcare demonstration sites. It is really important that we continue to challenge the ideas that 
people have about our health system, particularly in regional Western Australia. People too often become fixated 
on the bricks and mortar of their local hospital and fail to look at the services that are provided from the health 
infrastructure in their towns. When looking at some of the recent work that the WA Country Health Service has 
done, I think it was suggested that two-thirds of all deaths in the wheatbelt are from preventable illness and 
disease. That is quite a staggering number—to think that two-thirds of all deaths in the wheatbelt region could 
have been avoided with the right health service delivery. A lot of that is around responding to chronic illness. 
It is something we need to get right and to make sure we do properly and well, and that these sites serve as 
demonstrations for the rest of the region for improvements in health service delivery. 

At the start of my speech today I said I wanted to talk about some of the concerns I had. One of those concerns 
goes back to the 2012–13 state budget and a decision made in the 2013–14 budget, which has since not been 
corrected or changed in the 2014–15 budget, but has recently come to my attention—that is, the district high 
school capital works funding reductions in my electorate. In 2012–13 a significant investment in our district high 
schools was announced in the state budget—a $40 million package to refurbish or build new specialist facilities. 
There were 27 schools involved and 26 of them were in the regions. By November 2012 there was quite a 
detailed release itemising the schools, the amount of money for each of them and what that investment was 
buying. By the 2013–14 state budget, only some months later, that funding had been reduced by almost half, 
with five regional schools having their funding removed completely and one having its funding significantly 
reduced. The district high schools that lost their funding in regional Western Australia were Boddington District 
High School, Gingin District High School, Toodyay District High School, Wyndham District High School and 
York District High School, with Jurien Bay District High School having its funding reduced. What concerns me 
most is that the schools I am familiar with in my electorate, being Boddington, Gingin, Toodyay, York and 
Jurien Bay, are all schools I expect to experience significant growth and increases in enrolments as their towns 
and subregions grow. It was confirmed in the recent budget estimates hearing that some $300 000 had been spent 
by the Department of Education on planning and design work for these schools that have had their funding 
removed. It is extremely disappointing to me that this money was committed by the government and within 
months, that funding was removed. It is even more disappointing to learn that in the most recent state budget an 
enormous package of investment, some $1.16 billion of capital works, was announced in education 
infrastructure. Under this new program primary schools will be built in Alkimos, Baldivis, Caversham, 
Ellenbrook, east Landsdale and Harrisdale, and new secondary schools built in Banksia Grove, Harrisdale and 
Ellenbrook north—all metropolitan schools. The funding lost by the five regional district high schools amounted 
to some $7.75 million. In the context of a $1.16 billion education infrastructure program, I struggle to understand 
this decision. Our school communities and other members from my party remain very concerned about this 
decision. 

Another area I want to talk about today is road safety and road funding. In the 2013–14 state budget we learnt 
that the state intended to materially breach the agreement it had with local government in relation to road 
funding. The budget papers show, and budget estimates have confirmed, that some $70.4 million has been 
reduced from local governments in road funding. I have only recently had the opportunity to review the “State 
Road Funds to Local Government Agreement 2011/12–2015/16”, which has identified some very interesting 
points that I want to make in the time remaining today. One of the five core principles within this agreement 
is — 

• funding certainty for Local Government for the term of the Agreement 
This is an interesting point, as in year three of the agreement, that funding certainty has been removed. Members 
would understand and appreciate that road improvement projects are subject to many challenges impacting on 
their timing, including onerous environmental regulations, approvals and, not the least, availability of contractors 
to undertake the work. 
One of the key responses of the government for breaching this agreement was that local government was 
struggling to acquit the funds, and carryovers were occurring between financial years. Having read this 
agreement, I can say that the agreement recognises this. It states — 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 19 June 2014] 

 p4198b-4211a 
Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Samantha Rowe 

 [6] 

Recognising that road projects may extend over several years, the parties acknowledge that actual 
revenue and expenditure may not be equal on a yearly basis and there may be a need to carry over funds 
between years. 

The other argument presented to me has been that the dollar value of the fund has increased greater than that 
identified in the agreement. The first point that I make about that is that the agreement is based on a percentage 
of 27 per cent of estimated vehicle licence fees. I assume that this is a percentage-based assumption as there is a 
direct link between the number of vehicles registered on our road network and the requirement to undertake road 
improvement and maintenance. The agreement projected the value of funds over the years of the agreement. 
However, this was for indicative purposes only, based on estimates in 2010–11. I quote from the agreement — 

The allocations from 2011/12 to 2015/16 are based on the 2010/11 Budget and Forward Estimates. 
They are indicative and are subject to further review as they become incorporated into Main Roads 
Budget and Forward Estimates. 

The agreement goes on to state — 
During the life of the Agreement management of State Road Funds to Local Government Agreement 
funding will continue to be examined to manage annual carryover of funds. Any structural change to the 
way the funds are managed will require to the agreement of both State and Local Government. 

This decision will impact our regional local governments the hardest. Regional local governments have more 
roads and smaller rate bases, meaning that a greater proportion of their operating expenditure is focused on road 
maintenance and improvement in comparison with their metropolitan counterparts. 

Some figures that are drawn from the 2011–12 returns by local governments to the WA Local Government 
Grants Commission are that local governments in the Perth metropolitan area spend 24.4 per cent of their total 
operating expenditure on transport; local governments outside the Perth metropolitan area spend 33.5 per cent of 
their total operating expenditure on transport. The 2012–13 local government road assets and expenditure report 
states that in the Perth metropolitan area, 11.6 per cent of local government expenditure on roads is funded by 
the state government. Outside the Perth metropolitan area, 34.5 per cent of local government expenditure on 
roads is funded by the state government. As this is an average for some individual local governments, the 
percentage of road expenditure funded by the state is significantly higher. That says that regional local 
governments are three times more reliant on state funding for their road network than their metropolitan 
counterparts. 

This road funding issue is only compounded in the recent state budget with the cancellation of the regional run-
off-road crash program. The 2012–13 state budget made an initial commitment of $20 million from the road 
trauma trust account to this program. This commitment was welcomed and recommended by the Road Safety 
Council in a media statement that it issued in May 2012. In that statement, the Road Safety Council suggested 
that $50 million would be required in 2013–14, and $90 million in 2014–15 as the program ramped up. This 
would provide the estimated $160 million that is needed to address the highest priority roads within the state, 
which have a five times the average crash risk. The Road Safety Council also suggested that the second tier of 
dangerous roads with three to four times the average crash risk would require a further commitment of 
$250 million. I have received many calls from local governments in my electorate over the past few weeks 
expressing their concerns about this reduction in funding. As members would appreciate, lead times for road 
projects can be significant, with, as I understand, applications closing in the next few months for funding in the 
2015–16 financial year. As I understand it, the 2014–15 financial year was the first year in which local 
government would have been able to seek funding from this program. According to the Western Australian 
Local Government Association, local government made 32 applications, totalling $7.07 million, to the program. 
Local governments that have contacted me have advised me in almost every case that they had the opportunity to 
seek funding when their roads became eligible under the run-off-road crash program or the black spot program, 
but not both. In fact, local governments reported to me that Main Roads encouraged them to apply for regional 
run-off-road crash funding in preference to black spot funding. That is not a criticism of Main Roads, as I am 
sure that it had the best of intent on the basis that this program would be ongoing and available to both local and 
state road safety projects. According to the Road Safety Council, in 2012, regional WA roads were responsible 
for 900 serious injuries a year, including 100 road deaths—a death rate four times that of metropolitan Perth. 
I know that the wheatbelt, which encompasses much of my electorate, has the worst road safety record in the 
state. Single vehicle run-off-road crashes are responsible for nearly 80 per cent of all road deaths in 
regional WA. 

During budget estimates last week I had the opportunity to question Main Roads officials, and they cited budget 
pressures as being responsible for their bid for the regional run-off-road crash funding being unsuccessful. As a 
member of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, I struggle to understand what these 
budget pressures are, as in previous years the program has been funded by the road trauma trust account and, 
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according to the budget papers, the road trauma trust account shows a projected balance of $80 million at 
30 June 2014 and $73 million at 30 June 2015—sufficient funds to support the $7 million in funding that local 
government is seeking from the program, and sufficient funds to make good progress on the $90 million that the 
Road Safety Council suggested was needed next financial year to address our state’s most dangerous roads. 

A couple of other small areas that I want to touch on before I conclude this afternoon include some recent 
changes in the state budget in relation to the country local government fund. In the 2013–14 state budget, 
members would know that the country local government fund four-year funding was not renewed. A number of 
individual local governments, for various reasons, had not acquitted their 2012–13 individual funding through 
that program. I was dealing with a number of aggrieved local governments. To be fair, I think that some of the 
reasons that they had for all the challenges that they faced in acquitting funding that was allocated to them in the 
financial year in which it was allocated had some validity. I had had many conversations with the Minister for 
Regional Development about this and I had written to him on this matter. To his credit, he responded to the 
concerns that were raised by me and, I am sure, by other members about the individual component of this 
program. In the budget before us, an additional $20 million has been set aside to fund individual local 
governments that did not receive funding from the 2012–13 funding round. I have looked at the local 
governments that were previously deemed ineligible and are now eligible for funding through this program. In 
my electorate that includes Perenjori, Coorow, Gnowangerup, Broomehill, Tambellup, Cunderdin, Dalwallinu, 
Dumbleyung, greater Geraldton, Kent, Kojonup, Kondinin, Merredin, Mingenew, Morawa, the Town of 
Narrogin, Northam, Nungarin, Plantagenet, Tammin, West Arthur and Wongan–Ballidu. A significant number of 
local governments in my electorate were impacted by that decision. It is good to see that they will now be able to 
acquit the 2012–13 country local government fund that was committed to them. I worked quite closely with the 
Shire of Plantagenet. It had $593 798 reallocated to it in the coming year’s budget. It is important that the 
council receives those funds to continue the second stage of the Sounness Park redevelopment, which is the new 
sporting precinct in Mt Barker. It was an important decision and a good example of stakeholders—in this case 
local governments—working with local members and ministers who were prepared to engage and discuss the 
issues that were affecting them. A good decision was made to return that funding to local governments. 

To conclude, I started my speech earlier today talking about the change in focus of royalties for regions and it 
becoming more strategic, more regionally focused and more focused around priority areas for action that were 
identified in the blueprint planning processes that the nine regional development commissions have undertaken. 
I make special reference to a $40 million allocation in the state budget—$10 million a year over the next 
four years—to the regional grants scheme and the community chest fund. Although the focus might change, it is 
important that we continue to support local projects in our local communities. Some form of grants have always 
been offered by the development commissions. I think under the former Labor government it was called the 
regional development scheme. This government has called it the regional grants scheme. This has given the 
regional development commissions an opportunity to allocate smaller amounts of money, often with easier 
application processes and less onerous administration, reporting and acquittal processes. I refer to small grants of 
a few thousand dollars to, say, a men’s shed to purchase equipment for its work in the community right up to 
hundreds of thousands of dollars for larger projects within local communities. I think it is important to recognise 
that although significantly larger funds will be focused on increasing the economic activity of, and growing, our 
regional communities and towns, programs still exist within the broader royalties for regions program to focus 
on looking after local communities. 

HON SAMANTHA ROWE (East Metropolitan) [2.35 pm]: I rise today to contribute to debate on the 2014–
15 budget. I am very pleased to have the full 60 minutes to go through the concerns I have with this Liberal state 
budget that was handed down in May. Unfortunately, last year we thought we had seen the worst that this 
government could produce in terms of budget papers, but the government has been able to outdo itself this year. 
The budget is full of broken commitments, broken promises and an ever-increasing cost of living for WA 
families and individuals who are already struggling to manage the family budget. In looking at ways the 
government can try to reduce some of the debt it has blown out over the last couple of years, it is now looking to 
sell off state assets to try to combat that. Of course that will have an incredibly negative impact on all 
WA residents. 

I want to go through a number of issues in detail, including the different areas the Labor Party feels the costs of 
living will adversely impact on WA residents, whether it be electricity increases, water increases, public 
transport costs or housing affordability. I would also like to talk about the forced amalgamations of metropolitan 
councils—yet another broken promise by this government. I will touch on the AAA credit rating. With time 
permitting, I will look at the different transport areas and broken promises that have come about in this budget. 

I will start with the cost of living because that is an area that impacts greatly on my electorate, the East 
Metropolitan Region. I am not the only one who holds that opinion. It will disproportionately impact those on 
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low incomes. The Labor Party is not the only one to feel that. The CEO of the Western Australian Council of 
Social Service has also said that this budget is not good. It does not look after those who are the most vulnerable 
in our community. Just hours before the budget was handed down in May, an article by Daniel Mercer appeared 
in The West Australian on 8 May titled “Utility bill battlers hit record high”. I will quote from this article — 

The number of families asking for help to pay their electricity bills is on track to be the highest on 
record this year after rocketing more than 500 per cent under the Barnett Government.  

Ahead of inflation-busting increases to electricity tariffs expected in today’s State Budget and a similar 
rise for water, figures have highlighted how thousands of households are struggling to keep up. 

… 

WA Council of Social Service chief executive Irina Cattalini said more people were seeking help to pay 
their utility bills because tariffs were rising faster than incomes—a situation that would be exacerbated 
by today’s budget. 

We heard this morning in Hon Sue Ellery’s motion how cost-of-living increases are impacting everyone across 
this state, whether it is families, individuals, single parents or seniors. Everybody has to try to make their budget 
stretch further. It is a reality that I do not think the Liberal government has actually grasped, or it does not seem 
to care that it is happening in its own electorates. The budget offers no relief. People are turning to charities to 
try to assist the ever-increasing costs of living. As always with a Liberal government, it cannot manage the 
budget. It has let the AAA credit rating go. I think Western Australians now have to face $1.1 billion in 
additional taxes and charges and yet it is the public who has to wear the cost. It is always the most vulnerable in 
our state who are left to carry the cost because of the government’s inability to manage its finances.  

We recently heard Minister Nahan, the new Treasurer, flag the possibility of selling off the Utah Point export 
facility in Port Hedland, Kwinana Bulk Terminal, the TAB, Perth Market Authority and apparently surplus 
hospital sites, such as Princess Margaret Hospital for Children, all to pay back the state government’s increasing 
debt. There is an article by Joe Spagnolo dated 8 May on the PerthNow website, which just goes through — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You’ve got some superb sources of information, haven’t you! 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I thank the honourable member; I do. I am glad he is listening intently and I look 
forward to his contribution to the budget reply debate, which I am sure he will make. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: By unruly interjection! 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am sure he will have a great contribution to make. I am sure all government 
members will make a contribution and be able to talk about the benefits of this budget—surely they can! 
Although we have heard from I think it is only one Liberal member, I am sure there is still time to go. 

Hon Helen Morton: We’re running out of time! 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: If members opposite are running out, we can always make time. I am sure we can 
always make time; there is all of next week for people to stand up. 

Hon Helen Morton: Cut yours down by half? 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: No, I will not cut mine down by half. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! We are running out of time rapidly. Hon Samantha 
Rowe has the call. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: You just can’t help yourself, can you! 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: As I was saying before I was rudely interrupted, an article published on the 
PerthNow website stated that Minister Nahan had already flagged assets he is looking to sell off to try to deal 
with this increasing debt that the government has been able to draw up over the last couple of years, which has 
now caused the state to lose its AAA credit rating. We know that this budget is further evidence that it does not 
matter what government members say prior to an election to try to woo voters to win votes; once in government, 
all those promises and commitments made throughout the state of Western Australia are simply forgotten. 
The Premier has even said that he does not think people study his promises. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: We do! 
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Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: We do! The opposition does study them. I would like to give members of the 
public a little more credit because I think that they do take these commitments and promises seriously. It is 
arrogant to think that they will not study the commitments made prior to an election and that there will not be 
consequences for not following through with the promises made. I know that the Premier came out and made 
such statements last year on 6PR. I think he will regret making such statements come 2017. 

The public, quite rightly, believed prior to the state election that the government would follow through on 
commitments to deliver light rail projects, to deliver infrastructure upgrades and keep electricity prices at or 
around the rate of inflation. The people also took the WA Barnett Liberal government at its word when it gave 
assurances that there would be no forced council amalgamations, and that there would be no public service job 
cuts. 

In an article from The West Australian of 9 May this year titled “No one spared from revenue grabs”, 
Gareth Parker makes the following point — 

Mike Nahan’s first Budget has spared no section of the WA community from rises in taxes, levies, fees 
and charges. 

The revenue grabs, totalling $446 million in 2014–15, are accompanied by assumptions on royalty 
revenue that are hopeful and spending growth that are wildly optimistic. 

He finishes by saying — 

The Budget is also the final confirmation, if it were needed, that the Liberals’ “fully funded, fully 
costed” 2013 election plan was a fairy tale. 

It’s like the campaign never happened. 

It is in cold hard print. Of course, the fact of the matter is that, sadly, there is no realisation that the government’s 
false election promises will actually prevent the people of WA from suffering the consequences of this 
government’s re-election, particularly with the skyrocketing cost of living that families now face. When we look 
at the cost-of-living calculations based on electricity, water, sewerage, drainage, public transport, motor vehicle 
charges, stamp duty, residential gas and the emergency services levy, we see that the cost of living for 
Western Australians has risen some 5.86 per cent. That may not seem like a lot for us, but I can tell members that 
for many of our constituents it means a great deal and for some it will mean going without some of the basics we 
all take for granted, such as having a hot meal at night and being able to turn on the heater. Although that 
percentage may not sound high for us, for a lot of our constituents this will mean some serious playing around 
with their budget where there was no room to move before this budget was handed down. Those people faced the 
same problem with last year’s budget, so I am not sure where they will go now. They will now be more reliant 
on seeking handouts from charity organisations and those organisations will be stretched to the absolute brim. 
Something has got to give, and we are not seeing the safety net that is so important for low-income earners in our 
society. The dollar amount that that equates to, which I think is an easier way to understand how this increase in 
the cost of living will affect people, is approximately $2 500 in additional household charges. That is nearly a 
50 per cent increase in the cost of living over the life of this government so far. 

Quite rightly, opposition leader Mark McGowan has stated that Colin Barnett is punishing Western Australian 
families with his own budget mismanagement. As I said, in my electorate of East Metropolitan Region in areas 
such as Belmont and Forrestfield, the increases to the cost of living and those charges have a disproportionate 
impact on lower income earners. It makes it significantly harder for these people to make ends meet. It is worth 
noting that in electorates such as Belmont and Forrestfield, the median weekly income is below the state average. 
In the last census, the state average weekly income was $1 415. In areas such as Belmont, it is significantly 
lower than that; the median weekly income is around $1 290. The people who live in those electorates already 
have to juggle all these increases that are coming at a time when their wages are not matching the cost of living, 
so what will the government do to address that disparity? It is something that we need to look at seriously 
because it is not just happening in my electorate; it will be happening in all electorates and the same issues will 
arise. It needs to be taken seriously and we need to make sure that enough funding is put towards services that 
will assist families, individuals, single parents and seniors so that they can at least break even with the family 
budget. 
In terms of electricity, we have heard it before. We know that the government made a key election promise to the 
people of Western Australia that it would keep electricity prices at or around the rate of inflation. It failed 
miserably to keep that commitment in the last budget, and we have seen the same thing in this budget. We have 
been told that last year there was an increase of four per cent, yet the rate of inflation was 2.5 per cent, so the 
increase was nowhere near close to the rate of inflation, even though the then Treasurer, Troy Buswell, stated 
that it was near enough. We know that that is not good enough. In this budget, there will be an even larger 
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increase of 4.5 per cent. Again, inflation for the first quarter of this year was 2.9 per cent, so the Barnett Liberal 
government is not even close to meeting the commitment to keep electricity prices at a manageable level for the 
people of WA. It should not have made the promises; it should not have made the commitments. It should not 
have sent out the glossy flyers stating that everything was fully funded and fully costed, when clearly it had no 
intention of keeping those commitments. It was purely a grab to win votes, and the public is now paying the 
price for those broken commitments. 

Since the Barnett government came to power in 2008, the price of electricity has increased by some 76.96 per 
cent. In 2008, the average power bill was $963. Today it is more like $1 704. That is an increase of $741 that 
people have to find. Of course, it is not just electricity prices that have increased under this Liberal government. 
The cost of water and other utilities has also increased. I went through some examples earlier when we debated 
Hon Sue Ellery’s motion. One particular senior I know has made the decision that he cannot afford to turn his 
heater on during winter, so he is forced to stay in bed. I also made the remark that an elderly woman who came 
into my office a couple of weeks ago is living on a diet of bread and breakfast cereal because there is no extra 
money to buy meat, fruit and vegetables and some of the basics that we all enjoy because her bills are too high. 
It is probably not a surprise, but it is an absolute disgrace that it is happening and that people are forced to live 
like this. 

There has been an extraordinary increase in the number of people seeking assistance to pay their electricity bills. 
There has been a 500 per cent increase in the number of people who need assistance to pay their bills since the 
Barnett government took office. There is an outstanding organisation in the Belmont electorate called the 
Jacaranda Community Centre. Jacaranda provides family support services, financial counselling, court support 
and some emergency relief. It also has Indigenous support programs. The CEO of the Jacaranda Community 
Centre, Lyndsey Fitzgerald, whom I often catch up with, shared some of the stories of the issues that her clients 
are facing. The people in Belmont have reported to her that their gas had been shut off after making the difficult 
decision to forgo hot water if it meant that they could keep their fridge running. That is the basic level of 
decision-making that they have to make with their family budget. She said that her financial councillors had 
drawn up household budgets and had found that a lot of clients were $300 to $400 a fortnight in deficit after 
paying the essentials such as rent and power and gas bills. These people clearly have no chance of getting ahead, 
and are simply sinking further and further into debt and moving further away from the opportunities that this 
state has to offer. Lyndsey also spoke of the hardship utility grant scheme—otherwise known as HUGS—which 
provides a one-off payment to assist those with higher power bills. The maximum amount that people can 
receive is around $515, but often her clients’ power bills were well over $1 000, so these people are not even 
breaking even. The power bills are just far too high. 

I suppose the difference is that WA Labor believes in providing a strong safety net for the most vulnerable in our 
community—that is, those on low incomes, such as single parents, individuals and seniors. The current safety net 
in place is not holding its value over time. Given the continual cost-of-living increases that WA people are 
experiencing because of the Barnett Liberal government’s inability to manage its finances, the story just gets 
worse and worse for these people. 

Electricity is only one factor in the cost-of-living scenario. There is also the increase in the cost of water. This 
year people will be faced with another increase of around six per cent, which means that since the Barnett 
Liberal government came to power in 2007–08, the cost of water has increased by a massive 90 per cent. That is 
a huge increase that people have to try to manage. The price has almost doubled since 2007–08, when the 
average annual water bill was $365 per annum; now people are facing a bill of about $693. That is an increase 
that is well above the current rate of inflation of around 2.9 per cent. It is little wonder that there has been such a 
significant increase in the number of people seeking emergency relief from charitable organisations to pay their 
bills. 

Another area in relation to the cost of living that I would like to touch on is public transport. Public transport 
costs have increased by around 4.76 per cent since 2008. For an adult who uses public transport each working 
day to get to and from work, the cost of transport has increased from around $1 323 to $1 716. It is not just 
adults and workers who now have to try to manage that part of their budget; student fares are also set to rise by 
about 15 to 25 per cent. That is a significant amount for students to try to find, many of whom commute to 
secondary and tertiary colleges. It is an issue that we would probably not think would have such huge social 
impacts, but a study was undertaken at Monash University in 2007 by Graham Currie, Janet Stanley and 
John Stanley that draws attention to the importance of public transport as a means of social equity and social 
inclusion. Public transport provides opportunities to people who may be more financially vulnerable than others 
to get to the different community and social organisations that they need to get to for services and assistance in 
meeting their everyday commitments. I will read from the paper that refers to the different factors that inhibit the 
use of public transport. It states — 

Transport disadvantage and social inclusion are complex and multidimensional issues. 
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Everyday experiences show that affordable and available transport is essential to being able to access 
employment, educational, health and social opportunities to participate actively in the community. 
Transport disadvantage can occur in response to location, personal characteristics and/or economic 
factors: … 

I just want to highlight the three different areas. It continues — 
i. Locational transport disadvantage—occurs when there is very little or a complete absence of 

publicly funded transport choices, or its scheduling is not frequent enough to meet needs. 

ii. Personal disadvantage—occurs when a person’s mobility is affected by age (including youth), 
disability, frailty, poor health or language barriers. 

iii. Economic transport disadvantage—occurs when cost prohibits access to available transport. 
It also includes the concept of transport stress experienced by a household, which is where an 
unreasonable proportion of household income is absorbed by transport costs … 

That relates back to my point about such substantial increases for people who rely on public transport as a daily 
means to travel to work or school, or for those who clearly cannot afford their own motor vehicle or mode of 
transport. These increases will clearly have a negative and detrimental impact on those people getting to the 
organisations they need to go to in order to feel included and part of society. 

WA Labor recognises the importance of public transport. We have a very strong track record on delivering our 
public transport commitments. The Liberal Party cannot make those same claims. 

I want to make some comments about housing affordability in WA. This recent budget is an incredibly hard 
budget for homeowners and prospective homeowners. Housing affordability is a big issue in WA. Recently we 
have seen stamp duty imposed on thousands of additional first home buyers. The value of a house for exemption 
from stamp duty has been cut from $500 000 to $430 000. Mark McGowan put out a media release on 16 May 
this year in which he stated — 

Colin Barnett claims a $13,000 stamp duty bill is pretty small for first homebuyers. 

On radio yesterday, the Premier claimed housing affordability was still ‘pretty good’ in 
Western Australia and his removal of stamp duty exemptions for first homebuyers were ‘pretty small’. 

I am not sure who the Premier is consulting or talking to when he makes these statements, because he is clearly 
not in touch with the rest of the state about whether an extra $13 000 will be difficult for a first home buyer to 
come up with. We have also seen that the government has increased land tax by 10 per cent following an 
increase of 12.5 per cent last year. These additional costs will ultimately affect the decision for people to enter 
the housing market or remain excluded from it. Many Western Australians are unable to afford to buy their own 
home and continue to rent because the housing market is priced so very high. 

For people living in the East Metropolitan Region and in the electorate of Belmont, the median monthly 
mortgage repayment is around $2 000, according to the 2011 census data. Although people in areas such as 
Belmont and Forrestfield have some of the lowest median incomes, their mortgage repayments are some of the 
highest. There is therefore a complete imbalance there for people to afford reasonable housing. 

Another big issue in my electorate, which is referred to in this budget, is public housing. People in public 
housing obviously have lower incomes and are already facing many struggles with the increases to utilities, 
whether it be electricity, water and the like, and are now facing another increase of $12 to their rent. There is a 
large number of public housing in the Belmont electorate; I think the public housing density is eight per cent 
higher than the rest of the state. It is a huge issue for people in areas such as Redcliffe and Rivervale where the 
public housing density is around 13 per cent. It is a huge issue for people who are absolutely struggling to 
manage their budget and who now also have a rent increase. 

The CEO of the Western Australian Council of Social Service, Ms Irina Cattalini, has also expressed outrage at 
the government for this $12 per week rent increase. An article by Nicole Cox on 8 May, titled “State budget: 
households slugged to claw back AAA credit rating”, states — 

WA Council of Social Services chief executive Irina Cattalini said the budget failed to take into 
consideration the pressures facing low-income earners who were already struggling to survive and make 
ends meet. 

“People on low incomes are already struggling to keep up with the cost of living and the price rises 
announced today go above and beyond what was announced by this government to keep prices within 
the CPI.” 
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Ms Cattalini hit out, saying the government had failed to provide any new initiatives for housing 
affordability. 

“What is there instead? A $12-a-week, on average, increase in rents for our poorest people living in 
public housing. So not only do we see cost of living, household fees and charges go up by $324 a week, 
we also see another $600 a year…for people in public housing for higher rent costs.” 

I find that appalling, particularly given the density rate of public housing in my electorate. Some of my other 
colleagues have that same experience with their constituents. It is appalling that there is no safety net for these 
people. They will be pushed to the absolute maximum with their family budget. People should not be forced to 
make decisions such as whether or not to turn on their heater, have their fridge running or have a hot meal at 
night. No-one in Western Australia should be forced to make these kinds of decisions because they cannot afford 
to pay bills. Lindsey Fitzgerald, the chief executive officer of the Jacaranda Community Centre in Belmont, 
recently expressed dismay at the number of clients who had been evicted from public housing properties in 
Belmont for defaulting on their rental agreements. But the term “defaulting” related to the clients’ inability to 
pay their water bills. Water bills are sent from the Water Corporation to the Department of Housing, which then 
pays the bills. The tenants’ water liability then becomes tied to their tenancy agreement. People who, through no 
fault of their own, cannot pay their water bill face eviction. This will be a big issue in my electorate, and I am 
sure in the electorates of many of my colleagues. If that is happening prior to the $12 increase in rent, what will 
happen when that increase comes in? If they are behind to begin with, it will get worse and worse. The chief 
executive officer of the Western Australian Council of Social Service noted that this budget fails to take 
seriously the cost-of-living pressures in this community for low income earners. It is not just the WACOSS CEO 
who made that comment; Unions WA secretary, Meredith Hammond, made similar comments about the budget 
and said it is very expensive to live in this state. She said that the costs of living are high and the budget will only 
further increase those costs for working people. She rightly pointed out that this is a tough budget for those 
already doing it tough. I could not agree more.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: Is she a better or lesser analyst than Joe Spagnolo?  

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy): Order, members! I am glad you have had a nice chat 
across the chamber!  

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Thank you, Madam Acting President. It is always a pleasure to take interjections 
from Hon Simon O’Brien; they are always very amusing but as I said before, I look forward to his contribution 
to the budget reply debate. I am sure he will give a 60-minute glowing reference of the budget.  

I would like to comment also on safety and security funding in this budget. This is a significant issue for me and 
my electorate. The Liberals promised $15 million over four years towards the rebate scheme for the seniors’ 
safety and security scheme, but now only $3 million has been accounted for in the forward estimates. That is 
another broken promise. The scheme was originally designed to assist seniors to purchase home security devices 
such as security doors and windows, sensor lights et cetera. This is an important issue for places such as Belmont 
and Armadale in my electorate of East Metropolitan Region. A number of constituents have contacted my office 
about security. A lot of them are seniors who feel particularly vulnerable in their homes. Earlier this year I and 
the opposition leader, Mark McGowan, visited Dot Seghezzi, one of my constituents in Kewdale. Dot has lived 
in her home in Kewdale for some 40 years. Her place has been broken into, I think, five times since she has lived 
there. I do not think she will mind me saying that she is in her late 70s. People that age tend to feel a little 
vulnerable. She lives in Kewdale alone but she no longer qualifies for the security rebate scheme because her 
home has not been broken into since the start of this year.  

Hon Sue Ellery: What is she doing then not to be broken into?  

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: She should organise it better! 

Her home was broken into a number of times prior to the start of this year. Now she is unable to qualify for the 
rebate because the Liberal government has changed the criteria. That is a significant issue for seniors in not just 
my electorate but across the state. Just because their homes have not been broken into in the last six months, they 
do not qualify for the rebate scheme. As a pensioner, where will she find the money to put in security windows, 
doors and sensor lights? It is not good enough. The criteria is not logical. Surely, there is a way to change the 
policy so that it makes more sense. She is not eligible because her home has not been broken into in the last 
six months, but it has been broken into many times prior to that. That does not make a lot of sense. It cannot be 
that hard for the government to change its policy so that people like Dot—there are many people like her—have 
the opportunity to claim that rebate.  

Hon Helen Morton: Did you raise it with the minister? No. 
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Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Many issues have been raised with the minister — 

Hon Helen Morton: You haven’t raised that one, have you? Goodness me!  

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Thank you, Madam Acting President. In my remaining time I wish to make 
mention of the broken promises around the forced council amalgamations, and that, of course, has been a huge 
issue in my electorate. There is a proposal for the Shire of Kalamunda to merge with the City of Belmont. This 
reform process proposed by the Barnett Liberal government has been met with a huge outcry from the public. 
I am yet to meet anyone in my electorate who is for the merger. In addition, indirectly, through rate increases, 
our constituents will be forced to foot the bill because this government wants to proceed with this reform. Those 
rate increases must happen because there is not enough money in the budget for this merger, so it will certainly 
impact on ratepayers, which, I add, no-one asked for. People in my electorate are not in favour of this 
amalgamation process, yet it is being rammed down their throats. Petitions have been gathered and thousands of 
people have rallied at Parliament and many forums have been held across the metropolitan area, including a 
number in Kalamunda, High Wycombe and Belmont. Local Liberal members have come to the forums—
hundreds of people have attended each forum to voice their opposition to the proposals—and seen how upset 
people have been but still Liberal members are not standing up for their communities, which clearly do not want 
this process to occur. The Barnett government is saying that not only will the amalgamations go ahead without 
the endorsement of the people but—guess what?—they will pay for it as well. Minister Simpson previously 
indicated that there would be money in the budget to pay for the reforms but we know that promise has been 
broken. 

I refer now to a local government economic briefing paper. The Western Australian Local Government 
Association May economic briefing broke down the funding allocated through the budget to the reform process 
and I want to note some of its findings. Under the heading “Metropolitan Local Government Reform” it states — 

The Budget allocates about $17 million over the next three years to Metropolitan Local Government 
Reform. This is much less than the amount recommended by WALGA in its 2014–15 State Budget 
Submission—the Association suggested between $65 million and $100 million would be needed. 

While the State Government referred to a total package of $60 million, there is only $15 million in 
‘direct grant assistance to local governments impacted by the reforms’. The remaining $45 million is in 
the form of low interest loans. 

Who will pay for that deficit? It will be ratepayers who, like I have said, have not asked for this process that has 
been forced upon them. Western Australian Local Government Association president Troy Pickard has also been 
very critical following the budget announcements and has publicly stated that the allocation of $5 million this 
year to metropolitan local governments will not fund a single merger, let alone the dozen or so required to meet 
the government’s agenda. WALGA has compared the Barnett government’s funding allocation to the 
$51 million in funding from the Queensland government when it implemented a similar unpopular council 
reform. The Queensland government actually contributed to a quarter of the costs, which at the time was 
considered woefully insufficient to meet the merger requirements, and it resulted in serious rate rises. Our state 
government will contribute nowhere near that amount and, of course, we are still prevented from being able to 
make any accurate predictions on the costs of this merger because the government has marched ahead with this 
reform without even doing a cost–benefit analysis or indeed making any sort of cogent business case around this 
reform process. It has also been noted by WALGA that in its opinion the cost of this reform will most likely be 
passed on to ratepayers, with Troy Pickard stating that under this approach the only option for councils to meet 
the costs of reform is to hike up rates. He said it would not be financially responsible for councils to proceed 
with the process without confirmation of adequate funding. Other adverse impacts on the provision of services 
will likely follow, according to Troy Pickard. He recently stated — 

“Local Governments are already under significant strain due to the organisational impact of reform, this 
decision will place further burdens upon administrations, adversely impact operations and place 
unnecessary financial stress on communities,” … 

WALGA, the community and council mayors and presidents are all in adamant agreement that this merger 
process should not proceed and ratepayers will end up footing the bill for this Liberal government’s reform 
package. 

Before my allocated time is up, I would like to make some comments about the state’s AAA credit rating. The 
loss of this rating by the government has simply demonstrated that it cannot manage the state’s economy 
effectively. The budget is yet another budget of poor decisions, broken promises and broken commitments, and it 
will see state debt balloon to almost $30 billion. The government’s lack of ability to manage finances—maybe 
that is because it has gone through seven Treasurers; I do not know—ultimately means that the most vulnerable 
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in our state will have to bear the brunt of that mismanagement. That is not good enough. The Liberal Party 
always preaches about how great it is at managing economies—managing the state economy or managing the 
federal economy—yet here we have state government which —  

Hon Liz Behjat: We are; we have spent so many years fixing up your mess. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Honourable member, we have a situation in which the government has lost the 
AAA credit rating. The government cannot deny the fact that it has lost the AAA credit rating and the impact it 
will have on Western Australians. The Liberal Party is clearly not able to manage economies effectively. 

Before I conclude, I would also like to briefly touch on some of the broken promises around public transport. As 
we know, during the 2013 election campaign, the Liberal government committed to two major urban rail 
projects—the airport rail link and the Metro Area Express light rail. As we became aware shortly after the state 
election last year, neither of these two projects will be delivered on time. Of course, they were heavily advertised 
as being fully funded and fully costed, but we know that this government cannot be taken on its word. It has been 
unable to meet any of its commitments—I think it has been able to keep only a handful of promises made at the 
last election. I really look forward to the material it puts out about its promises and commitments for the 2017 
election because I am sure the public will be looking at it very closely. I would like to make some comments 
about the fact that the state government made these promises about transport, the airport rail link and the MAX 
light rail without disclosing that it was actually funding them on the assumption that it would get federal 
contributions from the now Prime Minister Tony Abbott. As we now know, he had absolutely no intention of 
funding state rail projects or making any sort of commitment, and he had never made a commitment to the 
Barnett state government. The Barnett government falsely said that the project was fully funded, fully costed and 
straight after the election it said that it was expecting contributions to be made by the federal government. Talk 
about misleading; it is just farcical. 

In my final seven minutes I want to talk about the benefits of having the airport rail link throughout the 
metropolitan region, particularly for East Metropolitan Region in areas such as Belmont and Forrestfield. 
Obviously, the rail link is important for people who live around the areas where it is being proposed, but also for 
tourists coming to our state. It is really important that these projects get off the ground and happen, but we can 
never assume going forward that when the Liberal Party makes claims that it will provide two different rail 
networks, they will happen. Under the Labor Party, the transport projects we put forward would have happened. 
Had we got into government, Metronet would have happened, as opposed to the Liberal Party getting in and us 
having no MAX light rail—and God knows when we will receive the airport rail link. 

As I have said, the budget hurts WA families and individuals who are already struggling and doing it tough in 
this state. It increases the cost of living and it means some really difficult decisions will have to be made by 
families and individuals. It is another budget of broken promises, which is fast becoming a hallmark of this 
Barnett Liberal government. It is a budget that asks taxpayers to pay over $1 billion in extra taxes and charges—
more in electricity charges, water charges, public transport charges, household levies and, as I said, state housing 
rents. It is also a budget that asks the ratepayers of our state to pay for forced local government reform that they 
have not asked for. The people of WA deserve better and they will remember this budget and this government’s 
poor handling of the state economy when they go to the ballot box. I have to say that 2017 cannot come soon 
enough. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental Health). 
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