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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Paper 

Resumed from 25 June on the following motion moved by Hon N.D. Griffiths (Minister for Racing and 
Gaming) - 

That pursuant to Standing Order No 49(1)(c), the Council take note of tabled paper No 1428 (2002-03 
Budget Statements), laid upon the Table of the House on 16 May 2002. 

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [11.05 am]:  I welcome the opportunity to make some remarks on 
the budget papers.  First, I will comment on the appointment of Mr Greg Martin as Director General of the 
Department for Planning and Infrastructure.  I have worked with both Greg Martin and Mike Harris, who acted 
in the position.  I am sure that Greg Martin will do a very good job in that role.  Dealing with infrastructure and 
planning for this State is a major role, and a lot of responsibility will fall on his shoulders.  Mike Harris has 
served this State well in that position and as the Director General of the Department of Transport in the time that 
he was there.  He had a great vision for the State, and I was very fortunate to work with him.  He showed the 
vision that was required for the position and was very proactive in that role.  I am sure that Mike Harris’s 
abilities will be used very successfully in other roles in the future.  I hope that he will not be lost to this State, 
because people of his calibre are few and far between.   

The conditions in the wheatbelt and the eastern areas of the State are very severe.  I know that the Minister for 
Agriculture is listening to this and recognises that conditions in pastoral areas also have been very tough.  It is 
something that we will have to keep a very close eye on so that the people in those areas are well and truly 
looked after, as they may enter a very difficult time if the lack of rain continues into the future.   

I will also touch on a couple of issues in the agriculture budget.  The minister will be aware that the agriculture 
budget fell by nine per cent last year.  There is a projection of another fall of three per cent and a loss of 150 full-
time equivalents this year.  I have asked several questions about those FTEs and I have put another question on 
notice today.  I am very interested to know whether the border protection officers are included in those figures, 
because that will have a further impact on the agriculture budget.  

Hon Kim Chance:  You mean quarantine officers. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The border protection officers are the officers at the airports when people enter 
Australia.  In fact, the federal Government has allocated $60 million to that fund.  However, I want to ensure that 
there has not been a further impact on the agriculture budget because of the federal funding.  I would like that 
matter cleared up, so that everyone has a clear understanding of what is happening.   

I will also comment on protection and skeleton weed.  The growing rabbit problem in agricultural areas has an 
impact on not only the product that is produced but also the welfare of the land.  Rabbits have a major impact on 
erosion.  Dogs represent another issue that has been raised in this place.  I understood the minister to say that 
these animals were not really the responsibility of the Government.  However, these issues need to be dealt with 
because they will have an impact on the income of producers right across the State.  We must ensure that those 
issues and the emu barrier fence are addressed.  I asked a question about the fence during the estimates 
committee hearings and I want an assurance that funding will be maintained.  It is a major issue in the Binnu 
area.  The minister is aware that some of my colleagues in that area have a keen interest in ensuring that the 
fence is of a high standard.  An invasion of emus would be catastrophic.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I give that assurance.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I thank the minister.   

We must also keep an eye on research and our responsibility to ensure we have the most modern plant breeding 
program possible.  We must keep abreast of the modern technology required to maintain our agricultural 
industries so that they can compete on the world market.  This State produces 40 per cent of Australia’s grain 
and we must be competitive.   

Members of the fishing industry have contacted me about a committee that has been formed outside the scope of 
the Western Australian Fishing Industry Council and the Rock Lobster Industry Advisory Committee.  The 
Government has provided $150 000 to the industry.  The last thing we need is conflicting views; we do not need 
a bunfight within the industry.  Third-party input might be of some value, but the new committee is unnecessary.  
The existing bodies provide sufficient access - 

Hon Kim Chance:  Please be more specific.  Are you referring to RLIAC?  

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  An industry group is headed by Max Ball.  

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes. 
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Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  We must focus on the principal bodies and get feedback through them, rather than 
an array of views -  

Hon Kim Chance:  I would like the opportunity to brief the leader.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I would appreciate that.  The industry wants to be involved in decision making 
about where the funds its members have contributed are spent.   

The road budget its one of the most crucial issues in Western Australia.  The 2002-03 budget indicates a major 
decrease in funding.  Only $755 million will be spent, which is about $100 million less than the allocation in the 
last coalition budget.  That will have an immediate impact on road construction in this State.  Expenditure on 
road maintenance will be $91 million, which is a decrease of $42 million.  The budget makes reference to 119 
projects, of which 69 will not be funded until 2006 and beyond, and 51 of them are country projects.  That is a 
real problem.  That decrease in funding will have an impact on not only roads and road safety but also jobs.  I 
had many discussions about country jobs with the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure when she was the 
opposition spokesperson for transport.  This lack of funding will have an impact on country employment.  Thank 
goodness the previous Government finalised the term network contracts, because at least maintenance on roads 
will continue.  The previous Government’s budget allocations for roads were decided in consultation with 
community groups and local government.  People had input across the board and they knew where the extra 4c 
they paid in fuel franchise levy would be spent.  That levy is collected by the federal Government, but it is 
returned to the States as part of the goods and services package.  There is $40 million in the rural arterial road 
maintenance fund.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Only some of it comes back via the GST package.  The Commonwealth got its fingers into it. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I would like that explained.  If the federal Government is taking money that should 
be coming back to our road budget, that is unethical.   

Hon Kim Chance:  That is proven in respect of $18 million.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I would like to see the figures.  I understand that the federal Government 
guaranteed that funding to the States would not decrease.   

Hon Kim Chance:  It breached that commitment.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The leader must argue that point.  I spoke with the Deputy Prime Minister last week 
about road funding for Western Australia.  I would like to see that funding and licence fee revenue designated to 
roads and road safety.  

The Minister for Police has stated there is $40 million in the road trauma trust fund.  However, it was pointed out 
in the estimates committee hearings that that funding comes back through the Main Roads budget and is not part 
of the fund.  During the election campaign, the Government said that that money would be spent on road safety.  
Nothing is more important than ensuring roads are kept in good repair.   

Skywest Airlines Pty Ltd, our local regional airline, is having funding problems with the federal Government.  
Hazelton Airlines and Kendell Airlines have had fees waived, but that has not occurred in Western Australia.  I 
am putting Skywest’s argument about equity to the Deputy Prime Minister.  Western Australia is missing out.  
Apparently, planes that weigh 15 tonnes or less will be eligible for an allowance, but we have planes that weigh 
just over 20 tonnes.  The operators of those planes should receive the allowance because they provide services to 
regional Western Australia similar to those provided in regional areas of the eastern States.  We could even re-
regulate the routes to that airline. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Hear, hear!   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  That is a major issue and I will continue my approaches to the Deputy Prime 
Minister.  I spoke to a member of his staff about half an hour ago to make arrangements for Skywest’s managing 
director to meet with the relevant officers.   

I refer members to the rail link to the south and the proposal to bring the track from Berrigan Drive, up Kwinana 
Freeway, across the river and into Perth under William Street.  That will be a major financial burden on the State 
and real cost blow-outs are likely to occur.  Mt Henry Bridge will need reconstruction at a cost of $45 million; 
the Narrows Bridge will need to be modified for rail at a cost of $35 million; and the widening of the freeway 
from South Perth to Mt Henry Bridge will cost about $30 million.  That work will cause extensive traffic 
disruption.  The Canning Bridge interchange will also need to be redesigned and the Thornlie spur line will be an 
additional cost.   

The issue that I find difficult to come to terms with is the 12 minutes in travel time that the Government has said 
will be saved if trains are routed alongside the freeway.  That is the Government’s reason for the freeway route 
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being the preferred option.  All those people who will be serviced by the freeway route are currently serviced by 
the bus system.  The public transport system will not pick up any new passengers.  Further, a system servicing 
the area between Berrigan Drive and the Kenwick tunnel - which has already been constructed - will not be built.  
Our Government proposed to build four stations in that area: Thornlie, although, as I said, a line is still to be 
built there; Nicholson Road; Canning Vale; and Jandakot.  The establishment of all those stations would have 
resulted in new passengers.  The existing stations along the Perth-Kenwick route would have been upgraded.  I 
heard the minister say that our proposal would have required the construction of boom gates.  I can clearly 
demonstrate that our master plan foreshadowed five grade separations on existing crossovers and two new 
separations at a cost of $35 million.  That was not an issue at all.  The Carlisle station was to be closed and the 
other stations upgraded.  I cannot see the benefit of the service into Perth saving 12 minutes in travel time by 
going down the freeway when the route proposed by the former Government would have picked up more new 
passengers.  This Government says its plan will allow people the opportunity to catch the train from South Perth.  
The central area transit bus already services the people along the river and in the Perth central business district.  
The train service will not pick up any new passengers because no-one will want to forgo the free bus service to 
use a train for which they will have to pay.  That is a ridiculous argument.  The whole thing seems to have been 
forced upon Stuart Hicks, who was commissioned to do the first of the reviews.  He provided three options.  
However, he was asked to do the review on the basis that he would not consider the Kenwick plan.  That was 
wrong.  The Kenwick plan would allow through traffic.  From what I can see of the new plan, the train will not 
travel through Perth; it will simply go in and out.  I would like to know how the train will turn around and 
continue on to Joondalup.  The Government will automatically incur extra expenses without that crossover 
because more carriages must be used to service the route.  I would like many questions answered.  I notice that 
the number of new carriages purchased will be reduced from 117 to 91, at a cost of $430 million.  Under the 
coalition’s plan, the cost of the carriages, including servicing and storage, would have been $398 million.  That 
is a major cost blow-out.  More importantly, this rail route is not a practical solution.  The Lord Mayor talks 
about linking north and south.  That has nothing to do with the train going down the freeway.  North and south 
can be linked without the train coming along William Street.   

The focal issue is that there is no rail plan for Perth.  The coalition had provided some indication of its plans.  It 
wanted to bring light rail from Murdoch into Perth in time.  It is rubbish for this Government to say that that is 
not true.  We constructed a complementary rail provision on the new bridge that would have allowed that to 
happen.  That was the plan.  We were also considering the bus link from Fremantle to Rockingham and the 
possibility of light rail in 20 years.  We were also upgrading the bus circle route into Perth through the use of 
better buses.  In my view, buses should run at regular times - that is, every quarter of an hour - rather than to a 
timetable.  If people know that a bus runs every quarter of an hour, they will be more likely to use it because they 
know when it will turn up.  They will not need to consult a schedule.  That is the value of the circle route, which 
has 130 stops.  People know there will be a bus every quarter of an hour.  If both the circle route and the spurs 
into the central city were used, people using the public transport system would not have to go into central Perth; 
they could go to other areas.   

I think the rail system will cost $2 billion.  I have spoken about the decimation of the roads budget.  People in 
rural and regional Western Australia will be knocked from pillar to post because of cuts to not only the road 
budget but also the agriculture budget.  I do not know how much more budgetary impact the people outside Perth 
can take.  That is the real issue.  I say to the Leader of the House, who is also a member of the Agricultural 
Region - I am sure my colleagues from the South West Region have the same view - that some sort of economic 
justification must be given for the line coming from south of Berrigan Drive along Kwinana Freeway and into 
Perth.  It is an enormous cost.  The previous Government’s proposal for the line through Kenwick would have 
cost $940 million.  I admit there would have been some escalation.  However, we would started construction by 
now.  The Government must consider the whole of the State when making decisions like this.  I cannot find in 
the budget any provision for funding for this outside the $300 million from AlintaGas.  We need a clear 
understanding of the source of the funding to satisfy people in not only Perth but also regional Western 
Australia.  We need to know the impact it will have on everyone.  

Hon Barry House:  Were you not told when you were minister that the rail could not and should not come along 
the freeway over the Mt Henry and Narrows Bridges? 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Very good arguments were put.  They are clearly outlined in our plans.   

Hon Barry House:  In some ways you could claim that you may have been misled. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I think the same people are giving the advice to both ministers, although I am aware 
that some people have left that advisory role.  There must be an understanding of what is going on.  It goes back 
to what I said earlier: if the people preparing the reports are given a narrow opportunity to put forward 
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recommendations, they cannot provide an across-the-board result.  That is why the Kenwick plan was not 
included in the options for the preferred route into Perth.  It would have been a better plan.   

I touch on one other issue.  I want my colleagues to also have an opportunity to contribute to this debate.  
Housing indemnity insurance is a major issue for small business in Western Australia.  I was rung again 
yesterday by people who are concerned about the issue.  I understand that a Bill for funding arrangements for 
mutual schemes was to be put through.  We have not seen that Bill.  It would have overcome the problems to 
some extent.  I was told this morning by the President of the Master Builders Association that only one insurer 
will take responsibility.  Obviously, that has become a major issue.  We cannot allow this impact on builders to 
continue.  I would have liked that Bill to have been debated and passed through the Parliament so that the 
building industry could have some surety.   

The other issue I briefly touch on is the debt that the coalition had when it came into government, which was 
about $8.5 billion.  We brought it down to $4.5 billion.  I understand that there is already a prospective blow-out 
to more than $5 billion.  That is something this State does not need.  The coalition handled that situation in a 
very competent manner, and the people of Western Australia do not want to carry an extra burden through 
interest payments for growing debt.   

I thank members for the opportunity to make those points.  I think they are very serious issues with which the 
Government is grappling, particularly the issues surrounding road funding and the agriculture budget.  The 
money is made in the rural area.  The Government must also be aware that the cost of the rail construction in 
Perth will blow out.  
HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [11.29 am]:  Any examination of the budget papers should not 
be concluded without more than a passing reference to matters relating to transport infrastructure.  I thank Hon 
Murray Criddle for the comments he just made about the south west metropolitan railway.  As the previous 
Minister for Transport who had a great deal to do with this important infrastructure, the member brings valuable 
insight into this issue.  I will add a few observations of my own.   
Last July in Parliament, I raised my concerns at the prospect of the Government pressing ahead with the idea of 
abandoning the Kenwick route and having a direct railway route along the river foreshore of Como and South 
Perth.  I suggested then that the Government thought its decision seemed like a good idea.  The determination to 
press on with making that idea a reality was not based on sound planning principles but on the desire of the new 
Government to appear to have different ideas and to demonstrate that it was taking the project in a different 
direction from its predecessor.  That is the wrong way to proceed.  Government projects that seemed like a good 
idea at the time, but which have nothing else to recommend them, tend to cost the taxpayers of the State a great 
deal of money.  They also fail to do the things they should do or provide the benefits that should come with 
massive infrastructure projects.   
At that time, I said that the Government’s changed plans for the railway would cost hundreds of millions of 
dollars extra, delay the provision of services to passengers by years and serve fewer new patrons of public 
transport, to which Hon Murray Criddle has just referred.  At that time, the Government said it was committed to 
railways.  This latter day Labor Government’s Casey Jones complex came to the fore; it thinks that it knows all 
about railways.  However, 12 months later the Government has announced that the project will cost hundreds of 
millions of dollars more than its original estimate.  That must be put in context so that people can understand 
what it means to them.  The Government has announced that the project will not be completed for two years.  
Therefore, it will be unable to deliver the services that it should deliver before that time.   

I will tell Hon Murray Criddle, the former Minister for Transport, what work has been done in my electorate 
through which the railway is proposed to run.  When we were in government, the member and I looked at the 
changes to the freeway that were occurring.  Traffic lights were being removed to make the freeway a proper 
freeway and the northbound lanes were being moved further west to accommodate the railway about which we 
are talking.  The previous Labor Government did not leave enough room for a railway to be built down the 
middle of the freeway.  We saw other features of progress in those localities in which the railway was to be built.  
Signs had been erected announcing that a community railway station would be built by, for example, December 
2003, bearing in mind that it is now the middle of 2002.  The train station at Thomsons Lake was to be built by 
2004 and so forth.  I will tell members what building works have been done since, because I do not think that 
Hon Murray Criddle has been in that area lately.  Those signs have been taken down.  There is no longer any 
need for signs to inform people that railway stations will be built because they will not be built.  Two posts stand 
where the signs used to be, which is symbolic.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  To which train stations does the member refer?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I refer to a number of stations.  The stations that are directly affected include the train 
stations at Success, Thomsons Lake and every other station south of that because they are still included in the 
project that the Government is contemplating, just as they were included in the previous project that the former 
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Government contemplated.  However, the signs have been taken down and even the Government admits that it 
will be years until the railway stations are completed.  I do not know how that serves the community.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Is the Government building a railway without railway stations?  That will be fun.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  At this point, there is no railway either.  However, in due course those stations will be 
built.  The point is that those stations were to have been up and running in the next year or two but now we have 
been told that they will be delayed by at least a couple of years before the railway line is operational.  In 
addition, a number of other stations are even less likely to proceed, including the stations at Canning Vale and 
Nicholson Road - 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  They will not proceed until there is a change of Government and a change of the plan.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That is a great pity because Hon Derrick Tomlinson, his East Metropolitan colleague 
Hon Peter Foss and Hon Barbara Scott, who have also made strong contributions to this debate over the past 
year, are keenly aware that the train stations in the Canning Vale, Gosnells, Willetton, Parkwood, Ferndale, 
Thornlie and associated areas will not be built.  The people in those areas will be without the services of a train 
station that would have taken them into central Perth, if that was their preferred destination - in 19 minutes in the 
case of the Nicholson Road station.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Is the member aware that the City of Gosnells has conducted an economic impact 
assessment of the consequence of not having the Canning Vale railway?  The initial estimate is that it will cost 
that city $30 million.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I thank the member for that interjection because it demonstrates the slap in the face that 
the Government has delivered to communities from one end of the proposed railway line to the other.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  In this case, they live in the Labor heartland.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Indeed.  Hon Murray Criddle has already referred to the disappointment and anger felt 
by the people in the town of Victoria Park - the Premier’s own electorate - because they will not receive the 
infrastructure upgrades that they desperately need and were looking forward to.  I could also allude to, as I have 
done in the past, the extreme disappointment of the City of Canning, which is impacted just as directly and 
severely as is the city of Gosnells, to which Hon Derrick Tomlinson has referred.   
Other people have also been upset, including those who live in the City of South Perth who do not want this 
railway to impact on their city and on the river foreshore.  The people in the City of Melville, which is a big part 
of the South Metropolitan Region, are developing an increasing awareness of the impact they will suffer from as 
a result of this railway being foisted on their part of the world.  I reflected this concern during the estimates 
hearings on Monday, 10 June.  Members should bear in mind that people in the Canning Vale area are upset and 
concerned that they will not get the railway they wanted, and other people who did not want it are concerned that 
they will get it.  
With that in mind I asked this question -  

In view of the fact that a number of people in Canning Vale, the City of Canning and Victoria Park in 
the south metropolitan region are upset that they will not get the railway services that they thought they 
would get, and in view of the fact that a lot of people in the Mt Henry, Melville and South Perth areas 
are upset that they are getting a railway that they do not want, has any of the money involved with this 
project been used to ask the people what they want?  I do not believe it has, but the parliamentary 
secretary can confirm whether that is the case.  If the people can express a will, is there any chance that 
the Government will reconsider what it is doing vis-à-vis the riverfront route versus the Kenwick route?   

I was particularly disappointed with the answer.  However, it was probably what I should have expected.  The 
parliamentary secretary simply said -  

I am advised that there has been expenditure in the development of the supplementary master plan. 

That has precious little to do with asking the people what they want.  He went on to say -  

As was indicated in answer to an earlier question, the master plan is due to be released later this month.  
That is the decision of the Government for the best possible route for the people living in the areas 
between Perth and Mandurah. 

That is all right then, because the Government knows what the people want and they do not.  The only trouble is 
that there is a certain reality.  Even when people have the numbers in this place and they will use them to persist 
with whatever is their policy - that is what this Government is doing - they cannot make black into white or 
change night into day.  There are certain realities.  One of the realities of which the Government should take 
note, and of which I ask it to take note, is that the people who are not getting the railway that they thought they 
were getting are not happy, and the people who are getting a railway thrust upon them that they do not want are 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 26 June 2002] 

 p11991e-11999a 
Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Barbara Scott 

 [6] 

unhappy about that.  Furthermore, severe impacts will be visited upon the entire State of Western Australia as a 
consequence of this colossal project, which will cost vastly more than it should be costing.  I therefore call on the 
minister to ask the people what they want.  She might find that they will not be that upset if the Government 
modifies its approach in response to public opinion.  

When she comes to my electorate, as I am sure she will, to meet me, Hon Barbara Scott and other constituents, if 
the minister accepts our invitation, she will find that the people in the South Metropolitan Region in the South 
Perth, Mt Henry and Melville areas do not want the visual pollution of this railway along the river and across the 
bridges.  They are alarmed about the money that it will cost.  I will come back to that in a moment.  They are 
also concerned about the engineering issues.  Putting to one side concerns about building mile-long tunnels 
under reclaimed riverbed at a cost of $15 million, they are concerned about the overall cost of the engineering 
solutions that would be necessary at the Narrows and Mt Henry Bridges and elsewhere in the vicinity, which are 
all quite unnecessary. 

People in Melville are also worried about something else.  Members can travel all the way to Palmyra and 
discover the same thing.  I put a couple of notices in the paper asking people who have a concern about it to let 
me know.  I received quite a response.  People are waking up to the idea that they now have a bus system that 
scoops them up in their neighbourhood, takes them to the city via an express lane on the freeway and drops them 
off at St Georges Terrace.  It is a terrific service.  A lot of people are saying that the bus system is wonderful.  
They are now being told that the bus will take them to a train station, possibly in the middle of the freeway 
bridge near the Canning Bridge, where they must fold up their newspaper and debus.  It might be raining.  They 
must then find their way to a train platform and wait for presumably an overloaded train.  People do not want 
that sort of inter-module travel.  They are not very happy about it.  If people have no choice and they want to get 
to work in town, they will use that system.  However, why get rid of a perfectly good existing system and replace 
it at huge cost with one that people do not want?  What is the cost?  Hon Murray Criddle as a former minister 
said that he expected the whole project to cost up to $2 billion.  I do not know whether the figure could go that 
high; all I know is that the cost has blown out by hundreds of millions of dollars already.   

Hon Murray Criddle:  Some $430 million has already been spent on railcars. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes, before they have anything to run on. 

Let us put this into context.  An election occurred in this State last year, when a lot of fury and opposition to the 
then Government was focused on a belltower.  I defended then as I would defend now the fact that occasionally 
some projects are necessary, be they maritime museums or places to house heritage items like the bells.  
Nonetheless, the then Opposition was able to beat that up as something of a focal point, and it did that very 
cleverly and persistently, which is understandable.  I think the isolated cost of the belltower was about 
$4.5 million to $5 million.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  There was also the isolated cost of the convention centre. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The convention centre is a different issue altogether.  

If the belltower cost $5 million, what we are looking at with this project, which I believe is rapidly going out of 
control due to lack of control or excessive zeal on the part of the relevant minister, is a cost of 100 belltowers 
worth of folly.  It might be more or it might be less, but when we are talking about hundreds of millions of 
dollars, we are talking about vast sums.  We have one perfectly good belltower.  Some might argue that it was a 
misuse of $5 million worth of state funds.  However, what we are talking about with this railway folly is 100 
belltowers worth of misused funds.  We will not have any railway track or passengers for the next few years to 
show for it. 

I record the concerns of the people of the South Metropolitan Region about those aspects of the railway.  I also 
record more immediate concerns about another transport matter, and I will do so briefly, because I know that my 
colleague Hon Barbara Scott has a contribution to make in the limited time available.  The Fremantle eastern 
bypass is the subject of another decision made perhaps on the basis that it seemed a good idea politically at the 
time.  It was a decision made by what is now the Labor Government, which is now pressing ahead with the idea 
which seemed a good idea at the time, regardless of the future consequences that will be visited upon the people 
of this State.  A key part of infrastructure planning, the Fremantle eastern bypass, has been talked about and on 
the books for up to 40 years as a planned part of the State’s road and freight system.  Before the Government 
takes it out of the metropolitan region scheme, it must have some idea of what it will do to replace it.  What has 
been proposed this week by the genius combination of Hon Alannah MacTiernan and Mr Tony McRae about 
upgrading Leach Highway, whatever that means, is not the solution to providing a freeway level of transport link 
in the South Metropolitan Region.  If they think that nobody’s driveways open onto Leach Highway, I invite the 
minister, when she comes down to consult about the railway, to join me in a drive - I will drive, not her.  I will 
take her up and down Leach Highway and show her that it is not the place to locate heavy freight routes for the 
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South Metropolitan Region for the next six months, let alone the next 100 years.  That is what we are talking 
about when a key part of future transport infrastructure such as the Fremantle eastern bypass reservation is 
removed without planning being done for its replacement.  I signal those issues for the Government because its 
members do not seem to remember how to listen.  They seemed to be able to listen well before the election, but 
something drastic happened on 10 February, after which its members started to assert their collective arrogance 
and the power of numbers and forgot how to listen.  If I can summon up any capacity of government members to 
listen, I hope that the two points I have raised sound an absolute clarion call to them, because the people of the 
South Metropolitan Region are fed up with the way they are being treated on transport priorities.  They certainly 
do not want to pay for 100 belltowers worth of railway folly, which they do not want on the river foreshore.   

I thank members for the opportunity to contribute to this debate.  I know that my colleague Hon Barbara Scott 
supports these views and wishes to make some comments.  

HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [11.51 am]:  In this window of opportunity of the budget 
speech, I would like to focus on three main issues.  I support the comments of Hon Simon O’Brien, who is my 
colleague in the South Metropolitan Region.  In my view, Labor has proved to be a party in which more actually 
means less.  That has been seen in the provision of services to the South Metropolitan Region.   

Rockingham has missed out completely on the rail line.  Hon Simon O’Brien has covered the south metropolitan 
rail link issue, so I will not devote too much time to it.  However, $100 million has been ripped out of 
Rockingham to spend on a tunnel into Perth.  Little compensation has been given to the people of Rockingham, 
other than to the two local members, who have had a funded trip to Paris to look at light rail.  There will be 
significant construction delays of up to two years, and three years of massive disruption on the Kwinana 
Freeway from the Mt Henry Bridge to the city to save a mere 12 minutes in travelling time from Mandurah to 
Perth.  The majority of people who use public transport in Mandurah go to Rockingham, the Kwinana industrial 
area or Kewdale to work, and not to the Perth central business district.   

Following my theme that the Labor Party promises more but actually gives less, I will pick up on another issue 
which concerns Rockingham and which I have previously raised in this Parliament; that is, parenting information 
centres.  Parenting information centres were established by the coalition Government in a number of shopping 
centres throughout the State.  It has long been recognised that parents need assistance with their parenting roles.  
Where that assistance has been given, it has been worthwhile.  I will focus on the parenting information centre at 
Rockingham, because that was the focus of my question to the Parliament.  That centre was set up in the main 
shopping centre.  In answer to my question, I was told that the budget for parenting information centres was 
$2.05 million.  When it gained hold of the keys to Treasury, this Government promised to give more to families 
to help improve family strength programs and add to the family situation.  The Rockingham parenting 
information centre cost $126 432 in 2001-02 and $129 044 in 2000-01.  The minister also informed me that 181 
visits a week were made to the Rockingham parenting information centre.  That is a large number of parents 
seeking assistance.   

The value of the shopfront parenting information centres is that a person or young couple can go into those 
centres on a Saturday or Sunday when the shopping centres are open.  Those parents might be confronting issues 
such as how much homework a year 7 child needed to do, or how to know whether a child was doing drugs.  
They are common questions with which parents need assistance.  Parents could go to the parenting information 
centres at the shopping centres knowing that they would not be just a number in the records of the Department 
for Community Development.  They could speak to a professional person and seek assistance.  In its wisdom, 
this Government has decided to take those parenting information centres out of shopping centres.  The minister’s 
view is that not many people go shopping or access shopping centres.  I have never heard such a weak argument 
to support the taking away of a good initiative.  The Government is now placing those centres in other places.  In 
my question of 23 May, the minister would not nominate venues to which the parenting information centres 
might be relocated in Rockingham.  However, I have made other inquiries and have been told that they would 
probably be relocated at child-care or family centres.  How many couples with young teenagers would visit a 
child-care or family centre in a week?  Parents may have problems with children in that age group.  These 
centres were established to help parents with children of all ages.  The Government promised to add to family 
strength programs, but we are getting less help.   

The other issue I want to canvas is that of a clear Labor promise to trial seatbelts in school buses.  This issue was 
clearly identified in the Labor Party policy, which stated that Labor recognised the vital role that school buses 
played in providing effective, safe transport to and from school, particularly in regional Western Australia, and 
that Labor would ensure that the long awaited trial of seatbelts in school buses would commence.  Earlier this 
year and last year I asked when the seatbelt trial might happen.  In a question of 29 May 2001 I referred to the 
1999 review of transport assistance for students, which recommended a trial of seatbelts in school buses, and 
asked - 
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(1) When will the trial of seatbelts in school buses begin?  

(2) Over what period of time will the trial be conducted?  

(3) What schools will be involved in the trial?  

(4) Will the trial be widened to include the securing of wheelchairs for wheelchair-bound 
students?  

(5) How will the success of the trial be measured?  

The answer was - 

(1) Transport WA has commissioned a report by ARRB Transport Research Ltd to examine a 
number of matters relating to national and state requirements for seatbelts.  

That is all very well.  The issue of securing wheelchairs did not come within the ambit of the survey.  I then 
wrote to the Minister for Police because I was not satisfied with the delay.  Last week I received an answer.  The 
letter was received at my office on 14 June, and thanked me for the fax of 8 May about the trial of seatbelts in 
school buses.  The minister has in fact shelved the concept of the promise that was made to trial seatbelts in 
school buses, because the Labor Government in Queensland intended to conduct such a trial.  The Labor 
Government in Queensland, in its latest budget, has allocated $16.4 million over four years - $4.6 million this 
year - to fit out a new fleet of buses with seatbelts.  Enough pressure has come from the doctors who are at the 
coalface in the hospitals receiving injured children, the Australian Medical Association and other medical people 
to convince us that the Labor policy was correct.  It should have trialled seatbelts in school buses, but it has now 
handballed that responsibility to the Office of Road Safety.  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  The trial is taking place, but at the expense of the Queensland taxpayers.  The honourable 
member should be pleased about that.  

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I am very pleased that the Government of Queensland is renewing its bus fleet to 
accommodate the use of seatbelts.  I am very disappointed that this Government promised more and is giving 
less.  The reason for not carrying out this trial is that the Queensland Government is trialling it.  That is a very 
weak answer, and not satisfactory for the parents of schoolchildren who would like to think that their children 
are safe when travelling by bus.  They have shelved that promise.  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  What did the previous Government do about it - nothing.  

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  The Government promised it, but has not delivered.  The last issue I wish to cover is 
the restructure of the Department of Education, and the decision to take away the position of director of early 
childhood education from the senior management of the department.  The early intervention and assessment of 
young children is critical.  Early assessment can take place in certain situations, one of which is observation of 
small children in their play and activity by trained professionals in a quiet, protected and safe place for the 
children to play and work.  However, with the authority of the minister, the department has taken away an early 
childhood voice in senior management, at director level, leading to the danger of polices being put in place 
throughout the Department of Education that are not child-friendly or conducive to the most appropriate forms of 
early intervention and assessment. One such policy is being put in place in a number of primary schools, of 200 
to 300 students.  In those schools, principals, in the main males who do not have any understanding, training or 
concept of early childhood development, are saying that their schools will have a whole school integrated play 
policy.  The principals say that their schools are family-friendly, and that they want all the children to mix.  In 
the view of most people trained in early childhood education, that is anathema to the key elements of an early 
childhood program, in which little children are in a protected, small and safe area, where they can play and be 
observed at their play.  Little children mirror what is happening at home, and the issues in their lives.  Once the 
gates are unlocked and the protected areas of the kindergarten or preprimary are taken away, and the little 
children are allowed to run wild with all of the other schoolchildren, the opportunity for early intervention or 
assessment is lost.  That assessment is the key to successful early childhood programs.  I am very disappointed, 
because the Labor Party, in its election campaign, touted the importance of involving families, and adding 
strength to families.  If learning difficulties or emotional or developmental issues cannot be identified in the 
early years, those little children may as well be playing in the safety of their homes.  A situation has been created 
in which there is no senior policy person to go out to the district superintendent to raise matters of appropriate 
practice that must be put in place to serve our children and make sure the programs are appropriate.  

In March of this year I attend the Isolated Children’s Parents’ Association conference in Meekatharra, at the 
invitation of the association.  One of the issues raised with me was the new early childhood programs, and 
isolated parents not having access to professional people in this area.  Mothers in isolated areas may be trying to 
teach three small children, and feel inadequate or unable to develop appropriate programs.  I wrote to the 
minister and the director general in April, after attending that conference.  The parents at that meeting reported 
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that Queensland has a very good program, developed in cooperation with Frontier Services, to provide an 
itinerant kindergarten teacher to isolated areas, providing support and back-up to mothers.  I suggested to the 
Minister for Education and the director general that Western Australia look at the Queensland model, which was 
worth investigating.  During the estimates committee hearing this year, when I asked questions about the early 
childhood restructure on 10 June, the director general, Mr Albert, suggested that one of the benefits of the 
restructure was that the department would provide an itinerant kindergarten teacher for isolated parents.  I said 
that I was very pleased that the Government had actually listened to my request and my letters of 19 April to the 
minister and the director general.  I said I would pass this information on to the isolated parents.  I need to have a 
bit more detail about this person, but I raised the issue with the minister and the director general and I am 
pleased that this was addressed during the estimates hearings.  Maybe my good idea was taken on board by the 
director general, for which I thank him.  I look forward to that service being extended to more parents across the 
State, especially those in situations of great isolation, where it is very difficult if they are teaching children of 
years 3 or 4 primary school level, as well as kindergarten and preprimary level.  On that issue, I will leave my 
comments on the budget, apart from reiterating my opening statement, that, in all respects other than the itinerant 
kindergarten teacher, this budget, and this Government, which promised more, has given less.  

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Bruce Donaldson.  
 


