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PREMIER’S STATEMENT 
Consideration 

Resumed from 13 February on the following question — 
That the Premier’s Statement be noted. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Leader of the Opposition) [12.11 pm.]: I would like to take the privilege of 
responding to the Premier’s speech. I would like to start out where the Premier ended in congratulating and 
acknowledging the former member for Cottesloe. Colin—I can call him Colin now—was in this place for 27 years. 
Of course, before that he made a significant contribution to Western Australia in the Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry of Western Australia and as an academic before that. I have to say that my relationship with Colin Barnett 
goes back over 30 years. We both taught economics at the former Western Australian Institute of Technology. 
Colin left WAIT and became the chief economist at the CCI, and I had regular contact with him throughout that 
time. I think Colin would agree that he is sometimes a difficult person. He is a very focused person. It is his way, 
and he articulates it well. He was a great leader. Let me articulate some of these aspects. 

Colin Barnett came into politics in 1990 when Western Australia was in the depths of WA Inc. It was the defining 
issue during his initial period in Parliament and it was an issue that almost turned Western Australia into an 
underdeveloped state. Colin, the Liberals and others with him, including the media, took over five years to expose 
the issues. Not only was it hard to expose the degree of politicisation and undermining in the institutions of 
government, but also it was hard to rectify. Throughout his period as leader, that introduction embedded in him 
certain values and approaches to government that I think we need to reflect on as we go forward. 

There is no doubt that Colin was also a big-picture man. He was a big-picture resources person and when the boom 
came, he grasped the opportunity and the need to revitalise and rebuild Western Australia. He has done that. One 
of the most iconic aspects was his stadium. The issue of the stadium preceded him. I think there was another 
Langoulant report about where the stadium should go. Colin came in, took charge, saw the place and put it in 
Burswood. As my good friend the member for South Perth pointed out, the Stephenson plan identified the 
Burswood peninsula as the appropriate site for that stadium. That option goes back up to 60 years. Of course, the 
casino and other aspects were not there at the time, but that was the appropriate site. I thank the government for 
inviting me and the member for South Perth, and of course the former member for Cottesloe, to the opening of 
Perth Stadium. At that time people recognised that that was Colin Barnett’s legacy. When people rang up about 
the stadium, about what it was like, the issues with it and whatnot, off the bat, and not in a political manner, they 
said, “Thanks, Colin.” I think people will look at that into the future and say, “Thanks for the stadium, Colin.” 

I want to go through other issues. We hear a lot about the legacy of debt. It is an issue that Colin’s legacy has to 
deal with. I have added up the capital works programs that Colin Barnett led. The list includes hospitals, the 
Forrestfield–Airport Link, Perth Stadium and Elizabeth Quay. Of course, one area that he was always passionate 
about was schools. He invested more in schools than any other leader—$5.5 billion. It was because of his 
background. Because he went to a public school, he knew the importance of good public schools. He attended 
Hollywood High School. He was also an education minister for a while. I added up from the list $10 billion worth 
of infrastructure in Western Australia that Colin was part of. Over time—it has already started—members opposite 
will open those projects. Many of them are now being claimed as their own. Apparently the Forrestfield–Airport 
Link is now a part of Metronet. I tell members opposite that they cannot have an asset without a liability. The 
Forrestfield–Airport Link, at $2 billion, was the largest project the former government undertook. There was a cost 
to buy in. The Labor Party won government; it is opening those assets. That is how life goes, but I guarantee 
members, as was done with the stadium, that people will say, “That’s Colin’s legacy.” People will realise that the 
investment in the Forrestfield–Airport Link—I think it is in the books at $1.9 billion—will be a good investment, 
as was the stadium, Elizabeth Quay, Midland hospital, Perth Children’s Hospital and Fiona Stanley Hospital. 
Thanks, Colin. 

One of the issues that Colin stated early on in his period on the backbench was his concern about emerging trends 
in the government. He was ridiculed for this in the media to some extent. He saw some of the renewal of WA Inc. 
Maybe he could be dismissed as a man who was looking back over his career. I was around at that time; I was 
a bureaucrat. I saw the political operative parachute next to me. I was an economist and was called in to evaluate 
some of the more skunky deals of WA Inc—the petrochemical complex and others. That is why I left; I left the 
public service in April 1990 because of that. I saw it personally. I now see some clear indications that the 
McGowan government has not remembered the problems of WA Inc. Maybe it is because virtually none of them 
were around at that time, but I can see they are falling for some of the same traps that they fell for with Brian Burke. 
I describe this as a Burke government—not one of Edmund Burke but one of Brian. We will watch for that. 

Let me go through some of the examples. Of course, the most important institution to hold the executive to account 
is Parliament. 
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Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We listened to the Premier’s speech in silence. I expect members opposite to do the same.  

I turn to the legislative agenda, which the Premier has laid out in both the media and his speech yesterday. As 
I heard it, his top priorities were no body, no parole legislation; issues to do with sexual offenders; and 
expungement of convictions against homosexuals. They passed our house last year. The priority legislation on the 
agenda of the government passed this house last year; in other words, it is not an issue for us. More importantly, 
the legislation was sent to the upper house and in the middle of last year, the President of the upper house gave the 
leader of opposition business in the upper house 11 pieces of legislation that she said were the priority. We agreed 
to pass them all and we passed them all; we cleared the government’s agenda. The legislation I mentioned before 
was not on that list. Now, more importantly, the government has said that that legislation is the priority of 
government. It is with the upper house, but the upper house is not going to sit until 13 March. How can that 
legislation be treated as a priority if the upper house is not told that the legislation is a priority in order to pass it 
and is basically kept from sitting until an extra month after we sit? That is not how open and transparent executive 
government is run. That is not the way to do it. 

I have to say that question time is a complete joke here. We understand that question time in the 
Legislative Assembly is not the same as in the Legislative Council, where questions have to be answered verbatim, 
succinctly and precisely. There is a give-and-take here, but I can tell members that question time is a waste of time 
and therefore an attack on Parliament. There are not even attempts to answer questions at all in most cases. It is an 
attack on Parliament; it is treating Parliament with contempt. 

Another issue that we are worried about is the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, 
which is one of the most important committees that we set up. Again, this goes back to the WA Inc days. The 
traditions of that committee have evolved over time. We had a debate here and we knew that the intent of the 
legislation was to ensure that there was bipartisanship in both this house and the upper house. This government 
has abrogated that. Maybe the government made a mistake in its selection in the upper house. I do not know that; 
we do not know that. The government’s attempt, and success because it had the numbers, to expunge and restrict 
participation by the Liberal Party in the LA in that committee was a contempt of Parliament. It goes against the 
principles of that legislation. We had that debate. 

One of the most important things in government is the bureaucracy. Back in the WA Inc days, Brian Burke 
basically personally selected most of the directors general and he parachuted apparatchiks throughout the 
bureaucracy; he politicised the bureaucracy. That has been happening around the world to some extent. Of course, 
in the United States, there is a two-part system. The top people are all appointed by the President and Governors, 
but below that there is a bureaucracy that operates government and there is no permutation; there is no movement. 
Here, we have a different system and the ministers need to have a working relationship with their directors general; 
there is no doubt about that. We need a bureaucracy that is nimble and flexible and will willingly implement the 
agenda of the government, but also we need a bureaucracy that is expert, skilled, with memory and provides 
forceful and fearless advice to the government of the day. That is a heavy mixture of things it has to do. We have 
evidence that the Premier personally met with the head of the Public Sector Commission and selected all the 
directors general. He went to the head of the Public Sector Commission and said, “Here is who I want as a director 
general”, and gave the names, and the Public Sector Commissioner wrote the names down—we got that through 
freedom of information. The names are all there, bar one, and that one had a question mark next to it. This is not 
right. One of the lessons of the royal commission into WA Inc was that there have to be barriers to some extent 
between politicians and the bureaucracy. We set up the Public Sector Commission and a whole raft of other 
institutions to ensure that there is interaction, but that the bureaucracy is forceful and fearless and has the best 
people. That precludes the Premier dictating who each one of them is to be, but that is what he has done. We also 
know that there has been a mass exodus, at great cost, from the senior ranks. The government said that it was going 
to cull 100 people or so from the senior executive service, so it had a kind of a mandate to do that, but there has 
been no process in advance and no detailed outcomes reported. People have come and gone without any 
explanation. There is no transparency to this. The major function of the state government is to deliver large-scale 
vital and essential services to the public of Western Australia—health, education, child protection, mental health 
and corrective services. We need the best people in our bureaucracy. We need them to tell us whether we are doing 
something wrong or right or whatever. Basically, a month or so after getting into office, the Premier dictated who 
was to be part of the bureaucracy and achieved that. He also fired half of the bureaucracy, and some of its best 
people, who were not Liberal-affiliated in any way, were exited and paid out with no explanation. The Labor Party 
is in government and is doing this, but I can tell it that we will be watching it very, very carefully, because this 
will affect the quality and delivery of services in Western Australia; it will. It did before under WA Inc mark 1 and 
2, and it will do so again. We will keep an eye on this. 
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Going back to Colin Barnett, he never did this. When he came into government in 2008, yes, he appointed the 
director general of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. Mr Conran, who took that position, had been 
a bureaucrat before in other bodies; he had spent his life advising governments. We did not do a witch-hunt. We 
left it up to the Public Sector Commission and it appointed the bureaucracy. Sometimes it was slow, sometimes it 
was very tedious and sometimes perhaps we had disagreements between ministers, but I can tell members that we 
did not do a witch-hunt. Darren Foster, who is now the head of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, was, 
I think, an adviser to somebody when there was a change of government from the Carpenter government. I think 
it was the current Premier, which is fair enough. He then came back into the bureaucracy and almost became 
deputy head of the Department of Fisheries. 

Mr D.T. Punch: You treated him shamelessly for the first two years. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No; he came from a senior position. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Point of Order 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: This is the Leader of the Opposition’s reply to the Premier’s Statement and there should 
be no interjections at all on this speech. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): The point was made earlier that the Premier was heard in silence 
and I will have to start calling people if they start interrupting the Leader of the Opposition. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: My point is that a person with clear political affiliations was recognised for his ability and he 
came back into the bureaucracy, and we allowed it; we did not inhibit it. That is the difference. 

There is another key aspect of WA Inc and the royal commission. We had to deal with the Bell Group and it was 
dealt with through insurance companies and everything. The Burke government politicised and took over 
institutions that should have been independent of government such as government trading enterprises, government 
financial institutions and various other institutions. Since then we have established degrees of independence from 
government. We have set up agencies with boards with specific legislation and allowed those boards to allocate 
resources and make decisions. Sometimes they have large amounts of money that they deal with—basically 
funding bodies—and sometimes they operate businesses. I cannot say that I have seen any signs of the 
Mark McGowan government trying to politicise the boards of the government trading enterprises. I see no signs 
of that. That was a real problem under WA Inc, but I see no signs of that and I do not expect to.  

However, in other areas, such as Lotterywest, Healthway, the road trauma trust account, the consolidated account 
and others, substantial amounts of money are handed out to the community. They have established funding sources 
and processes that are transparent and open to the wider community, whether people live in Peppermint Grove or 
Rockingham. There are signs that the systems that maintain the independence of those bodies are being eroded by 
the McGowan government. In most of them the director generals have been dismissed. Some of the boards are 
amalgamating and changing, and, at least in my community, people who have been applying for some of those 
funds, such as from Lotterywest, are being told, “Don’t apply because you are in the wrong geographic location.” 
In other words, they are in Riverton. We will be keeping a good eye on this, because if all the people in 
not-for-profits and valuable institutions of civil society are finding that Lotterywest, the CRF and Healthway are 
being politicised, the government will be held accountable. They are vital institutions and we need to make sure that 
their resources are allocated according to need rather than on politics and political affiliations. We will watch this. 

Another area we are watching is transport. The government has ripped up the Roe 8 contract and convinced the 
federal government to reallocate the $1.2 billion—that is what it decided to do—to projects that have had no tenders 
or business cases; they were not on the agenda. It has reallocated $1.2 billion without any transparency, tenders or 
bidding processes and, I suggest, against the advice of the bureaucracy. Never before in all institutions in the 
tendering process, the bureaucracy and the various mechanisms has there been abrogation to such a scale—never. 
We sit here, a year out from the election, listening to what the government has done. The Labor Party went into the 
election saying that this is what it was going to do. Even one of its senior members has indicated that it was 
threatening any contractor who went against it—there was a verbal threat during the campaign. We are waiting for 
accounting on this matter. We have not seen it to this day. We will pursue that matter with a great deal of vigour. 

I will now comment on the government’s agenda. Firstly, taxi reform has been one of the most difficult issues that 
governments have had to face for 20 years. Read the literature. It is a difficult issue. We put through our reform 
agenda that basically would have deregulated taxis and paid each taxi plate owner $20 000. We also had a hardship 
fund. We knew that was not the end of it and that more needed to be done. The Labor Party in opposition was 
highly critical of that and made it clear that it was leaning towards a compensation scheme. In the run-up to the 
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election, the Labor Party promised taxi plate owners substantial compensation. I cannot verify it, but I know that 
because they came to me and asked whether I would match it. They quoted figures from $160 000 to $200 000 per 
plate. We said, “No. We won’t match it.” In response, the taxi industry set up the Micro Business Party, run by the 
taxi industry and other organisers. It campaigned very vigorously in Liberal seats, putting the Liberal Party last 
and the Labor Party second, with that party first of course. It worked. The government got its support. But what 
the government did not tell anybody in the taxi industry, the Parliament or the public was how it was going to fund 
that compensation. It was not clear about the scale of funding, but it was of a large magnitude. The government 
has now cooked up a policy that we have not seen. We have read some of the material and understand a bit about 
it—there are some really wobbly parts to it—but a key issue is that there will be a 10 per cent levy, which the 
government says will not be borne by users. The government went to the last election promising not to impose any 
new or increased taxes on Western Australians. The consumers of taxi, ride-sharing and chauffeur services are 
mainly Western Australians. The government promised that it would not do that. This levy is a tax and we will not 
support it. How the government will fund the promises it has made to the taxi industry is the government’s problem. 
It should not have made those promises. Indeed, one of the marks of the government’s election campaign was that 
it made too many promises it could not keep, and that is essentially the government’s problem. This matter is 
another aspect of it, but it is a problem of the government’s own making. 

Metronet—there is legislation coming forward. We will wait until we see it. It deals, I think, with the Yanchep 
and Thornlie lines. In principle, we support the construction of both those lines. It has to do with a number of right 
of ways, infill and zoning changes. We look forward to positively working with the government on those, except 
we expect full transparency on all interactions with the private sector when the government goes into public–
private partnerships, value capture and deal making. We actually support the principle of pursuing that—the 
Labor Party did not in opposition, but we will. I still remember the bagging the Labor Party gave us about the 
stadium when we went into that PPP, but we support those types of things because if we want good infrastructure, 
that is the way to do it—bring in the private sector. But we will demand and resist any change that does not have 
full transparency on business cases, and in any interaction with the private sector we will not accept arguments of 
commercial confidentiality. The Labor Party did not; we will not. We want full transparency. We will support it, 
subject to what we see. 

Infrastructure WA—the Premier has mooted this matter. It has been the most hypocritical exercise I have ever 
seen. We have a party in government that, when in opposition, bagged every investment we made in the stadium, 
Elizabeth Quay and schools. After two and a half years of work by the Department of Education to identify how 
to address increasing demand in schools in the western suburbs, the former government had a plan. It was work 
done largely by the Department of Education. As Treasurer, I was bleeding money. I would have liked to have put 
it off, but the demand was there. The best plan was put forward and we accepted it. This government has ripped 
that up. Why? Because it wanted an investment closer to a seat that it held—the City of Perth. That is it. It ripped 
up without any thought, planning and advice, and disregarded it. It did the same thing with the Perth Freight Link. 
Even when the government ripped it up and redirected it, which I have already discussed, and then the feds doubled 
down and said, “By the way, there’s still $1.2 billion sitting there for your build”, the government will not do it. 
This government has rejected 50 years of planning and more than $20 million of investment, signed contracts and 
top rates of investment by Infrastructure Australia. Now the government, after trashing the planning of almost 
every aspect of infrastructure in this state, is saying, “We want to depoliticise it.” You must be bloody joking! You 
are vandals! 

I am on record personally as strongly supporting the Infrastructure WA concept, and I will constructively 
structurally support it. We need to depoliticise investment in infrastructure in this state. We cannot have schools 
being driven by the marginality of the electorate they are located in. It is just madness. We cannot have roads and 
rail built to connect dots on a political map. It is madness! I will work with that, but there are some conditions we 
expect. The weakness of Infrastructure WA is modelled, as I understand from the Premier, on a long-term, 20-year 
vision without any operational effectiveness. In other words, unlike in New South Wales or Victoria, Infrastructure 
WA will not have a medium-term plan. We expected to have that to make it operational. Importantly, all business 
cases for any infrastructure projects of over a certain amount will have to be assessed by Infrastructure 
Western Australia before they are committed to—even election commitments—and they will have to be published 
and made available publicly and to Parliament. Importantly, I expect Infrastructure Western Australia to report not 
to the Premier, but to a committee of Parliament. 

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is right; the minister laughs. A political operative laughs because this is getting to the 
core of the issue. If members opposite want our support, give it teeth, make it relevant, and also make it report to 
Parliament. I do not think that members opposite will do it, but that is what we will argue for. 

A parliamentary budget office is another issue that has come up about building the institutions of Parliament. In 
2012–13, it was a Labor Party election commitment. During the campaign, I had a debate on radio, I think, with 
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the now Treasurer in which he said it was absolutely essential, but would be done later. I said that I agreed it should 
be done. We will put forward a private member’s bill to promote a parliamentary budget office if the government 
does not do it. It would be based on the Victorian model. Members might think its benefits would be only to help 
the opposition by making sure that the costings are right. Yes, that is true, but that is the positive with the mess 
you guys got yourself into. It would also restrain positively oppositions that have limited resources and often no 
access to costings and make sure their costings and commitments are within budget constraints. Why would 
members opposite not do it? We look forward to building that. 

Perth Freight Link has a window of opportunity to be revitalised over the coming year before the next federal 
election. We do not know what will happen after that. We will push for it strongly. The commonwealth government 
made it quite clear to everybody who was listening that $1.2 billion is available. Luckily, when the commonwealth 
government agreed to the McGowan government pulling out that money, some adjustments were agreed to—that 
is, the government will build the Murdoch link. It will provide a southern access route to the Murdoch Activity 
Centre precinct where 35 000 people will work on a daily basis within 10 years. Pulling Roe 8 was just madness. 
I know the government has finally recognised that. Unfortunately, the government has again politicised the 
development of the Murdoch link. Main Roads Western Australia was given a budget of I think around 
$110 million and was told, “Please plan a link.” Main Roads submitted it. There was public discussion. Now, the 
government has watered down the plan to a link. That will accentuate the problem rather than ameliorate it. It will 
provide southern access to the Murdoch precinct, but traffic will jam up at South Street. The $110 million could 
be put into savings and not be spent. The trench at Carrington Street could also not be built. Together with the 
freight levy, the government could get even a road, not only Perth Freight Link, maybe under the river, 100 per cent 
of the way. The government could pay in full for the state’s version within 10 years and have an asset. Any 
government committed to local jobs and infrastructure would jump on this plan. Any government that is really 
committed to jobs and investment, and getting money from the commonwealth, would jump on this. That the 
government does not is contrary to the Premier’s main claim; he is not committed to jobs as a priority. 

I would like to make a couple of other points. One is that we now know the Labor Party went to the election 
without a debt reduction strategy. We know that because debt has gone up. In every statement that the government 
has made, including the budget and the midyear review, debt is going up. It is going to be higher than expected in 
the forward estimates, and it is now reaching record levels. As one part of that debt reduction, I accept that going 
into budget surplus will eventually be the key, but asset sales are a necessary means of re-orientating funds from 
one asset we no longer need into ones that we need. The government could have funded Metronet, for instance, 
out of the sale of an asset, but the government ruled out asset sales, with the exception of the TAB. Over and over 
again, the government ruled them out. Millions of dollars were spent by the Electrical Trades Union and other 
unions against it—millions. The government ruled it out; big mistake. We will hold members opposite to account. 
Members on this side still believe in responsible privatisation. The sale of Western Power was appropriate. It had 
appropriate safeguards regarding prices, asset investment, and others. It was going to be floated and sold to 
Australians, particularly super funds. It was a good project. We will look at it again. 

The government has cooked up another one—the sale of Landgate. The government has said it is progressing the 
sale of Landgate. We will not support that as we understand it now, if it is based on the New South Wales or 
South Australian model, for good reason. Again, Mr McGowan stood up repeatedly and swore that there would be 
no privatisation of monopoly assets under his watch. That is a core commitment of this government. Landgate is 
a natural monopoly asset of all land transactions. It is very efficient and very well run. It is the best in the country—
the most advanced. It makes about $20 million a year in profit. Based on New South Wales and South Australia, 
it is valued for sale at $2 billion. Why would anybody pay $2 billion for an asset that makes $20 million a year in 
profit? I can tell members why: it is because they are going to do something else with it. It is the database; they 
are going to mine the database that has some of the most crucial personal information about the community and 
businesses in Western Australia. That is what they are doing in New South Wales, that is what they are doing in 
South Australia, and a sale would allow the government to do it. If it is forced to do only land transactions 
individually, it will not get any money for them; it might get $20 million, but nothing more. In other words, the 
government is going to sell Landgate to a private fund—probably a bank, or maybe a super fund; I do not know—
and allow it to do something that it would not be allowed to do in the public sector. It is not allowed to sell the 
database now. It is not allowed to mine the data. It is not allowed to take the data and use it for anything besides 
managing land transactions. Do members know why? It is because there would be a revolt. Selling Landgate, if 
members opposite have thought it through, would allow the private sector to do something with that very important 
database that the public sector would not be allowed to do, and therefore it should not be sold. It is a lot of money. 
Members opposite should think it through. I know the government’s problem is that it had no debt reduction 
strategy. It told the public that it did, but it does not. Now it is desperate for an asset sale that it can get away with. 
Tough luck. Members opposite made the mess; they must live in it. 

My colleague the member for Bateman will deal with another issue later on. One of the biggest issues I had to deal 
with as the Minister for Energy was Synergy’s national commitment to a large-scale renewable energy target. We 
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faced the responsibility of spending in the vicinity of $700 million for new, renewable assets of some sort to meet 
that commitment in a few years. We looked at all sorts of options. One of the options was to do a deal with a Dutch 
firm to sell some of Synergy’s existing renewable assets into a fund, and that fund would build the $700 million 
worth of new renewables for Western Power. I worked at it thoroughly. I was the Treasurer and Minister for 
Energy and I had advice from Treasury, Synergy, and the Public Utilities Office. One said I should not do it; the 
other said I should go ahead. I brought them both to cabinet. We decided not to do it. The reasons were as follows. 
We recognised that it was an asset sale—a privatisation. We are not running away from that; you guys are, not us. 
It is a privatisation; it is selling a number of assets that Synergy currently owns, builds and operates, to a separate 
entity of which it is a minority owner. 

It is also the privatisation of future builds. The government has to live with the privatisation that it promised not 
to do. Paul Murray has written about this in The West Australian, quite accurately. The only benefit was that it 
would get it off the balance sheet. It cost more. The state’s borrowing rate is lower than the borrowing rate in the 
fund and therefore the cheapest way to do it would be for Synergy to borrow $700 million and build it. That would 
save quite a few tens of millions of dollars. The only reason to go to the scheme was to get it off the balance sheet. 
That is a fact. The problem was that Treasury said that accounting changes were underway and it would spring 
back onto the balance sheet in 18 months, so there was no reason to do it. Treasury is the expert on accounting 
treatment. We sought private advice on this and it concurred with Treasury. The only benefit the government will 
get is that eventually those assets will be sold and it will come back on its book at some time in the future. So why 
do it? I think the real story is that the Minister for Energy did not expect to be the Minister for Energy. He has a lot 
of issues with Treasury and Aboriginal Affairs and he just looked at the in-tray and said, “Hoo! This looks good; 
I will run with this. How can the Liberals complain about it when it is from them?” The trouble is that we took it 
to our cabinet and, as is now on the record, we did not proceed with it. We had another option that we took to the 
campaign. We will look at the government’s dodgy proposal very thoroughly and we expect to ask: Is this the 
lowest cost? Will it stay off the balance sheet? Will the government tell the public of Western Australia that it is 
privatising assets that it promised not to do? 

Yesterday the Premier and today the Minister for Tourism flagged the deregulation of liquor licensing laws. What 
I heard from the Minister for Tourism on the radio was very enlightening and positive. He indicated a couple of 
things, including the practical further deregulation of liquor laws, which is great. Right now, the expansion of 
liquor licences is determined by the Department of Health and the police, who we know, as we have debated it in 
this house, have a “No! Ban everything” policy. They have a tendency to allow nothing. 

Mr P.A. Katsambanis: They are prohibitionists. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: They are prohibitionists. The minister’s legislation will allow the tourism industry to have 
input. Of course, the tourism industry will be more enlightened. We fully support this; it is a good move. The 
minister stated that liquor licensing has to move from prohibition to the normalisation of life. He recognised that 
90 per cent of the public drink responsibly and only a few do not, and we have to have cultural change for those 
who do not. It is very positive and I congratulate him on that. We will look at the detail of course, but the 
government will get our full support. On the theme of deregulation, I ask the government to think about some 
others, and we will. Shopping hours need to be further deregulated. The internet goes 24/7 around the world. The 
government cannot shelter businesses from it; and, if it does, it will hurt them. Importantly, there needs to be some 
equalisation of penalty rates between small business and big business. That is an exercise that we need to undertake 
so that the government does not penalise small businesses when it deregulates. It is an important issue and we will 
work with the government on that. 

As the minister, I worked very hard to get the electricity subsidy out so that we could move to full retail 
contestability, targeted for 1 July 2019. The Minister for Energy has stepped that up with massive increases in 
electricity prices and I think he will wind out the subsidy to Synergy next year. We have pushed the move to full 
retail contestability and the move to choice in electricity hard. We understand that the government has 
commissioned the Economic Regulation Authority to look at streamlining and reducing business licences. It is 
a good move and we will support that. The government could do a mud map of regulatory barriers to restaurants, 
which we did; we can only describe it as a gauntlet and as inhibiting. This is a restaurant. It is particularly bad if it 
has a liquor licence. We will work with the government to deregulate business licences for vibrancy in our cities. 
We overdo it terribly. 

In conclusion, I listened to the Premier’s speech. I am very worried about the Labor Party forgetting the lessons 
of the past with WA Inc and eroding many of the institutions that limit the government using its power for its 
political gain. It does that at its peril. We will keep an eye on that. We will not support a new tax. The Labor Party 
promised not to do that and we will hold it to it. We will not support the privatisation of a monopoly asset—that 
is, Landgate—without proper oversight and regulation. We will support Infrastructure WA only if it has teeth and 
does what everybody intends it to do, not the con job that the government has put up. We expect Metronet to be 
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as transparent as Labor promised, with gold-standard transparency—no hiding behind commercial confidentiality 
and dirty deals anywhere. We expect the government to submit it to Infrastructure WA before it deals with it. We 
will support in full the government doing the largest infrastructure job that has fully available funding—that is, 
the Perth Freight Link. If the government is really committed to jobs and infrastructure, that is what it will do. 
I wait with bated breath. 

MR S.K. L’ESTRANGE (Churchlands) [12.55 pm]: It is fantastic to follow on from the Leader of the 
Opposition, who offered a rational outline of what should happen in 2018, because yesterday we saw more of the 
same. Yesterday we saw a Premier who did not inspire, did not motivate and did not instil confidence in the people 
of Western Australia. Indeed, it was a lacklustre performance that lacked integrity, evidenced by the performance 
of 2017. Today I want to highlight just what that means to the people of WA, because we are dealing with a Premier 
and a government that is sneaky, smug and operates with hubris because of its big election win in 2017 when it 
took its 20 seats. It has an 11-seat majority and it thinks that that is all it needs to govern. It came in with no clear 
agenda for four years for the state of Western Australia. That arrogance in the first year instils poor judgement. It 
reinforces incompetence and promotes deceit to the people of WA and to this Parliament. That is the type of thing 
we saw throughout last year. I can tell members now that that performance in 2017 turbocharged over the summer 
break. It has absolutely eroded the margins of a large number of Labor backbenchers sitting in Parliament today. 
We have Bicton on 2.9 per cent, Burns Beach on 2.5 per cent, Jandakot on one per cent, Joondalup on 0.6 per cent, 
Kalamunda on 2.5 per cent, Kingsley on 0.7 per cent, Murray–Wellington on 1.4 per cent and Pilbara on 
2.3 per cent. Those seats all sit on a margin of under three per cent and I can tell members now that after the 
performance of the Labor government and of Premier McGowan last year, those margins are gone. The Labor Party 
is well on its way to being a one termer and its government is well on the way to being a one-term government. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, members. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: That is all down to the poor leadership of Premier McGowan and his Labor cabinet 
ministry. It is absolutely appalling. 
At the end of last year, it was really tough for the Labor government because it had to set adrift its “I will stand by 
my Labor mate.” Do members remember that last year it said, “I will stand by my Labor mate through thick and 
thin, you horrible National and Liberal members of Parliament who are holding this place to account on whether 
that person, the member for Darling Range, was being truthful or not”? Labor members said, “No, we’ll stand by 
him through thick and thin, our Labor mate.” How long did that last? They threw him in a heartbeat, did they not? 
“Get out of here. Off to the crossbench you go; you’re not one of us anymore.” The integrity of standing up in this 
place and saying that they will stand by their mate, and that they are not going to put up with the opposition’s 
nonsense, did not last. I think it went about a week, if that—maybe even two days. That is what we saw. 
We have noticed that this Labor government is bereft of ideas and looks for inspiration from other places. We do 
not have to look far to find out where it got some of that inspiration. “Victorian Labor Platform 2014” came into 
my possession. It is an amazing read. If members take the time to look through the Victorian Labor platform of 
2014, they could almost mistake themselves for thinking that the platform WA Labor took to the election liquid 
papered out “Victoria”, changed the dates and was a resubmit. When I went to university and school that was 
called plagiarism, but this mob has absolutely no shame! A classic example of this plagiarism is the way it just 
tore up an absolutely vital infrastructure contract that would have benefited the people of metropolitan Perth. It 
just tore it up; the same as Victoria tore up its infrastructure agreements costing millions and billions of dollars 
over there. Another is medihotels. The government is professing them to be some wonderful new and innovative 
opportunity for Western Australians. Victoria came out with that idea in, I think, 2009. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: They’ve closed down most of them. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The Victorian government has now worked out that they do not work! 
Those are just two examples. This Premier says he sat in here for over 20 years understudying the outstanding 
contribution of the former member for Cottesloe, Premier Barnett. He understudied former Premier Barnett, so he 
would have understood he had to get ready with some big, bold ideas to progress and advance this state throughout 
metropolitan Perth and regional Western Australia, along with our national colleagues, when he thought he was 
about to come into government. What did he come up with? Nothing. He just liquid papered out Victoria’s ideas, 
which were bad ones, and installed them. This government has not even got onto those properly yet. A year in, 
nothing has happened, other than the tearing up of the contract. We have not seen the medihotels bill yet, have we? 
Dr M.D. Nahan: No. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: We have not seen it. 
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The only two ideas this government has put forward do not even belong to it. Well and truly, this is a first-term 
government facing a wipe-out, just like the Victorian government is, as members will see if they look at the polls 
at the moment, because it is bereft of ideas, and the ideas it has are not that good. 
It must be painful for those eight or nine Labor government backbenchers knowing about the poor performance 
that will send them off as one-termers, but those conditions have been set for those guys by their leader. Frankly, 
if we look pretty carefully, we will see that he does not care. The only thing Premier McGowan cares about is 
Premier McGowan. Nothing else. He is actually not that interested in the Labor backbench and he will cast it adrift 
in a heartbeat, just like he did with the member for Darling Range. Those eight or nine members sitting on less 
than three per cent, they are gone! They are cannon fodder out there, and he does not care about them. They should 
enjoy their time as an MP because it will be short-lived. They are gone, so enjoy that. 
Mr D.T. Punch interjected. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: You can stand in here and be Premier McGowan’s cheer squad if you want. You are 
his cheer squad in here; you are his cannon fodder out there. Enjoy your time as a member of Parliament, and I will 
wave you goodbye in three years’ time. 
The “Great White Professor” over there—I will be kind to the member for Bassendean today—who loves — 
Mr V.A. Catania: The “Great White Dope”! 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Sorry; I got it wrong! 
The member for Bassendean, who is Minister for Fisheries, would be hugging a great white shark if he could. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: There’s 20 000 of them out there, so — 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Exactly right. Today’s paper reports there are about 20 000-odd to choose from, so he 
will not have to look very hard! 
He would love to get out there and hug a great white shark, but they put fear into the hearts and minds of the people 
of Western Australia whose kids love the beach. Not too many mums and dads are going more than 50 metres 
offshore anymore, I give the minister the big tip. That is down to the minister’s leadership. The minister is telling 
people there is nothing to see here while all the scientific commentary is saying that he is wrong. That is just 
another example of the hubris of this government that does not care about the people of Western Australia. 
I will recap. If there was a TV channel that would show this program, we could watch a program called 
Wide World of Labor Stuff-ups, Backflips and Lies. There would be no shortage of topics. Members can imagine 
a panel of commentators lining up to go through each of the things that this mob did in its first year of government. 
I will rehash a few of these broken promises of 2017. 
The most obvious promise continues to be broken; the government has not let up on this. It is the promise of no 
new taxes and no increases to taxes. That was a key election commitment. The government came in and 
straightaway increased payroll taxes, had two attempts at increasing the gold tax, and, as the Leader of the 
Opposition outlined, introduced a taxi tax. So the Labor Party should not come into this place saying its integrity 
is intact after going to an election saying there would be no increases to taxes and no new taxes. The government 
completely lied and cracked on and put those taxes in place as best it could, apart from the gold one but that is 
a watching brief. The gold community is onto the government. The government has three years to go, and no doubt 
it will have another crack sometime in the near future. 
The Labor Party also said to the working mums and dads out there that there would be no increases to fees and 
charges. What did it go and do? It imposed a greater than 10 per cent increase in the fixed electricity charge, hitting 
pensioners and working families right in the hip pocket after it said it would look after them. 
Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Member for Bassendean, you have a union background, you were on a cushy union 
salary before you came into this place—you do not know what a hard day’s work is, member for Bassendean! You 
have no idea! As a minister, you are clearly incompetent, you are not on top of your brief and you are not even 
making sure the people of Western Australia have faith in your capacity to look after their health and wellbeing at 
our beaches! You are atrocious! 
Let me move on. Going into the last election, the Labor Party also outlined that there would be a 1.5 per cent wages 
policy. It sold a 1.5 per cent wages policy to the hardworking public servants of Western Australia. What did it 
do? It scrapped that in a heartbeat. It got rid of that—another broken promise. At the same time—you will love 
this, member for Bassendean; no doubt you were out there lobbying hard for the government to ensure this—the 
Labor workers in the Labor Party got a 9.5 per cent pay rise last year. You made sure your mates were all looked 
after, member for Bassendean, while a number of your ministerial colleagues were double dipping, by the way, to 
the tune of the equivalent of over four weeks of a pensioner’s hard-earned pension after years of working in 
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Australia. You just took that. You pocketed it. I am not saying you did it personally, but some of your colleagues 
took it and pocketed it. If you want, I can get the list from another speech and read it back into the chamber. That 
is a disgrace, and you know it! 
Another pre-election promise of the Labor Party was to return the budget to surplus by 2020. What happened to 
that promise? I can tell members right now that the government came straight in here and said it was off the table. 
Gone—too hard—gone. No wonder it has gone after the government has cranked up $39 million worth of local 
projects, local votes for our local Labor members. That is an absolute disgrace! Telling everybody in 
Western Australia they have to show fiscal constraint and all chip in and help the state to progress in tough fiscal 
times while the government is throwing money away like it does not even matter. That is what the government is 
up to, and people are starting to see it. 
The government also said it would pay off debt like a mortgage. No sooner had the election been won than it rolled 
in here and asked for approval to borrow further $11 billion. That is just outrageous! Where is the fiscal 
responsibility in that? 
Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Again, it is another broken promise, member for Bassendean. 
This was a nice little bit of creativity that the Treasurer came up with. He said the government was going to create 
a debt reduction account and make sure that 50 per cent of iron ore royalties went into it when iron ore reached 
$85 a tonne and the goods and services tax share reached 65 cents in the dollar and it would pay off debt. At the 
last election, the people of Western Australia thought that was a wonderful idea. What is the likelihood of that ever 
happening? Zero. It will not happen. So the government corrected that in its budget. It said it would change that 
plan and instead create an account for unanticipated windfall revenue. It will wait for a lotto win and that is how 
it will deal with debt reduction: “Nothing to see here. We’ll ask for an extra $11 billion and wait for a windfall 
revenue account to help pay off that additional $11 billion to the already concerning debt situation of 
Western Australia while faced with the difficulties around the grants it receives from the commonwealth.” 
What is most interesting there, of course, is that we actually do not yet have a plan from the government for how 
it is managing the books. It has said no to returning to budget surplus and it has said no to having a debt reduction 
plan, and the people of WA are watching. It did all this at a time early on in the Parliament when committees were 
being formed and it decided to stack the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission. We 
do not even have an oversight committee with an even number of government and opposition members. We do 
not have an evenly stacked CCC committee to oversight ministers’ performances, should the CCC want to look 
into them. That in itself is shutting the door to transparency and good oversight of the government. 
Mr D.J. Kelly: We don’t have an “evenly stacked” CCC committee? 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The member for Bassendean probably had his hands in that process too; no doubt about 
it. I will tell him what: here is something that was not in the Victorian playbook. Some members will remember 
this. Do members remember that thing at the beginning of last year called Education Central? The government 
was going to remove 1 000 kids out of Perth Modern School and shove them all into a high-rise building in 
Northbridge, and let them roll out onto the streets of Northbridge for music lessons after school at dusk or in the 
dark in winter. Mums and dads were really looking forward to that one. “I hope my little 12-year-old is not 
wandering around the streets of Northbridge in the dark while I’m looking for somewhere to park to pick them 
up.” Do members remember that fiasco? 
Mr D.J. Kelly: What’s the name of the Anglican school in the CBD? 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The member for Bassendean remembers that fiasco, because the government 
backflipped on it, did it not? It realised that the only good idea it thought it had was actually a terrible idea, so it 
scrapped it. The Minister for Education and Training did an amazing half-pike backflip and went back on it, and 
the Perth Modern School community thought, “Oh, we’re okay.” But then the government went out and said, 
“We’ve looked into this in great detail.” It was going to build something within a weekend; that is about the depth 
of the research and analysis that went into it. “Oh, we’re going to build a high school on the park next to Subi Oval; 
that’s what we’ll do, but all the while, in the not-too-distant future, we’ll vacate the City Beach High School site. 
It’ll sit there vacant, ready to go.” That is in these tough fiscal times when the government could have actually 
utilised existing infrastructure in the western suburbs to relieve the pressure on Churchlands Senior High School, 
which has a student population that will exceed 3 000. We have a piece of school infrastructure already there but, 
“Oh, we’re not going to use that. We’re going to leave that vacant while we build this brand-new facility on the 
railway line in Subiaco, a stone’s throw from the city. It’s not really addressing the western suburbs situation at 
all, but that’s what we’re going to do.” At the same time, the government is saying to all the important education 
groups in regional Western Australia, “You don’t matter. We’re going to scrap your programs to help us pay for 
this program down in Subiaco—this new Education Central or City High School in Subiaco. We’ll do that at your 
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expense.” I can tell members now that people are not happy and they will not forget the way the government has 
treated them on that issue; they will not forget one bit of that. 
I move now to my own shadow portfolio of health. There has been no greater governance debacle than the 
government’s handling of the Perth Children’s Hospital. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Let me just quickly step members through this. On 5 April 2017 the Treasurer and the 
Minister for Health were saying, “Don’t take practical completion.” The director general of the Department of 
Health was saying, “Don’t take practical completion.” That was on 5 April, reported in The West Australian. On 
21 April they took practical completion, so what changed in between? I’ll tell members what happened in between. 
Three reports were put out: one was from the ChemCentre, for Treasury; one was from the Building Commission; 
and one was the Jacobs report for Strategic Projects. Those reports all outlined any number of places where this 
lead problem in the water could have been coming from, so guess what the government did? It said, “Oh, the 
director general said don’t take practical completion; these reports are saying we need to sort this out first.” Not 
only did they take practical completion, but the Minister for Health then decided to commission the Chief Health 
Officer to write his own independent report—which was not independent at all because the terms of reference 
were drafted by the minister—to look into those other three reports. What is fascinating is that the Chief Health 
Officer then assumed away key findings of those three other reports and decided that the lead problem was actually 
in what is called the thermostatic mixing valves—the brass fittings and the TMVs. The member for Bassendean 
might remember that I said that if the government thought it was the brass fittings and the TMVs, it should supply 
an engineering plan that shows us the time line for replacing those TMVs and for making sure that this hospital 
can open. What did it do? It did not present us with an engineering plan for how it was going to replace the TMVs 
and the brass fittings; we still have not seen that. We have since found out from commentators in the newspapers 
such as Dr Brian Stone, an engineer in the field who has added his own commentary to this topic, that the 
government has actually increased the standard of testing so that the hospital water cannot pass the testing 
requirements that the government has set. We have to ask the question: if the government thought it was the TMVs, 
why did it not replace the TMVs and give us an opening date? Why did it change the testing regime and make it 
so hard that this hospital cannot pass it? 
These are unanswered questions that the Minister for Health, the Premier and the Treasurer are all aware of. I do 
not know what they are up to. I do not know why they are dragging out the drama of the Perth Children’s 
Hospital—drama that they are now creating and own, and drama that they said they would fix and have not fixed. 
Why are they doing that? Why are they keeping the people of Western Australia in the dark on this very, very 
important piece of public infrastructure, the Perth Children’s Hospital? That is a real question for all of us. 
While we are on the topic of health governance, last week Premier McGowan broke ranks with his other Labor 
Premiers in Australia and signed up to a commonwealth deal for health funding. One might say, “Oh well, no 
drama there”, but I found a fascinating article in The Weekend West dated 10 February 2018, headed 
“McGowan signs $14b health deal”. Here is a quote from McGowan — 

“I hope all the States in the Commonwealth see WA is being dudded, this (hospital deal) is more evidence 
of that … and so that should focus their minds on the fact they need to do more on GST.” 

That was our Premier saying he had just signed up to a dud deal, quoted in The West Australian. I am sure that 
gives the people of Western Australia confidence in the way this state is being managed by our great Premier, who 
promised so much going into the election and delivered nothing but broken promises all through 2017 and messed 
up the management of the Perth Children’s Hospital. Now he is admitting in an interview that he has messed up 
a funding deal for health. He has broken ranks with his own Labor Premiers throughout Australia on how the 
relationship for funding between the commonwealth and the states is managed. He himself has admitted that he 
has signed up to a dud deal—that is what we are dealing with. That is the type of leadership we are getting out of 
Premier McGowan. That is why members who are sitting on less than three per cent are gone, because the people 
of WA are going to see more of that in 2018—more muck-ups, more backflips, and more silly decisions that are 
not even supported by the person making them. 
Mr V.A. Catania: It’ll be four per cent by the end of the year. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Exactly right, four per cent. 
One would think that the government’s performance could not get any worse than what I have just outlined, but 
then we had the summer of discontent. I am quoting Premier McGowan here, who used to have a crack at us about 
summers of discontent. I can tell members that he has taken the summer of discontent, version 6, to a whole new 
level. He rolled out Minister Ellery and said, “You take the heat on this one. Go and kill off Schools of the Air. 
No-one will care. Just get rid of it. We don’t want it. And, while you’re at it, shoot Skippy, ban Vegemite. It 
doesn’t matter. No-one will notice. And, by the way, do it on Christmas Eve, before the kids open their presents.” 
What an atrocious piece of leadership that was. It was appalling. It was humiliating and demoralising to watch the 
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pained look on Minister Ellery’s face when she did that half-pike, triple somersault, backflip in front of the cameras 
without her leader, McGowan, standing next to her. He was well out of camera range that time. He was filming 
that one to make sure he could not be there, for sure! 
That was the first big thing that occurred over the summer break. We then had the shame of the government’s 
proposal to close Moora Residential College. That is still in play. That community is going pretty hard on that, and 
so it should. The government then made the ridiculous decision to cap the number of people who could go to the 
Big Bash League final at our brand-new Perth Stadium. Do members remember that? The government said, 
“People won’t care. Tell them we’ve got a 55 000 seat stadium but let only 40 000 people go there.” 
Mr D.C. Nalder: How would it stop them? 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I do not know. It might shut the gates! The Minister for Transport; Planning and 
whatever else she is might stand there with a big placard, “Go home! Not welcome!” We know that the minister 
hates the stadium. Premier McGowan hates the stadium. They have so much negativity attached to their eight and 
a half years in opposition and they are still upset about that. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: I love the stadium! 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I am glad the minister likes it, but his boss does not. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: I’ve been there. I took my family there. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The minister’s boss does not like it, and he does not want anybody to enjoy it. His 
Minister for Transport wanted to cap attendance at a Big Bash League final. It is unbelievable. 
While we are on the stadium, what about the Uber ban? How is that working out for the government? On the one 
hand, the government is saying it wants to support Uber and the taxi industry, and it will tax Uber to help 
compensate the taxi industry, but on the other hand it is not willing to let Uber drivers use the route to the stadium. 
How will that work? The government wants to tax Uber, but it is not willing to let Uber drivers operate in a free 
market. That is very nice! That is a double hit for the poor Uber drivers—they cannot take the 40 000-capped 
people to the stadium, and therefore they cannot contribute towards paying the tax that the government has 
whacked them with to try to support the taxi industry. That is the type of leadership we saw over the Christmas 
break from our blame game, dodgy, keep out of the way from bad news Premier McGowan and his absolutely 
useless lot of ministers. The member for Bassendean and Minister for Fisheries completely nailed it when he talked 
about the shark problem in the south west of Western Australia. That is the gift that keeps on giving. He is out 
there saying, “There’s nothing to see. There’s no problem here. There is no shark mitigation problem. We don’t 
need to do anything.” 

Most recently, we have had the government’s massive pork-barrelling program. The member for Bassendean 
would have had his hands in that massive $39 million pork-barrelling program. The member for Southern River 
helped me with this last year. I thought, “This can’t be right”, and he said, “No; they are our cheques. It was 
government money, but our names were on the cheques.” He said, “Member for Churchlands, you need to 
understand that those cheques were given by us. They had our names on them, and they were all in Labor colours, 
but they were actually from taxpayer money.” I thank the member for Southern River for outlining that for me. 
I appreciate the instructive information that he provided during that debate last year. Now we are seeing that for 
what it is. It is a disgraceful attempt at pork-barrelling to buy votes. However, when the government engaged in 
that terrible program, it ignored the fact that it should not matter whether it is a Labor or a Liberal seat. There are 
people in all those seats who voted for the Labor Party. The Premier is communicating to the Labor voters of 
WA that he cares about them and is interested in supporting their needs and their communities only if they reside 
in a seat that is held by someone who sits in this place. The Premier is communicating to the people of 
Western Australia that there are two classes of Labor in Western Australia. First-class Labor is the Labor people 
who reside in a Labor-held electorate, and third-class Labor is the Labor people who are down the back, almost in 
the cargo hold of the plane or ship. The message that the Premier is communicating to third-class Labor people is 
that even though they hold true to Labor values, he will ignore their needs, because the Labor candidate in their 
seat did not win. All the Labor Western Australians who are not in a Labor-held seat will be punished by the 
government not supporting their hard-working local groups in this pork-barrelling exercise. 

Amendment to Question 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I therefore move an amendment to the question that the Premier’s Statement be noted — 

That the following words be added after “noted” — 

and that this house notes the government’s pork-barrelling by using its Local Projects, 
Local Jobs program to splash cash around Labor electorates and targeted Liberal electorates, 
without any formal criteria, guidelines or application process 

I urge every member in this place to stop this ridiculous cash splash for votes now. 
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DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Leader of the Opposition) [1.25 pm]: I would like to speak on this amendment. 
This amendment is very important. I said in my response to the Premier’s Statement that ever since the days of 
WA Inc, a range of institutions have tried to put limits on a government’s ability to engage in pork-barrelling and 
spend whatever government money they want. That includes asking the Auditor General to assess government 
spending and setting up committees to look at government spending. The Local Project, Local Jobs program clearly 
abrogates the principles that have been set for the control of government spending. The Auditor General did an 
assessment of eight government agencies that were administering government grants worth $53 million. He 
basically said those agencies were doing a pretty good job, but there were a number of problems. He said also that 
three of the agencies were awarding millions of dollars in grants without advertising. The only advertising that we 
can find about the Local Projects, Local Jobs program is the advertising that was done before the state election by 
the Labor candidates. The Auditor General has chastised government agencies for not advertising the grants that 
they were handing out. 

The Auditor General also referred to the issue of bias and said that the people who make decisions about the grants 
should not have a commercial or personal interest in the grant recipient. This is a principle that the Auditor General 
has set for government agencies. Let us look at the grants that have been allocated under the Local Projects, 
Local Jobs program. Before the election, a group of Labor Party apparatchiks were given a pool of money and told 
their local Labor members to find recipients for that money. We do not know the basis or the principles for that, 
how the money was allocated, whether there was any documentation, whether there were any criteria, and whether 
there was any assessment of conflict of interest. We know that $39 million out of the government’s cash-strapped 
budget was allocated to 750 different projects. We know also that in Liberal and National-held seats, the money 
allocated was zip. One of the issues is that they are already in conflict. 

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: One of the issues is: how did the members go out and find the groups to fund? The member 
for Armadale was very successful in allocating a substantial amount of money to groups in his electorate. 

Dr A.D. Buti: I am very proud of every single one. You should have been here last night when I made my speech! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I was about to say that. The member for Armadale admitted to it and is proud that he has deep 
associations with some of the groups that received grants under Local Projects, Local Jobs. He has deep 
relationships with them—on the board, advisory committees — 

Dr A.D. Buti: So they should be penalised, should they? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No; they should not be preferenced. They were preferenced; they got the money — 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Others did it and they got the money. 
Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you. Member! 
Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I am on my feet! 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Auditor General makes it quite clear that when assessing projects, firstly, it should be 
widely advertised. That is not by the local member saying, “Do you want some cash?” It should be widely 
advertised so people can publicly see it in the newspaper or whatever. Secondly, any conflict of interest should be 
disclosed. If a person is on the board of an organisation, a patron of an organisation, a secretary or a treasurer and 
cash is given, it must be disclosed. Lotterywest, Healthway and local government must disclose. But they did not 
do it. In some of these cases, the people allocated the money were not to officially do it. They were dealing with 
public money and they were not public servants. They were not accountable to government. They were political 
Labor Party apparatchiks giving $39 million in opposition to allocate and buy votes in selective electorates. That 
is what they did. There is no doubt about that. They also put in all sorts of things. For instance, they gave it to 
schools for virtual reality or information and communications technology—fair enough. But the Department of 
Education has a large budget for that and it has a process to allocate it. It sets priorities. 
Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: But it could have been done in government. The Labor Party was going to win government and 
it knew it. It was done before coming to government because it tried to avoid accountability! That is what it did. 
Several members interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Labor Party went out and said, “You’ll get this.” It would not have been able to do it in 
government. It would have said, “Lotterywest or Department of Education, we want an ICT budget, we want to 
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promote virtual reality. Come out with a program to allocate it to schools.” The Labor Party advocated that by 
chasing a pool of $39 million and throwing it at parties. It went out to groups that it was intimate with and threw 
money at them to buy votes. It was done secretly and selectively. 
Mr D.J. Kelly: Secretly! 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It was done selectively. The Labor Party only allocated it to seats that it thought it could win; 
those that it did not got none. It politicised $39 million. 
The real issue here is the context. The government knew the budget would be tight. It has now come out and cut 
essential services to education. All money is functional. That $39 million was used to pork barrel in its mates’ 
electorates. It had to be funded somehow. That funding had to come from cuts somewhere. It came from things 
like Schools of the Air, gifted and talented programs, Moora Residential College, and Canning River Eco 
Education Centre in my electorate. A whole raft of other programs had to be cut to fund the Labor Party’s 
pork-barrelling. What kind of assessment was done about the relative merits of a toilet block at Moora college that 
would have been built by the education department? This shows and reinforces the view that the government has 
lost all touch with accountability and responsible use of public money. It is really interesting that when the Premier 
was pushed on it the other day, he was shocked it was an issue. He was personally shocked that anyone would 
question his ability to pork barrel $39 million in a tight budget! It shows that the government has lost the plot. 
MS M.J. DAVIES (Central Wheatbelt — Leader of the National Party) [1.34 pm]: I rise to support the 
proposed amendment to the motion — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, members. Please, I would like to hear the member for Central Wheatbelt 
quietly. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I rise to support the amendment that proposes to add the words — 

and that this house notes the government’s pork-barrelling by using its Local Projects, Local Jobs program 
to splash cash around Labor electorates and targeted Liberal electorates, without any formal criteria, 
guidelines or application process 

I want to reflect a little on the comments made by the Premier yesterday in his statement when he said that the 
Labor Party — 

… embodies the best of Australian values: kindness, mateship, compassion and cleverness … we are 
a government that is committed to delivering jobs and justice. We are a government that is committed to 
listening to and bringing people with us, but we will not shy away from making tough decisions. We are 
a government that wants to help create a state that is fair and prosperous and that provides opportunity 
for all, no matter where you start in life. 

I have to say that that particular sentiment rings hollow in my electorate. This is not a government that has paid 
any mind to the electorate of Central Wheatbelt, neither has it paid any mind to other National Party electorates 
because this government knew that it was unlikely to win those seats. It has created programs and funding and 
splashed that cash around across the state in areas where it wanted to be successful. That was purely and simply 
the electioneering plan of the Labor Party. When we were going through the election campaign, there were plans 
for Labor electorates coming thick and fast. I was very interested — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, I am on my feet! Thank you, Minister for Water. Member for 
North West Central, please give your colleague the opportunity to speak without yelling from behind her. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I was very interested to see what my counterpart in the election was going to announce for 
Central Wheatbelt. We could not find it. We could not find it for Moore, Roe, Warren–Blackwood or North West 
Central! For the benefit of Hansard, I am holding up Labor’s plan for the Central Wheatbelt. As I open it, it is 
blank. There is not one thing. In fact, it is worse than that. Since coming to office, this government has 
systematically taken things off the Central Wheatbelt electorate. This is an opportunity for me, from my 
perspective as the local member for Central Wheatbelt, to point out that whilst this Premier stands and delivers the 
speech that he did yesterday professing to govern for all and says that his government is kind, clever and 
compassionate, that particular sentiment rings hollow for many people in this state. It is not shared by people in 
my electorate. My constituents have seen no evidence of the kindness, mateship, compassion or cleverness that 
this Premier aspires to. That is incredibly disappointing. It is more like deceit, bullying, apathy and ignorance that 
they have seen directed towards them. They all pay taxes. They all have an expectation that government looks 
after them. They contribute to this economy quite significantly, I have to say. Agriculture is one of the key 
underlying tenets of our economy. It is the key economy of the Central Wheatbelt, along with small business. They 
have the right to be expected to be heard and listened to by this government. There has been none of that. That 
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started well before the election when it started rolling out its plans for all these other electorates. There is nothing 
for my electorate in the Central Wheatbelt. 
That is the record of this government since coming to power in March last year, which is coming up to nearly 
12 months. The first thing we talked about and the first thing my constituents were challenged with was the shutting 
down of the AvonLink service, contrasted with a bright, new shiny plan for millions and millions of dollars’ worth of 
investment in the metropolitan area for Metronet. AvonLink was supported by the previous government. It had a plan 
in place to try to improve its use. It was supported by the previous government; it was kept open. It was campaigned 
for by people in my electorate. The first thing the Minister for Transport said when she came to government was that 
she would shut it down. The government also announced that it was going to cut funding to our community resource 
centres. They are the glue of our communities and create employment opportunities locally, which I would have 
thought falls right into the Labor government’s rhetoric of Local Projects, Local Jobs and that it is a party for jobs. 
These vital services right throughout the state have been completely undermined by the removal of funding. There 
are many in my electorate, because Central Wheatbelt is made up of a number of very small towns. It is something 
I tried to explain to the Premier when he talked about the fact that there was a geographical concentration of CRCs 
in some electorates and not others. Yes, that is right, the Central Wheatbelt is made up of very small communities. 
We are an electorate defined by two major centres and then very small communities that have limited access to 
government services, both state and federal, and CRCs are their shopfront and provide a whole raft of other services. 
This government said it would undermine their success by pulling funding from them. 
The government announced the closure of the Northam Residential College, which is a fundamental asset and 
a very important part of Northam Senior High School and in which we invested heavily while we were in 
government. As I explained yesterday, the Minister for Regional Development has been travelling around my 
electorate and has—there is no other word for it—been bullying project proponents into handing back funding that 
had been allocated by the previous government but not, as she has been putting forward, to assist in budget repair. 
What has been fed back to me is that she has been saying, “You must hand this back. We have all got to help with 
the budget repair.” If we take the Treasurer and others on the government side at their word, there is still $1 billion 
being spent in royalties for regions, but we know that the government has taken money we allocated off projects 
such as the aged-care project in my electorate, which would have supported a significant number of communities. 
The 11 local governments that worked very, very hard to pull the project together have been asked to hand money 
back. I know that has not gone towards government savings, because the government is continuing to promote that 
it is spending $1 billion in royalties for regions. Therefore, the money has to have gone to a Labor Party priority. 
That is a Labor Party priority somewhere else in the state and it tells me that the government does not have one 
iota of understanding of my electorate or any compassion for those people who are seeking to age in place in the 
north eastern wheatbelt. That is just one example I have heard and can relay about how the Minister for 
Regional Development has been operating since she has become minister to try to claw back funding for her own 
projects and Labor Party priorities. 

The government has ignored the deterioration of our road network—Great Southern Highway, Great Eastern 
Highway and Brookton Highway. It has ripped money from the Northam–Pithara road that was allocated by the 
previous government. The government has pushed aside the work of the local government and key industry 
stakeholders such as Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd, development commissions and regional development 
authorities on the secondary freight network proposal, which I understand is now buried somewhere within 
a broader regional strategy that will no doubt focus on Labor Party electorates across the state. The government 
has also removed the regional grants scheme and the Community Chest Fund from royalties for regions, taking 
away a program that was competitive, open and transparent. It was run by our regional development commissions 
to give people in those areas access to vital funds to partner with their own funds. This Local Projects, Local Jobs 
program is the tip of the iceberg of how this government will govern for the remaining three years of its term. The 
government does not intend to pay any attention to Central Wheatbelt or electorates that it does not hold. It has no 
financial plan. The government has a list of exorbitant election promises and a worsening budget scenario, and it 
has no plan; therefore, its plan is to scrape back money from regional communities and non-Labor electorates, but 
that is not what was expressed by the Premier today in this house during his Premier’s Statement. 

MR V.A. CATANIA (North West Central) [1.43 pm]: As I said last night: “no plan and three per cent”. I think 
members will find that it will go to four per cent at the end of this year. Four per cent means 10 seats, so to the 
10 backbenchers over there who were elected with a margin under four per cent, I would be worried. Start looking 
now, because it is three per cent now. When we talk about Local Projects, Local Jobs, we talk about cuts to regional 
Western Australia. Last night we spoke about cuts to education. There were protests by the Country Women’s 
Association over the cuts to regional education, cuts to Moora Residential College, camp schools, agricultural 
colleges—you name it. The protests at Moora college and in Karratha, Geraldton and Kalgoorlie all said that this 
government needs to go. Why? It is because it has gone on a platform of jobs, and jobs have been lost mainly 
throughout regional Western Australia. The government’s uranium mining policy has probably cost 4 500 jobs. 
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The decision in the mineral resources portfolio not to pursue the iron ore deposit in Helena and Aurora Ranges 
I think will cost about 400 jobs. Jobs at Esperance port have been cut, and jobs will go because of those projects. 

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I am glad that the Minister for Fisheries is here, because his plan is to stop fishing in the 
Gascoyne. Do members know that? He wants to ban fishing for the next three or four months because of the stocks 
of pink snapper. They are suddenly not there after his department two years ago said it wanted to do fish trapping 
in the Gascoyne. It is going to come out shortly that the Department of Fisheries, the minister’s department, is 
going to ban fishing in the Gascoyne for three to four months. That will be a huge cost to tourism—the tourism 
minister is here—and jobs in the Gascoyne. I bet that the Minister for Fisheries was not even aware of that. Are 
you aware of that decision, minister? Answer that question. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: Have you raised it with me or are you just grandstanding? 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I am raising it right now, because does the minister know what? The letter just came out on 
the weekend. This has been my first opportunity to stand here and talk about Local Projects, Local Jobs and here is 
the fisheries minister, the great white dope, who is going to stop fishing in the Gascoyne. That is going to cost jobs, 
it is going to hurt the tourism industry and it is going to hurt people from the minister’s electorate coming up to my 
electorate to fish. If I were the minister, I would look into it. I thought I would give him the opportunity, because he 
will get a question. I thought I would give the minister the satisfaction of knowing what I am going to ask him about, 
because I know that he does not know about this and I know that he is not across his portfolio. Anyway, there are 
cuts right throughout regional Western Australia apart from the education cuts, such as cuts to health. There will be 
no more new hospitals at Tom Price, Paraburdoo, Meekatharra, Mt Magnet and the list goes on.  

I turn to aged care. I am glad that the Minister for Health is here. He wrote me a letter asking me to help him lobby 
my federal counterparts to make a contribution to providing aged care in Carnarvon; that is, after the government 
cut the budget that we had fully funded. The works to the aged-care facility had already started. A building had 
been knocked down and we were ready to build. Suddenly, it was cut, deferred, delayed. In my words, it is not 
going to happen. Aged care was a Labor Party commitment, as were hospitals in Tom Price, Meekatharra and 
Paraburdoo. The former member for Geraldton of this place Shane Hill, who ran against me in the last election, 
said that the Labor Party would build the Tom Price hospital and that it would do Paraburdoo and Meekatharra, 
and that it would do aged care and throw $3 million into police and community youth centres. I cannot find that 
in the budget. There was $150 000 promised to the Tom Price men’s shed. I cannot find it in the budget. Local 
Projects, Local Jobs is clearly budget repair in seats such as Central Wheatbelt, Moore, Warren–Blackwood and 
definitely North West Central. Members should have a look at where the resources and funds that run the state 
come from. They come from the Pilbara, the Gascoyne and the midwest. The oil and gas industry is centred around 
the North West Central electorate. A new hospital at Tom Price is desperately needed. It was all ready to go, but 
the government has cut the funding. The cuts the government has made to Newman, Laverton and Meekatharra 
Hospitals and in aged care, in areas that have created huge amounts of wealth for this state, are disappointing and 
hurtful. Labor Party candidate Shane Hill, a former member of this place, at the last election sprouted that Labor 
would continue royalties for regions and would continue projects in the North West Central electorate and in 
regional Western Australia, but we have not seen that.  

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: The signs on every royalties for regions project have now been taken down. The government 
thinks that if you cannot see it, you cannot talk about it, and so it is not there. It just says, “Budget repair.” Our 
figures were at three per cent at Christmas time over the Schools of the Air issue; by the end of this 12 months, 
they will be at four per cent. I can tell you that we are marching to five per cent.  

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: That means this government is going to be a one-term government, my friend, because it is 
failing in the commitments it made and because of the lies and deceit that it put to the public of Western Australia, 
particularly the people of regional Western Australia.  

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: They will notice and vote you out because of those lies and deceit.  

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park — Treasurer) [1.51 pm]: I always enjoy listening to members of the 
National Party, the little sectarian party that it is. I am surprised that the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party even 
got up to speak on this motion.  

Mrs L.M. Harvey: Scarborough got nothing.  
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Mr B.S. WYATT: “Scarborough got nothing”—I will take that interjection. I heard the Leader of the National 
Party carrying on about, “Where’s Central Wheatbelt?” I do not recall any National Party minister committing to 
a thing in Victoria Park. I do not recall them committing to a thing in Bassendean or Kwinana. I do not recall them 
committing to anything, and they were ministers of the Crown—not ministers for the National Party but ministers 
of the Crown.  

I find it interesting that “Vic Park” Vince, the man who should have got some advantage, some investment, from 
Victoria Park because he lived there for so long, amongst the suburban elite that he is from, member for 
North West Central, because he should have been advantaged by a bit of investment in inner-city areas by the 
National Party, has the gall and audacity to get up in this place and complain about a government implementing 
its election promises. I find it interesting that over the last couple of weeks National Party members in particular—
Liberal Party members have been a little bit more circumspect in their language—have been talking about apparent 
slush funds. I thought I would go back and have a look at three funds in particular that existed under the term of 
the former government—all eight and a half years. There were three funds, members, that I was interested in: one 
was the regional grants scheme; the other was the community chest fund; and, the best one of them all—the best 
rort of them all when it comes to seeing public money being thrown down the drain—the country local government 
fund. All up, $370 million was spent.  

Let me put a bit of context to this: $300 million was spent at the discretion of “Mr Bloodnose politics” 
Brendon Grylls himself! Remember what he did to the books? Remember his legacy, which pervades everything 
to this day? The only thing that surprised me at the budget round was that the former government had spent revenue 
that had gushed in, plus increased net debt to $42 billion, and still had things to spend money on. I am utterly 
stunned that during that time Tom Price Hospital did not get a Fiona Stanley–esque hospital in its place. I am 
stunned that the WA College of Agriculture in Morawa is now, apparently, on the top of the agenda for the 
National Party, other than the fact that in eight and a half years of $6 billion of royalties for regions’ funding, the 
member for Moore himself, through these three slush funds, had $40 million to spend. How much did he put into 
the agricultural college? Not one cent.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Sorry, I stand corrected. The member for Moore had from those three funds $37.7 million to 
spend in his electorate. By way of summary, let us have a little look at the figures. From the country local 
government fund, Liberal and National Party seats received $165 million—three times more than was allocated to 
Labor seats.  

Mr R.S. Love: Local governments—there’s more of them.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Thank you. I will take that interjection. Snap! The dope for Moore walks straight into it. That 
is exactly right, member for Moore! When you win government and you win more seats, guess what happens? 
I am pretty sure that if I go through any part of the budget, the majority of the money will be being spent in Labor 
electorates. Why is that? That is where government members are, because we have the majority of seats. I know 
that this sort of higgledy-piggledy economics is confusing for National Party members. I know that they are easily 
befuddled by this sort of whackery, which is why they left such a bad fiscal environment for me to deal with.  

Let me go to the community chest fund. Liberal–National Party held seats received in total $9.3 million—about 
400 per cent more than Labor seats. From the regional grants scheme, Liberal–National seats received all up 
around $80 million—about 300 per cent more than in Labor electorates. What I am most disgruntled about is that 
the Leader of the National Party said a minute ago, as she was flicking through a document, “Where’s all my 
commitments for Central Wheatbelt?” I note that Victoria Park got not a cent from the minister when she was in 
power. I looked at what happened in her electorate during her time in government. Out of all the electorates—
Labor, Liberal and National—one electorate got the most juice from the former government. Guess which one that 
was? It was Central Wheatbelt. Let me put on the record that the Leader of the National Party gorged herself to 
the tune of $43 639 271. What I find interesting is that when I compared that with the Kimberley, which received 
over that time $16 million, I thought that there must be a rationale here. I looked at the Australian Bureau of 
Statistics socioeconomic index, because I thought that maybe Central Wheatbelt had a lower SEI than Kimberley. 
Unsurprisingly, I was surprised again! In Central Wheatbelt, 13.7 per cent of its population is in the lowest decile; 
Kimberley has 38.4 per cent in the lowest decile. If National Party members want to come in here and talk about 
spending public money appropriately, pointing to whatever fund they want, I say to the sectarian National Party, 
whose interests do not extend to all parts of regional WA, just bits of regional WA—those bits that they are 
interested in—why have I not heard a peep from National or Liberal Party members about the cuts of $100 million 
to remote Aboriginal housing? There has not been a peep—not a media statement, not a tweet, not a complaint, 
not a question in this place and not a protest out the front—about that $100 million a year. I am not going to cop 
that rubbish when we see the sort of gorging that the Leader of the National Party put into her own electorate to 
the disadvantage of other electorates that had much, much more significant population on the ABS SEI schedule. 
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They come in here with that sort of hypocrisy after they left this government with a fiscal problem of gargantuan 
proportions and they refuse to play any role in helping us address that, to a point that they are in the upper house 
voting out their own savings measure in their last budget. That is where members opposite are at. They get to their 
feet in here—the most privileged members of this place are actually National Party members, all living on the 
CAT bus route of Perth, Western Australia—and complain not about regional WA, but about parts of regional 
WA. Members of both those parties have been in the paper critiquing the Labor Party for spending money in 
Collie, Bunbury and in Albany and have not uttered a word about huge cuts to the provision of housing in remote 
Aboriginal communities. Not a word has been uttered.  

When I start to hear consistent complaints about all of regional Western Australia from the National Party and its 
erstwhile partners, the Liberal Party, I will start to take them seriously. Until I see National Party members 
organising protests out the front around our Aboriginal citizens and their remote housing entitlements, I will not 
listen to a word they say. When I look at the fact that the member for Moore had nearly $40 million gorged in his 
own electorate, but he decided not to spend a cent on Moora Residential College, I do not know why that was. He 
chose not to spend it. The Leader of the National Party had $43 million through the three different slush funds 
spent in her own electorate. I will not sit here and listen to this high-minded claptrap from a sectarian 
National Party. The National Party has no interest in Western Australia. It has an interest in a small number of 
regional seats—not all regional seats. Its members come in here and carry on as though their time in government 
was some form of utopia. I wanted to make these points. I say to the Liberal Party: do not get on the 
National Party’s bandwagon. The Liberal Party is in the process of trying to rebuild some credibility in the 
community around fiscal management, which was shredded by letting the National Party run loose during a time 
when the budget process could be described only as a feeding frenzy—not a process. That is why, unfortunately, 
we have to make some of the tough decisions that we are required to make. I will continue to advocate the decisions 
that we make and hold members opposite to account for the decisions that they made. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 193.] 
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