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APPROPRIATION (RECURRENT 2018–19) BILL 2018 
APPROPRIATION (CAPITAL 2018–19) BILL 2018 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 16 August. 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [2.15 pm]: When the house last sat on Thursday, 16 August 2018, 
we were considering these two bills in the cognate debate. I outlined a series of despicable events that had occurred, 
which culminated on 20 June this year with the performance of Hon Sue Ellery, Leader of the House, during an 
estimates session. My remarks were interrupted on Thursday, 16 August for the taking of members’ statements. It 
was interesting that the first member’s statement on Thursday was by none other than the Leader of the House. 
I remind members who were away on urgent parliamentary business of the defence that was put up by the 
Leader of the House in response to those despicable events that I outlined last week. She stated — 

The other point I want to address was just raised by Hon Nick Goiran. It is important to note this. I was 
the representative minister. I was being asked whether I would provide information about a conversation 
that the minister I was representing was part of. I had not been briefed on any of that. The fact that the 
officer that the member wanted to ask was sitting next to me was irrelevant. If it was my portfolio, we 
would have a different proposition, but I thought that the person who ought make the judgement about 
what degree of information was released from that conversation was the minister. She obviously was not 
there. I have been accused of obstruction. In fact I said, “I’ll take the question on notice; I’m sorry that 
you don’t like the answer, but I’ll take the question on notice.” I was not … saying that I would not 
contemplate providing an answer to the member’s question, but my job, when I am representing another 
minister, is to put myself in the shoes of the other minister and if I cannot be sure because I have not been 
briefed on that particular area about the sequence of events, then irrespective of who was sitting next to 
me, my first obligation is to check what information the minister is happy to release and what information 
the minister is happy for her director general to release. That is my obligation that I met. That is 
fundamentally different from if the member had been asking me that question about my portfolio. 

That is utter rubbish by the Leader of the House. According to Hon Sue Ellery, we are going to have a new 
system in the Legislative Council of first-class witnesses and second-class witnesses. According to the 
Leader of the House, the first-class witnesses will be ministers or representative ministers, and everybody else who 
sits on those chairs will be second-class witnesses. That will be the new system, according to the Leader of the 
House. Even if one wanted to hold that view, I ask members why do we then have hearings at which no minister 
is present? Why is it that sometimes there is no minister and no parliamentary secretary present? How would the 
other witnesses be able to speak without having a first-class witness present? I put to members that the proposition 
given to us last Thursday by the Leader of the House, the most experienced member opposite, is utter rubbish. 
Even if, again, members do not agree with me and they like the rubbish that was spewed out by the member 
opposite last Thursday, let me say this. The honourable member opposite knows full well that two questions were 
taken on notice on that despicable day, 20 June, this year. The second question that was taken on notice, which the 
Leader of the House conveniently never addressed during her member’s statement last week, was the following. 
I am gratified that the Leader of the House has returned from urgent parliamentary business. I asked — 

Has the director general briefed any other minister on the West Pilbara plan? 
That was the second question that was taken on notice. Even under Hon Sue Ellery’s new standard that will apply 
to these hearings, how could it ever be the case that the Minister for Child Protection would have anything to say 
about that? I did not ask who the Minister for Child Protection briefed. We already knew, pursuant to that hearing, 
that the director general had briefed the Minister for Child Protection. My supplementary question was — 

Has the director general briefed any other minister on the West Pilbara plan? 

Clearly, the Minister for Child Protection would not be able to answer that question. Only one person on the planet 
would have been able to answer that question and that was the director general. Instead of asking the director 
general, who was sitting 30 centimetres away from her in the seat immediately to her right, to answer to the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, what did she say? She said, “I’ll take it on notice.” 
That is a disgrace. As I said, it was wrong for that to happen before; there is no defence for that to happen. I do not 
agree with Hon Sue Ellery coming in last Thursday and putting up this nonsense of a defence by saying, 
“Well, it’s different because I was the representative minister.” The honourable member will need to explain to us 
what happens when witnesses appear before committees without a minister present when they are on their own or 
in a representative capacity or as a parliamentary secretary. That is the first thing she needs to do. Even if, by some 
miracle, she is able to explain that, it cannot be an excuse for why she would take on notice the question: has the 
director general briefed any other minister on the West Pilbara plan? That apparently was such a very, very 
complicated question asking the director general to advise the committee whether he had briefed any other minister 
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on the West Pilbara plan—so detailed and so complicated, given the answer needed to be only a yes or no—that it 
needed to be taken on notice. 
If everyone wants to be very charitable to the Leader of the House, the most experienced member opposite, that is 
fine. Let me tell members what the answer was that came back — 

The director general has briefed the Premier on the West Pilbara plan. Other ministers were briefed on 
the plan as part of the Cabinet process. 

Terrific! That needed to be taken on notice just for us to be told that the director general had briefed another 
minister and that other minister happened to be the Premier. Why on earth was the director general not able to 
provide that information to the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations on that particular day? 
It was not something the Minister for Child Protection had anything to do with. It was a question to that witness, 
the director general, who was before the committee, and it was wrong of Hon Sue Ellery to take that question on 
notice. In a legal sense, if we were in a court, it would be considered to be a constructive refusal to answer. It is 
not a standard that members should tolerate in this place. 
What makes things worse is that on that day, Hon Sue Ellery not only took that question on notice when she could 
have asked the gentleman in the seat to her right for an answer but chose not to, but also said — 

Honourable member, I have given you the answer to the question which is that I am more than willing to 
provide you with an answer on notice that sets out how the briefings were conducted. 

They are not my words. These are the words that were transcribed by Hansard from the hearing that took place on 
that day. Those words were uttered by none other than Hon Sue Ellery, and guess what? The answer that has come 
back provides no information on that. It is bad enough that the most experienced member opposite needs to take 
on notice the most basic of questions: did the director general brief any other minister? “Sorry, I don’t know that. 
I’m the most experienced Labor member, but I can’t ask the person sitting to my right. I’m going to take it on 
notice.” That is what happened on that date. It is bad enough that that was the standard of performance on that day, 
but to make things worse, when the answer comes back—the minister told the Standing Committee on Estimates 
and Financial Operations that she was willing to provide an answer on notice that sets out how the briefings were 
conducted—she provides zero information on how the briefings were conducted. What is that? How would 
members categorise that type of behaviour by the most senior member opposite, when she tells the committee, 
“I’m going to take it on notice and I’m going to provide you information on how the briefings were conducted”, 
and the answer comes back but the information is not provided? What is that? Would that be a standard that could 
be considered by members to be misleading the committee? If a minister tells the committee, “I’m going to take it 
on notice and I’ll tell you how the briefings were conducted”, and then the minister does not provide that 
information, is that misleading the committee? I wonder. Is it obstruction? Is a minister obstructing the committee 
in the performance of its duties when a member asks a question through the committee and the minister says they 
will take it on notice and they do not provide that information? Is that obstruction? Whatever it is—if members 
think it is misleading or obstruction—it is not the standard that is satisfactory for this house. This is supposed to 
be the house of review. There should be some honour and integrity with respect to our processes and by the 
members who participate in those various forums. If a member of this house is unable to get such basic information, 
my proposition is that we do not even bother having the hearings. 
The member opposite, the most experienced member opposite, the Leader of the House, proffered last Thursday 
that somehow this had to do with the opposition being frustrated. What a joke! Once again, she did not take this 
matter seriously or address it. What she should have done was to come in and apologise by saying, “On reflection, 
my performance on that day was not of the standard suitable to the Legislative Council of Western Australia. It 
might happen in some other jurisdiction, but in this place it is unsatisfactory and I apologise to the house.” That 
would have been the correct thing to do. Do members know what? That would have been the end of my 
contribution. I would have had nothing else to say. Instead, a ridiculous proposal has been put up of a new standard 
that will apply: there will be a different system with first-class witnesses—a minister or representative minister—
and second-class witnesses. This cannot be the standard that is acceptable to members. We may as well shut down 
the house, not have hearings and not bother having committee processes because all the ministers now need to do 
is follow the standard of Hon Sue Ellery, the most experienced member opposite, and take everything on notice. 
Every time a member asks a question, they can just say, “I’ll take it on notice.” Better still, when the answer is 
provided—the signed piece of paper that goes back to the member—it does not provide the information. They 
should talk about building a rocket to Mars or something like that—anything other than the information the 
member has asked for. That is the new standard that has been set. 

HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.29 pm]: I rise to 
make some observations in the context of the Appropriation (Recurrent 2018–19) Bill 2018 and the 
Appropriation (Capital 2018–19) Bill 2018 on one of the most significant elements of any government—that is, 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 21 August 2018] 

 p4821b-4829a 
Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Michael Mischin; Hon Stephen Dawson 

 [3] 

the appropriation of money raised by that government from its citizens and others within its boundaries in order 
to then expend it on matters for the peace, order and good government of the state for which it is responsible.  

I have been troubled for quite some time about the manner in which this government has been going about its 
business. Through the nature of politics, most political parties will make all sorts of commitments and manoeuvre 
in the public sphere to get an advantage over their opponents. It is all part of the political process. It may be decried 
by many, but the fact remains that as part of a democracy there is healthy competition between ideas and 
philosophies. However, when parties achieve power and come into government, generally those parties will rise 
above the politics of the day and behave as governments. A party will don the mantle of government and appreciate 
that it is not there simply to wield and exercise power, but to do so for the benefit of the entire community. 
Whatever the turmoil in the playground of politics may be like, it will act with some dignity and some respect for 
the institutions of which it has taken control. A party in government will behave accordingly with not only fairness 
to its own members who have supported it and, supposedly, in the interests of the constituency, but also with 
fairness, reasonableness and some degree, if necessary, of magnanimity towards all political parties, regardless of 
whether it agrees or disagrees with them very passionately about their philosophies. Competition is healthy, but 
an element of dignity comes with the responsibility of government and it needs to be understood and respected. 
Apparently, that is not the philosophy of this government. 

When it was in opposition, the Labor Party made all sorts of assurances that in government it would achieve certain 
things and, importantly, that it would not do certain things. It did that quite emphatically to set itself apart from 
the previous government. It made all sorts of assurances very shortly before the election and immediately after the 
election that it would adopt very high standards of transparency, accountability and honesty. It claimed the moral 
high ground, yet we have seen the wielding of power for its own sake and the most disgraceful behaviour from 
those who represent this government through not only the promotion in the public sphere of propaganda that is 
patently and demonstrably dishonest, but also the perversion and use of government as a media and propaganda 
office for the Labor Party. We do not have to go very far to see how that has happened. 

In this house, the standards have been reduced remarkably. We used to have lectures all the time from those sitting 
on the treasury bench about the responsibilities of ministers and the like. I will freely concede that from an 
objective point of view, sometimes some ministers and members may not have behaved to those highest standards. 
No-one is perfect. But when we answered questions in this place, we tried to give some information. That is not 
the case with the ministers in this place now. It is even less the case if one observes the deplorable behaviour of 
government members in the other place, where the Premier, when asked a straight question, simply turns to 
personal abuse and derision and the rest of the mob down there shout down the questioner. That is not only 
disrespectful to Parliament and the institutions of which his party has taken control, but also shows a contempt for 
those institutions. 

Sadly, we have seen a decline in the standards in this place. Hon Nick Goiran has been pursuing a matter of public 
importance for quite some months now; it is a matter that involves the vulnerability of children in a town and an 
area that is sadly notorious for the risks that children are placed under. We have had allegations of widespread 
sexual and other physical abuse of children. It is a matter of public interest. It is a matter of responsibility for 
government, yet he has had to ask repeatedly for information, only to be fobbed off. He has not been given any 
specific information; he has been given platitudes. He has not been given information in public; the best that the 
government can do has been to offer private briefings. Last week, we had a self-righteous, pompous lecture from 
the Leader of the Government in the Legislative Council about how useful estimates hearings can be if they are 
used right, when she was guilty of prevaricating and not providing information. 

A minister worth her or his salt, who is really interested in helping Parliament and in behaving in a way that is 
consistent with his or her responsibilities as not only a minister of the Crown but also a minister representing 
a minister in an area as important as child protection, who is asked, quite legitimately, a question from a member 
interested in that area, and that minister is sitting next to the director general who can speak from personal 
knowledge of the matters in which that member is interested, would have acted very differently. He or she would 
have leaned over and asked the adviser whether there was a problem in answering that question. She would have 
asked him to speak to it or asked whether she should reserve it for some reason. It may be that the information is 
sensitive in some fashion. The adviser may not be able to recall the detail and so is reluctant to commit. There may 
be 101 reasons for not giving that answer, but for the minister simply to say that she has to put herself in the shoes 
of the minister in the other house and she will put it on notice without even inquiring makes a mockery of the 
estimates process. This government is proud of that, because it has not only repeatedly deliberately resisted 
answering questions on that subject, but also prevaricated and obstructed the finding of information. The 
Leader of the House has to bear responsibility for that. She has obstructed members of this house from obtaining 
relevant information in an estimates hearing. 
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Another responsibility of a minister worth his or her salt who is really taking their responsibility seriously, after 
that little exchange, would have been to at least follow up on it to find out the answer and to ensure that the 
honourable member, who was legitimately interested in that on behalf of the people of Western Australia, received 
a sensible answer. None of that happened. It was not her problem anymore after estimates. That is when her 
responsibility to this place as a proxy, as a representative of the government, begins and ends. She handballs the 
responsibility to others and then says, “Oh, look, I know it’s frustrating being in opposition, but if you use your 
opportunities properly, you can get some information.” Yes, we could, if we had an honest government and 
ministers who were prepared to do their job. If we had ministers who appreciated and were cognisant of their 
responsibilities to this place and the people whom they represent, the state of Western Australia, yes, we could. 
Estimates and every other proceeding in this Parliament can be a very fertile ground for knowledge and for the 
enhancement of the parliamentary process. That is not so under a Labor government run by Mark McGowan. He 
has set the standards, and apparently they are very high standards of transparency, accountability and honesty. It 
is not the first time and it will not be the last.  
We have had a similar experience with the wonderfully named Local Projects, Local Jobs initiative. 
Hon Darren West has spruiked its benefits—I will get to him shortly—and said how terrific this project is, with 
$39 million of Labor Party gifts to the public having been handed out. “It’s not a grant! No way! It’s not one of 
those!”, he insists, even though his own government’s ministers have said in the past that they are grants. He has 
not got the script right. You would think that after 18 months of that little rort that this government would have 
worked out the alibi. However, it has not worked out the alibi yet because it wants it to be all sorts of things and 
wants to fudge the answers rather than give straight ones. According to Hon Darren West, they are, apparently, 
not grants, although at one stage he slipped off script and said it was a grant. Anyway, they are not grants. It 
appears they have gone through a rigorous process of some sort, but we have not been able to find out what that 
process is. We have been able to glean from questioning that before the election, candidates promised sums of 
money around electorates where they say there was a need. We do not know who gave them authority to do that. 
I suppose we have to ask the Labor Party about that. Who made the decision and who set the amounts of state 
money—taxpayer money—that candidates were able to promise? How were those organisations identified and 
what criteria were used in order to identify them and to give promises? What assessment was made of the amounts 
of money those organisations wanted or, more importantly, needed? I have been told that in certain electorates 
candidates came to organisations and said, “Could you use so many thousands of dollars?” They were told, 
“Actually, we do not need the money, but, of course, we’re not going to turn it down.” What was the merit 
assessment for one organisation over another and what connections did candidates have to those organisations? 
Were candidates members? Were they featherbedding their own membership and supporting their own 
organisations that they had an interest in? Perhaps, like some residents’ associations that have been set up around 
this state, the organisations are vehicles for Labor Party influence and agitation within electorates. How is it that 
those figures were come to? Has there been any accounting for what has been spent or any return of what has not 
been spent? None of that has been revealed. 
The other day I asked questions about Halidon Primary School; Hon Sue Ellery seems to think that I am obsessed 
with it. My obsession with it is because I have not got the truth yet. There may be a very simple, straightforward, 
honest explanation for how that particular grant came about, but I have not heard it yet because I have only been 
given bits of information, and even then I have been forced to squeeze it out piece by piece. Labor Party ministers 
might think that this is all very amusing. “Look how we can abuse our power here! We’ll get them to waste a lot 
of questions over some straightforward information before we dribble it out piece by piece. That’s how you use 
the parliamentary process”, they think as they smile to themselves. 
As I said, the Labor Party has not elevated itself from being a political party in opposition to being a party in 
government and behaving like a government. It is still fighting in the gutter. It is still fighting in the streets rather 
than behaving as a government. Halidon Primary School has received $150 000 of Department of Education 
money, which appears to have been provided to the department as a special grant, in order to refurbish an 
administration building. Well done to it! Maybe the school needed it. Maybe it was the most deplorable 
administration building in the state so it needed to get some priority over others that did not have a Local Projects, 
Local Jobs commitment. It was plainly not assessed as part of an education department process to determine the 
priority of capital works. A local member decided and $150 000 suddenly appeared in the education department 
budget. We have been told that this department has had to make some “hard” decisions—some tough decisions—
about where to find money for, allegedly, budget repair. “There’s no money to be found! The pantry is empty out 
Treasury way. There’s no money around. We have to make hard decisions,” the government says. Those decisions 
are tough and unpleasant but, being brave, the government is prepared to make decisions that will hurt other people 
and organisations because that is what a tough government does. However, when it suits it, the government still 
manages to quite readily find the money somewhere to prioritise certain expenditure adventures. It will close down 
the Schools of the Air, make the tough decision about Moora Residential College, and tell the Western Australian 
Gould League that it is sorry that Herdsman Lake Wildlife Centre has to go. These are small amounts of money 
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but they are valuable. The government has had to go searching down the back of the couch for these pennies 
because the state is in dire financial straits. However, $150 000 suddenly appeared in the education department 
budget—and who knows how many other sums—in order to meet an arbitrary commitment to refurbish some 
public infrastructure at a school. 
When I asked questions about when that commitment was made, by whom it was made, what precisely the 
commitment was, and to whom it was communicated, I could not get an answer. When I went into other specifics, 
I could not get answers. The other day Hon Nick Goiran mentioned certain inferences that can be drawn from 
a failure to answer. From my experience in court, if a witness is asked some straightforward questions requesting 
some straightforward, easily ascertainable facts and they do not answer or they refuse to provide those facts, the 
inference I draw—and juries tend to draw—is that the witness is lying or at least has something to hide. The more 
times you ask the question and the more times you do not get the answer—and get bald statements of justification 
without any specifics—the firmer the inference that the witness has something to hide becomes. It could be called 
an obsession, but I have a desire to find out what the minister is trying to hide. If it is simply an exercise in wasting 
our time by getting us to ask a dozen questions to get an answer that could have been given right from the 
beginning, that speaks for itself as well. I would be surprised if many members of this house on the 
non-government side of the chamber have not had that experience at least once in the course of the almost 
18 months since this government took office. The other day I asked a question without notice of which no notice 
had been given. I asked the simple question whether the now member for Kingsley’s commitment under the 
Local Projects, Local Jobs program had been given before or after the election. The Minister for Education and 
Training told me she could not get that information because no notice had been given of it. Come on! The minister 
went to an opening for this event on, I think, 7 August and I had already asked questions about it for two days. 
Has the minister forgotten even something as fundamental as whether the now member for Kingsley had promised 
that school $150 000 of taxpayer money in the lead-up to the election or after the election? It would have been in 
a briefing note. Every minister who goes to these events gets a briefing note. In fact, it is under the guidelines titled 
“Official Opening of Public School Buildings” held by the department and the minister’s office, and the minister 
cannot remember and is not able to say. If it was before the election, apparently we as a Parliament have to beg 
the information from the Labor Party, “If you don’t mind”, not from the minister who somehow managed to come 
by the money out of public funds. According to her, if it was before the election, we have to ask the Labor Party. 
That is an astonishing proposition. Hon Darren West was banging on for ages about all the commitments he made 
before the election, yet the minister who actually has the money, has to get the money and has to presumably 
approve the expenditure and persuade the Expenditure Review Committee and cabinet for budget purposes that it 
is worthwhile expenditure and ought to be given a priority over everything else, cannot even venture a guess at it, 
let alone offer any concrete information. That is the way we are going with this Parliament; that is the way this 
government has set its high standards. If members on the other side think that this is all good fun, it will be—while 
it lasts. Bear in mind that some of those responsible for this sort of behaviour may not be around when members 
opposite are in opposition. If they find that for at least the first 18 months of sitting on the opposition benches 
asking questions—or if this sort of behaviour from the government goes on for two years, then the first two years—
they get similar treatment, they will know who to blame. 
We also have other elements of financial management to consider. Many of my colleagues have already raised 
issues about that, but we also have the sorts of standards that some ministers display in other fields. I have already 
spoken in the past of Hon Fran Logan, the now Minister for Corrective Services, and other things. Here is an 
example: before an election he told people that if they do not like the fact that a Labor government will tear up 
their contracts and if they complain about it and use their legal rights, he would not be surprised if the incoming 
Premier said, “We know where you are and we will remember it.” A threat—that is something worthy of a Labor 
minister. That is a great message to send out to members of the public! I am sure that members on the other side 
are very proud of that. That shows a man with Labor spirit. He threatened people with the power of the state. He 
will not necessarily do anything wrong to them, but they might not get too many favours from government in 
future projects if they have shown that they are not on side, because we, and certainly quite a number of public 
servants, have learnt from bitter experience over the last 18 months that if people are not with the Labor Party, 
they are against it and may find their position as a public servant in jeopardy. 
There has been targeted voluntary redundancy and restructuring of departments without any plan behind it. The 
government picked a number of departments, halved it and then cobbled them together with an arbitrary choice of 
who is going to be in them and running them. We have the example of Lotterywest. What happened to that? There 
is increasing evidence that the Lotterywest grants that were once dealt with on merit to worthy community 
organisations are now a supplement to the Labor government’s general expenditure on its pet projects. 
We have examples of changes of policy in which the party that is now in government made certain commitments 
before the election, was quite prepared to set itself apart on the basis of them and then resiled from them without 
any explanation. I will take a couple of examples that will not be the usual one of, “There will be no increase in 
fees and charges.” We knew that was a lot of nonsense when we heard it, and it has proved so. There is a bill 
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before Parliament relating to duties. Before the election, there was a proposal to raise duties on certain purchases 
of land by foreigners, which has now been dressed up from four per cent to seven per cent and what at best is 
a claim by the Treasurer that it is a fulfilment of an election commitment. No; it is not. He cannot even read his 
own election commitments. The Treasurer makes outrageous claims about the amount of debt, which are 
contradicted by his own statements 12 months ago. 
Ministers are claiming credit for projects that are not even theirs. Members will recall a media release some weeks 
ago from the then Acting Minister for Sport and Recreation, as I think he was at the time, spruiking that the 
McGowan government in combination with Tourism WA had secured Chelsea Football Club to play at the 
stadium. That was withdrawn a few days ago when it was pointed out that he could not get away with that one. In 
fact, that commitment had been secured about two months before the election by the last Premier, but it does not 
stop the Labor publicity machine from trying to take credit for whatever it can. Shortly after the election, the stretch 
of freeway between Burns Beach Road and Hester Avenue was opened and the new Minister for Transport invited 
all her Labor chums to celebrate that opening and not a single Liberal member of Parliament, notwithstanding it 
ran through my electorate. The honourable Leader of the House might categorise that somehow as sour grapes. It 
is a matter of courtesy, something that seems to have been forgotten immediately after the election. Members on 
the other side of this chamber did not experience that from certain ex-ministers who are here. But, apparently, this 
is the new Labor Party standard, the high standard of a McGowan government, to take credit for others’ work, to 
trumpet it as a great achievement of a McGowan government and to show disrespect to those constituents who 
chose not to elect a Labor member of Parliament. It is another rule that we will bear in mind since that is now the 
high standard that we should be aspiring to.  
Another example is the government’s recent announcement about the renaming of Perth Arena. This government 
keeps reminding us about the terrible mess that it was left with, and asking where did the money go and the like. 
I remind government members that Perth Arena was an initiative of the last Labor government. It was supposed 
to take one or two years to construct, and it took about three times as long. It was supposed to cost $150 million, 
and it ended up costing $550 million. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: People in glass houses! 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I welcome that from Hon Alannah MacTiernan. Perhaps she would like to tell us 
which ministers were involved in that little excursion, which they said would cost $150 million. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: It wasn’t me. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: No, but the minister was a part of that government, was she not? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Yes. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The minister was a part of that government, so let us take credit where it is due. 
That cost $550 million. What is this government doing now? Because this government values our heritage so 
much, and because it values the name “Perth” so much, it has sold the naming rights of the arena to RAC for the 
sum of $10 million over five years. There are certain ironies in the media release. It says — 

The State Government is delighted such a trusted local organisation was able to beat out — 
Whatever that means — 

Eastern States competition in a competitive tender … 
A Labor government that claims to be WA-focused is saying that it is delighted that a Western Australian company 
managed to win something in a competitive tender. It is not saying that it is delighted that it was awarded to 
a Western Australian company. Presumably if RAC had not managed to edge out or beat out—whatever that 
means—that eastern states competition, the naming rights would have gone east. 
The government has said that the sale of the naming rights to Perth Arena is in support of budget repair. The 
government said about a year ago that money would be put into a windfall account and used to pay off debt. We 
will see how much of that $2 million a year is put into that windfall account that we have heard so much about. 
I have not seen the government put any money into paying off debt. All this government has done is provide money 
to enable it to continue with its pet projects. The Treasurer is quoted in that media statement as follows — 

“We inherited not only a record level of State debt, — 
We keep hearing about that — 

but also the perverse situation where WA taxpayers were forking out compensation for Perth Arena to 
not have a naming sponsor. 

What on earth is that about—compensation for not having a naming sponsor? Will any of that $2 million a year 
go into the running of Perth Arena? No. The Treasurer goes on to say — 

“This decision allows us to continue to fix the finances and focus our spending on essential services.” 
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Essential services like what? An amount of $2 million a year over five years is being paid to — 
Hon Jim Chown interjected. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: No, not to Moora; there is not enough money for that, Hon Jim Chown. Perhaps 
there is another Local Projects, Local Jobs exercise that needs to be fulfilled. One school—I think it was 
Harrisdale—was given something like $250 000-worth of shade cloth. That was listed in the schedule provided by 
the government. Maybe the money is needed for things like that. Will that money go into the maintenance of the 
arena? No. Will that money go into the promotion of the arena? No. The Treasurer has said that the money will be 
used to fix the state’s finances. That is absolute vague nonsense from a Treasurer who is not prepared to provide 
details of anything and categorises every piece of taxation as budget repair. The Treasurer has managed to find 
$39 million for Local Projects, Local Jobs, but we cannot get any accountability from this government about the 
specifics of those projects. 

When it comes to taking credit for other people’s work, during our eight years in office our government was 
accused of undertaking a variety of vanity projects. It appears that this government is doing very important things, 
such as creating jobs and the like. Yesterday, I had the pleasure of reading a media release from Hon Mick Murray, 
Minister for Seniors and Ageing; Volunteering; Sport and Recreation, in which he saw fit to announce that one 
million fans have so far watched football from what is now known as Optus Stadium. Apparently when negotiating 
naming rights for a government project, it is too hard to include the name of the city in which that project has been 
built. I do not know why the stadium could not have been called Optus Perth Stadium. That might have dropped 
the value of the sponsorship deal by $10 per annum. I do not understand why “Perth” cannot be included in the 
name of projects that have built in our city using Western Australian government money, rather than selling out 
the name. Perhaps next the government will get a few bucks by renaming King’s Park. The minister spruiks in his 
media release that nearly 600 000 fans have attended West Coast Eagles home games in 2018, smashing records. 
He says how wonderful Optus Stadium is, and how it is a wonderful addition to the Perth environment and to 
competition in WA. Yet some 18 months ago, we were hearing about how it was a vanity project. Guess who was 
at the opening of the stadium and had his name put on a plaque? 

Hon Darren West interjected. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Does the member have free tickets? 

Hon Darren West: No. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I think Hon Darren West is in enough trouble. 

These vanity projects are the very ones in which this government is now taking pride. 

That brings me to another element of how this project could not meet the expectations of this government. I praise 
the government for its magnanimity in inviting Hon Colin Barnett to the opening of that vanity project of his. Perth 
Arena, despite all its problems, is a great addition to the Perth environment and to improving the amenity of life 
in this city. Hon Colin Barnett could have had his name on the plaque and opened it himself, given the amount of 
money that had been spent under our administration to get the job finished. However, he rose above that. He had 
the then Governor of Western Australia open the arena. That is because, for all his shortcomings as alleged by the 
Labor Party, he had a sense of dignity, propriety and grace. That is notably lacking from the rabble that currently 
occupies the Treasury bench. Government members seem to think that if they have power, they should use it. I am 
surprised government members have not had names taken off plaques so that they can adopt those buildings for 
themselves. No doubt when they establish a giant ministry of truth, they will rewrite history. The Labor Party has 
already tried to whitewash Brian Burke out of its history. Photoshop certainly makes that a lot easier. 

What we have seen from this government is very much a repeat of those days. We have seen how Parliament is 
being held in contempt. We have seen how hubris has come to dominate the Labor Party now that it has achieved 
government and the power that that holds. We have seen the use of Parliament as a convenience for getting 
legislation through without proper debate. The only place in which there has been proper debate is this place. We 
have been able to examine legislation and improve it, despite the grizzles, whines and squeals of certain ministers 
down in the other place. We have seen the committee system in this place devalued by this government, which is 
overcome with its own self-importance and hubris. We have seen the devaluing of proper debate. We have seen 
ministers who are not over their brief. We have seen ministers representing who cannot answer a question say, 
“Sorry; we can’t help you there”, instead of trying to find the information to assist Parliament and fulfil the 
responsibilities they are being paid to fulfil. 

We have seen a government that has decided to discard the recommendations of the Commission on Government, 
which was established some 20 years ago and recommended certain processes to avoid the corruption of the Burke 
years. Those have gone out the window; they have been dismissed. We have seen a politicisation of the civil 
service in this state. We have had the expenditure on the Langoulant report, which has been conveniently forgotten 
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by the current government because it does not suit its purposes. We have had the politicisation of the post of 
Governor. I say that not as a criticism of Hon Kim Beazley, but the fact that a member of its own political party 
was offered that position, which for some 70 years had not been occupied by an ex-politician, goes to show just 
how quickly the McGowan government’s standards have taken root. It can discard that sort of thing without any 
compunction, expecting, no doubt, that when the Liberal Party is next in government, it will try painstakingly to 
restore those standards and conventions that this government so readily chooses to ignore, forget and hold in 
contempt. We have seen a government that is fundamentally dishonest, because it lacks honesty. It cannot provide 
answers. It is not willing to provide answers to this Parliament or to anyone else. We have seen it put out 
misinformation in media releases on numerous occasions. It is using the media release process as an organ for 
party propaganda, rather than for making announcements on behalf of the state. It is running its political arguments 
using government resources—Western Australian taxpayers’ state resources. 

I was listening to the radio the other day and a lady—I think she was a pharmacist—was talking about the sorts of 
fragrances and the like that are sold in pharmacies nowadays. I think the term used was “boutique fragrances”—
the sorts that are named after celebrities. They are all the vogue. They appeal quite widely to the low end of the 
market. 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I was coming to that, Hon Jim Chown. It strikes me that we could have a boutique 
fragrance—the sort of thing named after David Beckham and other celebrities that are given names like Poison, 
Rapture and all the rest of it. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: And one called “Glyphosate” for your friend behind you; he’d like that! 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: If Hon Alannah MacTiernan is ever looking at putting out a range of perfumes! 

I thought that there might be one for the McGowan government that is robust, loud, brash and cheap enough to 
appeal to enough people. It would promise a lot. 

Hon Nick Goiran: It probably stinks. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It could be called “Sneakers”, which would probably be about the smell of it, too. 
But its attraction would very quickly fade and what we would be left with, I suspect, after a fairly short time would 
be the rather sickly sweet smell of decay and corruption. That is the way that this government has been behaving 
today. It wants to hide things rather than tell us things. It may be that it is entirely upright and honest, but it is 
certainly not behaving in that way, so one can only draw the conclusion that there is something to hide. 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Environment) [3.14 pm] — in reply: 
I thank members very much for their contributions over the past few days to the cognate debate on the very 
important Appropriation (Recurrent 2018–19) Bill 2018 and Appropriation (Capital 2018–19) Bill 2018. I thank 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas for his expansive contribution on the financial affairs of the state. I thank Hon Charles 
Smith, who is away from the chamber on urgent parliamentary business. I appreciate his support of Metronet, 
particularly the Morley–Ellenbrook line. As a government, we have built train lines before and we will build them 
again. I certainly hope Hon Charles Smith supports the increase to the foreign buyers surcharge when it comes 
before this place. I thank Hon Martin Aldridge for his contribution to the debate. Some members have pointed out 
over the past few days and weeks that we have had extensive access to agencies through the recent estimates 
hearings process and members have been able to get detailed insight into the ways in which approved funding will 
be spent over the coming year. 

Hon Martin Aldridge asked about spending that has emerged since the budget. Obviously, the budget should be 
the main vehicle for most spending decisions by the government for the year; nevertheless, there are occasions 
when additional spending may be announced after the release of a budget when a significant issue has arisen that 
requires urgent attention. In that regard, members will be aware of the government’s announcement on 
27 June 2018 that Western Australia will participate in the compensation program for victims of institutional child 
sexual abuse. The establishment of the National Redress Scheme was a recommendation of the Royal Commission 
into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse. From 1 July this year, Western Australian survivors can make 
an application to the National Redress Scheme, and further details will be available in the 2018–19 midyear review 
that will be released by 31 December this year. 

The member referred to an amount of $3 million for Araluen Botanic Park, which obviously is an internationally 
acclaimed garden in the Perth hills. I am advised that this amount refers to the total value of the underlying 
agreement, which has a 10-year life, and that the funding will be paid to Araluen on a periodic basis, with the 
initial injection to be sourced from cash held by the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions. 
These payments will have no impact on the appropriation bills before us today. I am told that the injection will 
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help tourism thrive at Araluen Botanic Park and boost local jobs. That funding amount was previously managed 
by the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions, but it will no longer be managed by that 
department, and the media statement made a number of months ago by the ministers and the Premier outlines the 
new management process. 

A number of other members made contributions. Hon Alison Xamon made some comments about mental health 
issues. I know that the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Mental Health was present when the member 
made those comments, and the parliamentary secretary and I have brought the member’s comments to the attention 
of the Minister for Mental Health’s office. I just wanted to alert her to that. Hon Nick Goiran made a number of 
comments about Roebourne. I know that the Leader of the Opposition was in the chamber to hear those comments. 
I will also ensure that the member’s comments are brought to the attention of the minister with responsibility for 
that portfolio area. Obviously, Hon Michael Mischin made his comments today. 
The passage of these appropriation bills is required to authorise supply for recurrent and capital services detailed 
in the budget papers for 2018–19. The passage of these bills is an essential part of the annual budget. Once again, 
I thank honourable members for their contributions and commend the appropriation bills to the house. 
Questions put and passed. 

Bills read a second time. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 
Bills read a third time, on motion by Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Environment), and passed. 
 


