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APPROPRIATION (RECURRENT 2015–16) BILL 2015 
APPROPRIATION (CAPITAL 2015–16) BILL 2015 

Cognate Debate 

Leave granted for the Appropriation (Recurrent 2015–16) Bill 2015 and the Appropriation (Capital 2015–16) 
Bill 2015 to be considered cognately, and for the Appropriation (Recurrent 2015–16) Bill 2015 to be the 
principal bill. 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 11 August. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.18 pm]: I rise on behalf 
of the opposition to make some comments on the Appropriation (Capital 2015–16) Bill 2015 and the 
Appropriation (Recurrent 2015–16) Bill 2015. I thank the Minister for Mental Health for moving the motion that 
they be dealt with cognately, otherwise it might be a very long debate, given that we have already had an 
extensive debate about the budget papers anyway. When these bills are read in, of course, they are simply part of 
the financial process the government has to deal with. We have already had the budget papers read in in May, 
and since then we have had an extensive period of time for members to be able to share with everyone else in the 
chamber their concerns or views around the budget.  

During the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations hearings we were given the opportunity 
in this chamber to pose specific questions about the detail of the budget. I must say that, again, this year we 
found details in the budget harder and harder to find. Not a lot of information is provided in the  
2015–16 Budget Statements compared with the Budget Statements produced several years ago when much more 
information was provided about how the money would be expended and the programs each agency would be 
involved in. We had that opportunity to pose questions to ministers on the budget policy and for additional 
information to be provided in supplementary form after the Standing Committee on Estimates and 
Financial Operations hearings. It has been a fairly extensive process, and is something that we repeat every year. 
I understand that, coupled with this, in June we debated the Loan Bill, which sought, from memory, $9 billion. 

Hon Helen Morton: I can’t remember. 

Hon KATE DOUST: The minister should remember; she handled the bill. Surely, she has not forgotten already 
how much money her government had to borrow to get it out of the big black hole. 
Hon Helen Morton: Do you want the exact figure? 

Hon KATE DOUST: No, just a ballpark figure. I could not remember whether it was $8 billion or the $9 billion 
Trump deal—Donald has $9 billion. A series of legislation has been introduced that is in some way connected. 
The Appropriation (Recurrent 2015–16) Bill 2015 and the Appropriation (Capital 2015–16) Bill 2015 are 
probably the final parts of the connection the government needs to ensure supply passes through this place. 
I understand that this week is crunch time because the two-month period for extension of supply will be 
exhausted at the end of this month. Members have been able to seek a certain level of detail on the budget and 
have raised a number of concerns. At the end of the debate last week, the minister provided some sort of 
response. I imagine that as we deal with these bills that pick up on the substantial amounts that have been 
allocated for both recurrent and capital expenditure, some members in this house might seek the opportunity to 
canvass additional matters that they did not have time to deal with during earlier debates, or canvass material that 
has arisen since that time. I had a similar moment when the minister read in his statement about the cyclone 
Olwyn issues on Barrow Island. I will talk later about those in a bit more detail. 

On the budget, we now know that the government is driving us on a steady, spiralling path downwards into 
significant debt. As we work our way quickly towards the next state election, the pundits are saying that the 
state’s finances are heading towards a possible $36 billion debt. I looked at this very smart card put out by the 
government at the time of the budget, headed “2015–16 Budget At a glance” which lists some points that relate 
to the budget. The first point is headed “Securing Our Economic Future”. From the debates we have held in this 
place, I am not too sure who we are securing the future for. I do not think it is necessarily the Western Australian 
community’s future. It might be the Liberal Party’s future and its desire to hold onto government because the 
range of measures that arise from this budget are aimed at trying to rescue the government from the financial 
mismanagement it has demonstrated. It has blown out of the water the myth that Liberal governments are good 
financial managers. We now know that not to be true. We can go through most ministerial portfolios and see that 
some sorts of difficulties have arisen in which ministers have been unable to rein in their budget blowouts or 
their expenditure. I am pretty sure one of my colleagues—I hope they will—will touch on some of the silly 
decisions made by the Minister for Transport as his decisions have flip-flopped around opportunities that he has 
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had to spend money but he then changed his mind about how it is spent. Most of the items listed under “Securing 
Our Economic Future” are about imposing further costs on our community. 

Hon Sue Ellery: It’s outrageous. 

Hon KATE DOUST: It is outrageous. People have been doing it tough during the last six or seven years of this 
Liberal government, and now they are doing it even tougher. The “2015–16 Budget At a glance” document 
refers to a revised land tax scale “to bring Western Australia more in line with other States”. That refers to 
legislation that we will deal with in the near future. A series of bills have come through this place aimed at 
imposing ever-increasing land taxes on businesses mainly, but, from memory, the new bill will hit householders 
also. The document refers also to “reforms to social concessions”, which is code for making seniors tighten their 
belts even further, and “savings from Agency Expenditure Reviews”, which means tax cuts to the public sector 
and cuts to frontline services. I will talk about that in more detail shortly when I talk about what has happened at 
WorkSafe and the cuts to the number of inspectors it employs, and to the library and administrative staff, and the 
impact that will have on workplace safety and education for our community. My colleagues have talked at length 
about a vast range of portfolios and the impacts of cutting frontline services. 

Another significant cut that the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia opposed is the removal of the 
$3 000 first home owner grant for established homes. There is a whole series of other cuts. The document refers 
to the $499 million in additional funding for road projects. I tabled a petition today on behalf of people living in 
my electorate who are opposed to the government spending money on the Perth Freight Link and asking the 
government to revisit this project and look at spending that money on alternative projects that are more 
appropriate for transport in their area. 

The government has flagged a massive fire sale. It has not been able to manage its budget over the last few years, 
so it has opened the cupboard door and asked: what can we get rid of? It has talked about ports, the old 
East Perth power station and a range of other assets. These asset sales are being gussied up as benefits for the 
future, but as my colleagues have detailed over the last few weeks, once we sell the home and everything 
attached to it, there is nothing left for the future. It is not a good plan. I do not think this budget is about securing 
our economic future. The poor decisions made by this government on how to manage our finances will, in the 
long term, certainly make it harder for people in Western Australia. Although the government has had to manage 
some difficult situations beyond its control, such as the fluctuating iron ore prices and changes to the foreign 
exchange rates, it has not demonstrated a capacity to prioritise and take into account what the community sees as 
important or what our constituents value highly in their day-to-day lives. Rather, the government has gone down 
the path of significant expenditure on those high profile “vanity pojects”—I hate to use that term, but I will such 
as the stadium and the Elizabeth Quay project. I must say that the tide has turned in the public’s view because 
people are questioning why the government is continuing to put money into those projects when there are 
significant issues around education funding and hospitals. I will talk also about some of the problems with the 
management of those projects, such as how poorly the government has managed the Perth Children’s Hospital 
and how subcontractors have not been paid, and the government’s poor management of the information 
communications and technology at Fiona Stanley Hospital. 

The government has demonstrated time and again that even through a period of a once-in-a-century economic 
boom in the mining and resources industries it is not able to capitalise on that. It had not planned for the future. 
In fact, I was thinking the other day that we do not see any great vision from this government. We do not see 
anyone coming out and articulating a whole-of-government approach on where our state will be in 20, 30 or 
50 years’ time. We do not see that and we do not see money being attached to that type of vision. We have 
a Premier who makes ad hoc announcements, I imagine quite often without the knowledge of some of his 
ministers, because there have been some very interesting doorstops in which the Premier has said one thing and 
his ministers have been asked the same question and we get different answers. We do not see teamwork, and we 
do not see great vision or planning, yet when we look to other states we can see that. Look at how Queensland, 
South Australia and Victoria, certainly in the science and innovation areas, have put in place long-term planning 
strategies and funded them because they can see the benefits to their states. I have spoken on a number of 
occasions about the economic benefits of a solid innovation and science plan for the future, but that is still 
somewhat sadly lacking in this state. The Premier is not prepared to think about anything further than this term 
and his time in this place. He has not thought about what is important for families in terms of education, 
employment opportunities, where their kids are going to live, how they are going to live and whether they will be 
able to afford homes. These are the things that parents think about, and this government has taken none of those 
things into account. 

The other area that this little “2015–16 Budget At a glance” document talks about is the efficient delivery of 
quality services. Of course, it talks about health and education, and my colleague Hon Sue Ellery has spoken at 
length about the impact of this budget on education. It talks about issues around police services, about supporting 
and protecting our community and about infrastructure. We know that there are significant issues around 
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infrastructure. I refer to the poorly thought-out and badly planned Perth Freight Link project, which the 
government has come up with again. We know it has received a negative response from the community down 
towards Fremantle, particularly those people who face the prospect of losing their homes. Again the Minister for 
Transport has done a flip-flop. He has made decisions and then the next day has reversed them; there seems to be 
a great deal of uncertainty about what will happen to those people. That is not a terribly fair or appropriate way 
for people to live their lives. 

There are a lots of things that could be done so much better. Part of the problem we have is that the Premier has 
always been able to go out and just make statements. Sadly, Western Australia does not have a fourth estate with 
the experience and the qualifications, or perhaps the gumption, to challenge the Premier and ask him about the 
detail of the things he says, so he is able to get away with these things. During the election period he made 
a series of commitments that were apparently fully funded and fully costed, but we now know that they were not 
and a lot of promises—well and truly over 50—have been broken. As we head into the next election it will be 
interesting to see whether he is allowed to get away with that type of commentary and those sorts of statements 
that have not actually been challenged and explained properly. People have had enough and his credibility is on 
the line. The problem is that there is no-one in a position to step up and replace him, so the government is caught 
and will have to continue on with him. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: It is paralysed. 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is right; the government is absolutely paralysed. 

I want to refer to a couple of matters I have spoken about before. Since my contribution to the debate on the 
tabling of the budget papers and during the parliamentary break I worked fairly extensively with a group of 
subcontractors. I have raised these matters in the past, going way back to 2012 when subcontractors were not 
being paid during the time of the Building the Education Revolution projects. A number of federally-funded 
programs that were being managed by Building Management and Works resulted in a significant number of 
subcontractors working on those projects not being paid and facing some significant and serious financial 
consequences. The government held an inquiry and some money was paid out—not all of it—to compensate 
a number of those people. That report made 14 recommendations to government to put in place a series of 
mechanisms so that those situations would not occur again. I have asked the Minister for Finance and the 
Treasurer a number of questions about this over successive years—I also questioned Building Management and 
Works during the estimates about the progress of those recommendations—and I was told about two years ago 
that 12 out of the 14 recommendations had been fixed and that the last couple were in train, and that the 
government was going to make sure that non-payment of subcontractors never happened again.  

I touched on this matter during my contribution to the budget and said that sadly it was happening again and it 
was happening in a couple of different areas. The same group of subcontractors came to me, because they are 
working on a number of small to medium-sized government projects, worth anything up to a few million dollars, 
the tenders for which have come from BMW. Some of the subcontractors who have been employed by principals 
on those projects have raised the same issues about non-payment by the principal; they are concerned that 
incorrect statutory declarations have been supplied. I know of one subcontractor who was working on 
a government project and the principal went out of business in March and the subcontractor was out of pocket by 
$80 000. There are others who have experienced similar problems. I would say that for that particular 
subcontractor, they probably do not have a lot more to lose because they have already lost their home after 
a lifetime of work. A couple of other fellows I have met are in the same situation. They have reached a point in 
their lives where they are absolutely frustrated and have decided to push on with this issue because it has to be 
sorted out. They have now decided that it is no longer acceptable for subbies in the construction industry to not 
be paid and for them to accept that that is the way things are done. I do not think it is appropriate, and I think that 
particularly on a government project there is an expectation that someone doing the job should be getting paid, 
and it should be the same for private projects. 

This group of subcontractors have been taking up these issues again with BMW to find out why the same 
problems are recurring when the government has given an assurance that the recommendations of that report 
have been put in place. One of the key features of the recommendations that I know Minister Mike Nahan made 
a lot of noise about and was very enthusiastic about when he was the Minister for Finance was the establishment 
of a pilot banking project. That project is based upon a United Kingdom model whereby when a government job 
is agreed to for tender, an amount of money is set aside in a trust account for the subcontractors for the amount 
of money that they are to be paid for their part of the job. The government committed to that and a lot of 
subcontractors thought that that might resolve their issues. However, as we now know, based on feedback from 
the department, a trial project of those banking accounts was done, but it was done a couple of years ago and is 
being reviewed; the department will not have that data until 2016. The concern is that this problem is going to 
continue and subcontractors may still get ripped off by their principals. 

 [3] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 18 August 2015] 

 p5389b-5407a 
Hon Kate Doust; Hon Samantha Rowe; Hon Alanna Clohesy; Hon Martin Pritchard 

My question to the government is: why does it take so long to fix this problem? The inquiry was finalised in 
2012 and tabled in January–February 2013; I just do not understand why it would take four years to trial these 
projects, assess them and determine whether or not there is value in setting them up in Western Australia. Given 
that they have already been operating in the United Kingdom for a while, I would have thought that if the 
government had picked up a model and wanted to run with it, it would have trialled it with more than 
two projects and perhaps sped up the time frame so that it could give these subcontractors some sort of 
confidence that when they actually agree to work on a government project they will indeed get paid. In fact, 
I have come across a number of subcontractors who say they will not work on a government project anymore 
because they cannot be guaranteed that they will receive money for the work they do. I think that is an absolute 
tragedy. I think there is a serious issue there, and I know that Building Management and Works has told the 
subcontractors that it is waiting upon the review of the Construction Contracts Act to be finalised.  

We know the submissions closed last November, but it is moving its way from the academic who has been involved 
in the drafting—Professor Evans—through to the Minister for Commerce, Hon Michael Mischin. Again, the 
concern is about the period of time it is taking to review that issue. That a review into that act in a timely way 
would happen was a commitment made by the minister of the time, Minister Nahan. Again, it has been three years 
since then, and people working in the construction area, particularly, are asking why it is taking so long. The 
problem for these subcontractors is that once they enter into a dispute with their principal, they only have a fixed 
period of time—I think it is 25 or 28 days—to lodge their complaint for adjudication. That process can be quite 
expensive; it can cost up to tens of thousands of dollars. In some cases they may have to pay that prior to the 
adjudication. That can be a deterrent for some, especially those who have not been getting paid, to stump up that 
money in the hope that they might be paid the full amount. I understand that there is a lot of toing, froing and 
delaying, so the subcontractors sometimes get to the last couple of days before the clock is about to stop on the time 
before they can lodge a complaint, and then it takes a lot of time to pull their paperwork together. So there are some 
serious problems with that as well.  

The government has not, I think, acknowledged that even if the subcontractors go down that path and the principal 
does not pay, there is no penalty for a breach of that legislation. No penalty is imposed for not paying the bills of 
a subcontractor. I am hoping that when that review is eventually finalised and tabled and recommendations are 
made to amend that legislation, there will be an improved process for subcontractors in timeliness and security of 
payment. I hope the government will give some consideration to whether some sort of penalty should be introduced 
into that legislation to perhaps be used as a bit of a stick to encourage contractors operating in that industry who 
enter into a contract and agree to a certain amount to be paid for work done to ensure that that is the case, and if 
they do not do that, a penalty will be applied.  

The great difficulty we have in Western Australia, of course, is that because of the size of our state and the 
nature of that industry, people are very loath to raise these issues publicly. They are very worried that if they 
complain about not being paid, they will not get another contract in the state. Having met with not only the 
subcontractor group that I deal with, but also people in the civil construction area—plumbers, painters and 
electricians—I get the same story. People are very, very nervous about making complaints because they worry 
about whether or not they will get other work.  

There was a very interesting advert recently in The West Australian. It requested that people working in the 
construction industry phone up and complain if they have not been paid for a government job. I thought that was 
interesting—it was just a name and a mobile number. I know that some of the subcontractors I deal with phoned 
that number and found that it was not the person named on the ad—it was a woman who answered, not a male—
and the person would not provide any details. The only thing the woman said to the subcontractors was, “Oh no, 
we’re just trying to gather information to provide to the Attorney General; Minister for Commerce.” I thought 
that was very interesting. I have tried calling that number, but I did not get an answer. A number of people who 
have spoken to me are very concerned about why that ad would have been there and whether or not it was in fact 
somebody operating on behalf of government, trying to seek information via another mechanism. People are 
very cautious about providing their details to that phone line. But I am happy to do some more investigation and 
come back to the Parliament at some point and talk a little more about that because I think it is quite a curious 
situation. That is the example that is still happening in our state. Although we have had government assurances 
that a solution was put in place and trials were being run to improve the situation to stop subbies being ripped 
off, it still has not been fixed and people are still losing money, losing homes, losing employment and having to 
put off staff.  

I turn to the large projects—Perth Children’s Hospital is a good example. We are all aware, sadly, of the death that 
occurred in late June of Mr Ross McGinn, whose company was working on the children’s hospital. Mr McGinn 
was owed a couple of million dollars, and he was not alone. I have met with a number of businesspeople who had 
contracts to work on various elements of the children’s hospital and who are owed significant amounts of money—
anything from $900 000 for an air-conditioning company, through to $6 million or $8 million for a concreting 
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company or formwork company; there are varying amounts in between. If the government said it has put in place 
measures to ensure that this problem would not happen and it is still happening on small projects, I do not 
understand why it is happening on the big projects. I certainly do not understand why Minister Nahan, who was the 
minister with the management of that solution being put in place, did not take that solution across with him to 
Treasury when he took on the new portfolio and apply it to the special projects unit that he now has stewardship of, 
particularly with things like the children’s hospital, Perth Stadium and a range of other projects. I think about eight 
to 10 projects come under that particular unit. The feedback from the subcontractors I meet with is that if we think it 
has been difficult at the children’s hospital and people have lost their jobs and their homes and there were other 
issues, wait until the stadium starts. They say that we should wait until the stadium starts because it will be a far 
greater problem because there will not be that oversight, and the government does not really care because it just 
wants it built. It does not care how it gets built or who pays for it. They say to me that it will not be the companies 
paying for it, it will be the subcontractors.  

That concern has also been extended in recent times to the announcement by the government of the schools it 
plans to build under the public–private partnership project. I know that about a dozen schools are planned and, 
from memory, about $370 million has been allocated to that project. The subcontractors raised with me a week 
ago their concerns about that, because they are very worried that under those arrangements they will experience 
the same thing. I hope the Minister for Education is able to provide at some point reassurance that when these 
projects commence, the mechanisms will be in place to guarantee that anyone working on them, delivering on 
a contract, receives the appropriate level of payment.  

We have to keep pursuing this matter. I read in The West Australian a couple of weeks ago about Minister Nahan 
making comments about payments to Mr McGinn’s company. He said that his office had met with Holland and 
checked through the detail showing that Holland had acted appropriately and that all moneys had been paid, or 
words to that effect; I am happy to find the press article at a later stage. He has not talked about what appears to 
be the common practice across the sector now. Although the basic terms of a contract might indeed be getting 
paid, there is no discussion about the variations. Each of the subcontractors I talked to said that, particularly 
when these larger companies have been given the whole contract, which they then subcontract out for the various 
aspects of the work, to gain the contracts the tenders have been pared back to the bone. Once the company has 
successfully gained the contract and the other subcontractors come on board, it starts to have variations to the 
project. Changes are made to materials or other elements of the project that were not in the original contract 
document. The subcontractors agree to the variations and go ahead with the work. They deliver on the variations 
and then put in their accounts to be paid. Subcontractors have said to me that, particularly on the children’s 
hospital project and some of the smaller projects, the company says that it never asked a subcontractor to do that 
work; the subcontractor has done the work off its own bat, and the company refuses to pay.  

Although Minister Nahan might have discussed only the original contract, and he may be correct there, he has 
not actually addressed the issue of the variations made to the contracts at the children’s hospital, and these 
variations are causing financial difficulty for the subcontractors. These variations are the amounts of money 
outstanding to these subcontractors who have not been paid, and in most cases are unlikely to be paid. I am 
aware that a couple of the subcontractors have been offered some amounts of money, but not the full amounts. In 
one case, I think $2 million was offered for a figure that was $6 million or $7 million. 

I hope that at some point the minister has another discussion with that company, and has a look at the number of 
variations that have been made across the spectrum of that project. He might then come to realise that the 
subcontractors are not making this up. The article that I read seemed to suggest that the information that had 
been provided was incorrect, and he basically flicked it off. Part of the concern that I have had about that is that 
the McGinn family is waiting to hear back from Minister Nahan. Mr McGinn’s son met with him a couple of 
days after his father died and explained what was happening. The family was waiting for a response from the 
minister about what was going to happen, and my concern is that they may have missed their window of 
opportunity to challenge Holland about the amount of money they were owed and have an adjudication through 
the Construction Contracts Act 2004 process. That is my concern about aspects of how this has been handled. 
It is a significant problem. 

The way the government has managed itself in this matter is appalling. Minister Nahan has taken a very blasé 
approach, particularly to the children’s hospital issue. It will not be resolved in the next few months, because 
I am told that the project is very much behind schedule. I heard another story last week about another company 
being marched off the premises on Friday—I think it was the vinyl company—and its materials were held back. 
In fact, that is the same as the situation with the McGinn company. A substantial amount of the materials were 
held back on site. There will be ongoing issues on that location, and a number of the subcontracting companies 
are now at the point at which they are insisting they get paid or else they will walk off. That is what I have been 
advised. The minister responsible needs to step up, meet with the principal contractor and find out what is really 
going on. In this day and age it is inconceivable that, on a significant government project such as the children’s 
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hospital, there is not just one complaint for non-payment, but several such complaints. A journalist told me that 
this is all smoke and that I need to find an email, or obtain the documents. The documents can be found. The 
government needs to ask Holland how it is managing the project, and it needs to put in place a mechanism to 
make sure that companies that have delivered on their commitment when they have been asked to make 
variations to the project are actually paid. 

Until this issue can be resolved, I will continue to raise it in the house. I have written to the Auditor General 
again and asked him to inquire into the contracting arrangements for the children’s hospital and to have a look at 
the issue around the variations and the fact that subcontractors have not been paid. I am hoping that he will give 
consideration to looking at that issue. I do not think it will go away, and the government needs to take it 
seriously. Tens of thousands of people operate as subcontractors in this state in a range of occupations and 
trades. They are finding it really tough when either their boss does not get paid and cannot pay them or, when 
they are acting as direct subcontractors, they have brought materials on site that they will not be able to pay for. 
In some cases they are now losing their homes, their families or their jobs. That should not be happening at all, 
and the government needs to step up and deal with it more appropriately. The work has been done on the report 
and the recommendations. The government needs to move on with the review of the Construction Contracts Act 
and deliver some solid and practical outcomes so that these people are guaranteed a better method of securing 
payment for their work. 

I want to come back to some comments about the efficient delivery of quality services. During the estimates 
hearings we had the opportunity to put some questions to WorkSafe officers about how they were managing their 
area, particularly in staffing and outcomes. One of the questions I asked the minister—I think the acting director 
general may have answered it—was about how the cuts expected across the commerce portfolio would impact 
on front-line services. We know that over the next four years the government will be looking to make cuts of 
about $22 million across the commerce portfolio. We know that the government has already flagged closing the 
Karratha and Kalgoorlie commerce offices. This was announced after the estimates hearings, and I thought that 
that was very interesting, given that we had been told that there would not be any reduction in front-line services. 
I think that is a fairly clear front-line service for communities in Kalgoorlie and Karratha. I am not too sure what 
happened between me receiving that answer from the government and the announcement. I doubt very much that 
it was an overnight decision; it would have been made some time ago. We know that in the WorkSafe area, the 
government has to find $4.2 million in savings over the next four years. After estimates, it was announced about 
a week or so ago that the Department of Commerce would be cutting a number of WorkSafe positions. 
Ten WorkSafe inspector positions are to be removed, along with several administrative positions.  

The position of the WorkSafe librarian is also to be removed, and I think the WorkSafe library is to be shut 
down. I have had a fairly long engagement with WorkSafe, both through my working life as a trade union 
official, and as a health and safety trainer and an occupational health and safety officer for my union. My 
interaction with WorkSafe was sometimes on a daily basis, and certainly with the WorkSafe library. Every time I 
had a training group, I had it go up to the library. It is a dreadful situation that the only dedicated occupational 
health and safety library now looks like it will be shut. During one of his incarnations as the Treasurer, the 
former member for Vasse, Troy Buswell, also attempted to remove the library when the Liberal government first 
came in. We were able to stop that happening at the time. The library is a great resource. It is perhaps not as 
accessible now that it has been moved out to Cannington as it used to be in West Perth but it was a place where 
anyone could go, be they employer, worker, safety representative or student—anyone off the street who had an 
issue or sought information about health and safety. I must say, the library staff have always been topnotch. They 
are high quality, they provide great customer service and they can put their hands to any type of information that 
people want about health and safety. It is the only repository of material safety data sheets in this state and it is a 
place to access Australian Standards; they are all available. Information about occupational health and safety in 
the UK, Canada and the US, information about hazards or anything that people need to know is located in that 
one place. Closing it will be to the detriment of all the players in workplaces; they will not have immediate 
access to that resource.  

I sincerely hope that the government considers sustaining that collection and keeping the corporate knowledge 
that those dedicated librarians have in occupational health and safety. If the collection is not going to be located 
within WorkSafe, I ask the government to please make sure that it is accessible to the public, either through the 
metropolitan library service or in a central point so that people can go in. Once that service and those skills are 
lost, it will make it very, very difficult to ensure that health and safety standards are known and provided for, and 
for employers, workers and safety reps to be able to sustain their levels of knowledge about access to standards 
and MSDSs that they need to be able to identify and manage hazards in their workplace. 

Losing that type of facility would be mind-blowingly appalling. It goes back to the fact that if the government 
was able to manage its finances better, we would not be suffering that type of loss. It always breaks my heart to 
see libraries close because we should always ensure that the public has access to as much information as it can 
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get. Shutting the doors on that type of facility is just crazy. There will be loss of administration staff, a number of 
whom provide education services. WorkSafe has been very good over the years in providing public lectures and 
educating the community about hazards and processes. It has provided an excellent facility to assist in training 
occupational health and safety reps. When I was a trainer, it was a five-day course—a very good course. As part 
of that course, people would spend the bulk of a Thursday in the WorkSafe library engaging either with 
inspectors or education staff, which helped those safety reps to better understand their role and how they should 
be working with their employers to improve health and safety in their workplaces. Quite often, they would find 
that after being bombarded for three days by legislation, regulations, and a whole range of other information, it 
was not until they had that direct engagement with an inspector or that visit to the library to learn how they could 
tap into information, and they knew that they could get support, that the lights came on, if you like. Once they 
had been there they got quite enthusiastic about what they could do in their workplaces. 

That is one element. Then WorkSafe will lose 10 inspectors. Those 10 inspector roles are currently unfilled. The 
government says that it will cut them because it cannot fill them anyway; it cannot put anyone in those jobs. I do 
not know how it can say that. We have had the downturn from the mining sector. I am sure that a number of 
people coming out of the mining sector—there would be a number of people who have occupational health and 
safety qualifications—who may no longer be required in the mining or resources sector could very competently 
fill those 10 positions. As I understand it, we currently have about 93 full-time occupational health and safety 
inspectors, plus these 10 roles. This is really just a cost-cutting effort. I do not think that the government ever 
seriously sought to fill those roles. Losing the 10 inspectors will have a dramatic impact on how they go about 
doing their jobs in the workplace. I will come back to that to talk about a particular example in a minute that the 
minister alluded to in his statement. 

If we are going to lose those library and admin staff, those people who provided a range of other services to the 
general community, employers, safety reps, workers, and trade unions—right across the spectrum—it will add to 
the burden of other inspectors who are already there. Who else will pick up those functions? Who else will 
provide that education in public forums about health and safety? Who else will provide information to safety 
reps, employers or unions? Who else will do that? It will fall back on the inspectors themselves. Having spoken 
to a number of inspectors at a rally a week ago, I know that a lot of them are already under the pump. They are 
already constrained in how they do their jobs. They said that their overtime has been cut and travel has been cut, 
and in some cases that prevents them from doing the job that they should be doing. I look at Hon Jim Chown—
I almost forgot his name. How could I forget Jim? 

Hon Jim Chown: How could you forget that? 

Hon KATE DOUST: I know; how could I forget him? I look at him in his capacity as Parliamentary Secretary 
to the Minister for Transport and say to him that dedicated transport inspectors can no longer access funding 
from the road trauma trust. As a result, they can no longer provide the fatigue checks that they used to provide in 
rural and regional areas. Those inspectors are now restricted to the CBD during normal working hours. They 
cannot get any other funding. Here we have a significant issue in the transport industry. I tabled a petition in this 
place that went off to committee about the problems associated with long-haul driving and fatigue, and not 
having enough stops. We are reducing the capacity of inspectors to do their jobs in that very important area. 
Everyone is keen to reduce fatigue and reduce the number of fatalities associated with road fatigue. These types 
of cuts to WorkSafe will have some very dramatic negative impacts. Looking at Hon Jim Chown, that is one that 
came to mind after a discussion I had. I would hope that Hon Jim Chown might become a champion for those 
inspectors. He could go to his minister to see whether he will seek to extract some funding from the road trauma 
trust fund or from another area—perhaps one of those big billboards that he no longer needs. He might flog one 
of those and use that money to provide some additional funding for these WorkSafe inspectors so that they can 
get on and do their jobs. 

That is just one example. It is really poor planning when we have seen over the last 20 to 25 years WorkSafe 
being reduced incrementally in not only the number of staff, but also its capacity to deliver services. That type of 
reduction traditionally happens under a conservative Liberal government, and we see that happening again. This 
is the first series of changes by which the government seeks to save $4 million in that unit over the next couple 
of years, and we will certainly notice the difference. Once those additional services are cut and WorkSafe has 
only inspectors, how will they go about doing their job? I know that back in the 1990s, when Graham Kierath 
was the minister responsible for health and safety, the tactic taken when the government reduced the number of 
WorkSafe staff was to call everyone an inspector. It did not matter what job people had in the department, they 
were all given an inspector’s ticket. That is how the government got around the problem at that time. I can vouch 
for that because I was in and out of that building when that was happening. I certainly talked with librarians, 
hygienists and a range of other people who suddenly became inspectors. The decisions of this government will 
create difficulties for that department, which is already having problems performing the duties it needs to 
perform. The Occupational Health and Safety Act 1984 sets out quite clearly that one of its objectives is to 
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provide education for the community. If the government cuts WorkSafe’s budget and the number of staff 
responsible for administering the act, WorkSafe will not be able to meet the objective of the legislation in that 
area. If WorkSafe does not have enough inspectors, it certainly will not meet the objective of providing the 
required level of interaction with the community and a reduction of safety hazards in the workplace. Again, that 
is a very clear indicator of this government not being able to manage workplace safety. I know that the alarm 
bells are going off with the union that is involved, the Community and Public Sector Union–Civil Service 
Association of WA, because it sees this as a direct attack on the public service and an opportunity for this 
government to cut back on public sector jobs. 

Last week I asked the Minister for Commerce, Hon Michael Mischin, for an update on the total number of 
workplace fatalities in WA over the 2014–15 financial year. He confirmed that during that period 22 work-
related fatalities had occurred and he provided a breakdown of the areas in which those fatalities had occurred, as 
well as information about the number of fatalities that were currently being investigated. However, when I asked 
when this information would be tabled—a report on this has been tabled in this place every year going back to 
the 1980s—I was informed that this year’s information will not to be tabled until July or August next year. 
I asked myself why the government was not being transparent and why it was hiding this information. One 
reason is that Western Australia has experienced perhaps the highest number of fatalities since 2008. I view that 
as very serious. If the government is hell-bent now on reducing the number of inspectors and other staff who are 
employed in WorkSafe, how will WorkSafe function and perform all its duties to deliver the outcomes that it is 
expected to deliver on the objectives spelt out in the legislation for our community when they are not 
appropriately staffed? That is a significant failure of this government. I hope that Minister Mischin is able to 
provide a statement to the house that with the reduced levels of staff in WorkSafe he will put in place 
mechanisms that reduce that statistic and make sure that across industries we do not see people being injured and 
people not going home to their families as a result of being killed on the job. That is a significant statistic. The 
decisions the government is making about its finances will not help to reduce the number of fatalities in the 
workplace, because it is reducing the number of people who can provide the required level of service. 

At the start of our day the minister made a statement about Barrow Island. I want to pick up on that. I had raised 
a number of questions in this house leading up to cyclone Olwyn traversing Barrow Island and also after the 
event. I asked questions after the event because I was aware that a young man had been injured while working on 
Barrow Island; in fact, he had lost his leg. That happened because rather than catching a flight home, he had been 
asked to remain on the island. His father tells me that his son had been called three times to the airport to get on 
the plane, but had been told to stay on the island and continue working. I understand that he worked in and 
around cranes, so when a crane collapsed he lost his leg. I raised questions around that to find out, given that the 
cyclone warning had been ramped up, what WorkSafe had done about this, and what sort of investigation had 
been conducted. I was asked to raise those questions by a couple of the unions that have members on 
Barrow Island, because they were concerned that their members had not been evacuated in an appropriate or 
timely manner in the event of that cyclone. I also raised questions during the estimates hearings about the 
process of investigation, particularly for these issues, because I know the minister had said that because enough 
information had not been provided, the inquiry had not progressed. I was very surprised that the minister would 
come in here today and make this statement. He stated — 

WorkSafe has no record of workers suffering injuries at Barrow Island or Wheatstone as a result of 
Cyclone Olwyn and there is no evidence that workers’ health or safety was placed at risk due to their 
non-evacuation from Barrow Island or Wheatstone. 

I do not understand how the minister could stand in this place and say that, given that a young man had lost his 
leg. He went to Royal Perth Hospital and Fiona Stanley Hospital; I have spoken to his father. He is a young man 
who is now contemplating what else he will do with his life. If WorkSafe does not have those statistics, that is 
another indicator of the problem we have across our occupational safety and health sector, when rather than one 
key agency oversighting the management of OSH in our state, we now have a number of agencies—WorkSafe, 
the Department of Mines and Petroleum, Comcare and a couple of other providers. If WorkSafe does not have 
this information, we have to ask why. The problem we now have is that, given the federal government is about to 
change its Comcare arrangements, which will enable more state-based Western Australian companies to become 
parties to Comcare and move out of the state system, when injuries of this nature happen, Comcare will have the 
details and will conduct the investigation and WorkSafe will not be able to. WorkSafe will not to be able to 
provide information to the government and the minister will not be able to ask the questions. That will be 
a travesty. I am glad that the minister has rejoined us now, because I say to him quite clearly that I am happy to 
provide the name of the young man who was injured on Barrow Island. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Was it due to the cyclone? 

Hon KATE DOUST: It was due to the cyclone; 
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Hon Michael Mischin: Right—are you sure of that? 

Hon KATE DOUST: I have spoken to his father. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Why wasn’t that information provided to WorkSafe? The unions were given the 
opportunity to provide the evidence, and they did not. 

Hon KATE DOUST: They made the complaint. Why did WorkSafe not ask those questions itself? 

Hon Michael Mischin: They did. 

Hon KATE DOUST: It stopped! Why does the union have to provide all the detail? Why did not WorkSafe go 
out and do a thorough and proper investigation? It has not done that. 

Hon Michael Mischin: They did! 

Hon KATE DOUST: How come it did not find this bloke then? 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: How come it has not found this fellow? 

Hon Michael Mischin: Because there was no evidence! The unions had six weeks to provide the evidence to 
support their claims and they provided nothing!  
Hon KATE DOUST: If someone is murdered in a civil situation and people do not provide the information, do 
the police just walk away? No, they do not. They continue on until they have solved the situation. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Can you back up the allegation that this was connected to the cyclone? 
Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, I can. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Good. I look forward to — 

Hon KATE DOUST: Does the minister honestly think I would come into this place, raise those questions prior 
to the cyclone and follow up post the cyclone with further questions if I was making this up? Does he honestly 
think I would make this stuff up? A young man has lost his leg; I do not understand why he has not shown up in 
any stat. I do not understand why WorkSafe has not met with him. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Was he a fatality? 

Hon KATE DOUST: No, he has an injury. WorkSafe has no record of workers suffering injuries at 
Barrow Island. Why has WorkSafe not recorded that and provided the minister with that information? He knows 
that a young man was injured, because the media reported it. There were a number of articles — 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members. Hon Kate Doust, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, has the 
call. If the Attorney General would like to make some comments on this matter, he will have an opportunity to 
do so in his reply to the second reading addresses. 

Hon KATE DOUST: The minister can use weasel words — 

Hon Michael Mischin: They’re not weasel words; you just don’t listen. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I have read what the minister has had to say and I do understand. He is using weasel 
words, and WorkSafe has not done its job. Sadly, this is because of the decisions the minister is making. He has 
to cut corners and save money because his government has mismanaged the finances of this state and, as a result, 
WorkSafe is not able to deliver for this state and this community. I will provide the minister with that 
information because I do not understand why WorkSafe does not have that detail. It was reported in the media; 
that is how I picked up some of this stuff. I found the man’s father, and I am quite happy to go down and provide 
that to the minister. I do not understand why WorkSafe would not have that information, and this is not the only 
example of it dropping the ball on an investigation. WorkSafe used to be very thorough in what it did, and 
I know that a lot of admirable people are working in that department—people who actually really care about 
their job. But, sadly, because of financial constraints and the way in which WorkSafe is perhaps prevented from 
performing its tasks appropriately, we are not seeing results; we are not seeing WorkSafe go out and deal with 
employers and workers appropriately. We are not seeing a reduction in the number of fatalities across 
workplaces, and we have to ask ourselves: why is that? Why is it that, across a range of workplaces, we are 
seeing an increase in the number of fatalities?  

One would have to say that some of it must be because we do not have enough people out there doing targeted or 
on-the-spot inspections or investigations. We do not necessarily have them following through on improvements 
or prohibition notices because they do not necessarily have the time, and the minister certainly does not have the 
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commitment. I think this is a serious issue, and I am happy to provide the minister with that detail, but he is not 
providing the level of support that is essential to a very significant area of work in our state that both employers 
and workers rely upon for advice and investigation. Certainly, in these cases, the minister might use weasel 
words and say that there are no injuries because of the actual cyclone, but this is about the events that led up to 
that and the fact that this fellow was prevented from leaving his workplace when the incident happened. It is all 
related to the cyclone, so the minister is using weasel words there. 

This is a serious issue and I have tried to outline that, as a result of the government’s budget cuts, WorkSafe—
a component of the Department of Commerce, under the stewardship of the Minister for Commerce—has had its 
capacity to deliver its service to the community reduced. That is a serious indictment of this government and one 
that will take a long time to repair. If the minister was actually serious about what he is doing, he would be 
asking questions about what he can do to improve the performance of his department and the delivery of service 
to the community. 

While I have the minister in the chamber, I would like to talk about the whole raft of other areas in which he drags 
his feet. A whole raft of reviews are currently on foot that people are waiting for. I dare to mention the residential 
parks; I know the minister has had some correspondence with the park home owners group. I am pretty sure that 
their annual general meeting is happening today, and they have been waiting now since 2012, which is when the 
review started, to find out where it is at. They say to me that they are very frustrated and that they think it will take 
many more months. That is not the only group I have spoken to. I have also had park owners come to me and say 
that they do not know what is going on because they also would like some clarity about where they stand on a range 
of issues, particularly, in one case, on the issue of exit fees from residential parks. 

There is also the review into tenancy arrangements for the boarding and lodging industry, which came out of the 
review into the Residential Tenancies Act. That commenced in January 2008. The review of the retirement 
villages legislation was finalised, as I understand it, in November 2010, but the government has yet to resolve all 
its reforms. The review of the Industry and Technology Development Act commenced in 2012, so three years 
later we still have no word from the minister about what he is going to do with that piece of legislation—a very 
good piece of legislation that underpins technology and development in this state. As I said, we have been 
waiting for the residential parks review since 2012. There is also the limited partnerships law review, which 
commenced in November 2013; the motor vehicle dealers and repairers law review, which started in 
August 2013; the property industry codes of conduct review, which commenced in May 2013; the proposed fee 
deregulation of settlement agents and land valuers, which commenced in May 2014; and the review of the 
Construction Contracts Act, which commenced in October 2014. 

There is a whole raft of work there, and I do not think the public is getting a lot of value out of the minister. A lot 
of work has been done that the community is waiting on, and the minister is not delivering on it, so he has to ask 
himself: what am I doing with my time? Let us not even go into the referral to the Law Reform Commission of 
the Asbestos Diseases Compensation Bill. I know that members of the National Party were keen to see the 
minister deliver on that so they could get an outcome. I do not think that has progressed anywhere. I actually 
think that the minister needs to be answerable to the public, and he needs to explain why there is no movement in 
all these significant pieces of work across the spectrum of his commerce portfolio. We would not have had that 
from Hon Simon O’Brien; if he did a review, he certainly completed it. The minister has to ask himself whether 
he is just lazy. 
Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 
Hon KATE DOUST: No. If the minister wants to talk, he should get to his feet and seek the call. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Kate Doust has the call and should be the only voice I am 
hearing. 

Hon KATE DOUST: All I have tried to illustrate is that we have a government that cannot manage its finances 
and, as a result, penalises both the community and its own workforce with cuts. It will reduce frontline services. 
We also have a very lazy Minister for Commerce who instigates a raft of reviews but then cannot make up his 
mind about what he is going to do with them. A whole range of groups out there in the community are eagerly 
awaiting outcomes, but this bloke cannot deliver on any of them. I think we are going to get to the election and 
we still will not have any outcomes. They will simply become election commitments, and the minister might 
even be cheeky enough to say that the commitments he makes on all these reviews are all fully funded and fully 
costed. We know that will be one big, fat fib. 

I just wanted to go through a couple of those issues today and to articulate the fact that, again, we are dealing with 
bills through which the government is seeking significant amounts of money, running into the billions of dollars, to 
try to haul it out of its big financial black hole. At the same time, the government is bringing into this place a raft of 
other bills around payroll tax and land tax and loan bills to try to claw back money from wherever it can.  
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The Bell Group Companies (Finalisation of Matters and Distribution of Proceeds) Bill 2015 was introduced into 
this place last week in a significant money grab to try to solve some of the government’s financial problems. 
This government does not know how to balance the books; it will continue to cause grief to our community. 
I hope that when the community goes to the ballot box in March 2017, it will sit up and think very clearly about 
the issues we have talked about because this government does not deliver on time—in the case of 
Hon Michael Mischin—or in an affordable way. It is certainly misleading the public with documents such as this 
document titled “2015–16 Budget at a glance”, which refers to securing our economic future, because all it has 
done is secure the state’s debt for the future, not an appropriate positive future. With those few words, the 
opposition will support the bill.  

HON SAMANTHA ROWE (East Metropolitan) [3.30 pm]: Given the broad-ranging nature of the 
Appropriation (Recurrent 2015–16) Bill 2015 and the Appropriation (Capital 2015–16) Bill 2015, I will focus 
my comments today on the importance of penalty rates. It is very timely to talk about penalty rates, given the 
Productivity Commission’s draft report that was released a couple of weeks ago titled “Workplace Relations 
Framework”. So far, the main focus from the report has been on the commission’s recommendation to cut 
Sunday penalty rates. The Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia and the like will no doubt 
be very happy with the idea of cutting Sunday penalty rates. A media statement on the CCI’s website states — 

The Chamber of Commerce and Industry Western Australia … today welcomed the Productivity 
Commission’s draft recommendation to reform penalty rates for the retail and hospitality industries.  

The Premier, Hon Colin Barnett, has also come out in support of cutting Sunday penalty rates by declaring that 
the commission’s recommendation is music to his ears. On 23 March this year, a media release was put out by 
the CCI titled “Penalty rates are hurting businesses, consumers and employees”, and it states — 

The penalty rates system has failed and is out-of-date, forcing many West Australian businesses that 
open on Sundays and public holidays to lose money, says the State’s peak business body.  

The CCI’s chief executive, Deidre Willmott, states further on — 

“Our members in the tourism, hospitality and retail industries have been forced to close on weekends 
and public holidays because paying penalty rates has made operating unprofitable,” … 

During my contribution today, I want to discuss the other side of the argument and place on the record my 
unequivocal support for penalty rates. I challenge members on the other side to give me any example in the 
western world where gross domestic product or the like has risen as a direct result of wages being cut. I would 
firstly like to touch on the overwhelming public support for penalty rates. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis interjected.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Samantha Rowe has the call.  

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Thank you, Madam Deputy President.  

In “The Essential Report” that was released on 28 July 2015, the very clear, very direct question was asked: 
“Do you think people who are required to work outside normal hours—like nightshifts, weekends or public 
holidays—should receive a higher hourly rate of pay?” Eighty-one per cent of respondents agreed and said, 
“Yes, we do agree.” It is interesting that of the Liberal and National voters who responded, 73 per cent agreed 
with that. Even the government’s voter base supports penalty rates. This figure has remained unchanged since 
2013 when this question was also asked and the same result was achieved. There is support for penalty rates and 
it has remained steady for some time. I guess we must ask: why now? Why does the Productivity Commission 
feel the need to recommend that Sunday penalty rates be cut. In the Productivity Commission’s draft report, it 
makes several references to changes in social attitudes towards support for moving away from paying Sunday 
penalty rates, yet we have seen from “The Essential Report” that that is not the case. Eighty-one per cent of 
people are in favour of penalty rates. Penalty rates are an important part of defining the working week and, by 
extension, the working culture.  

The Australian Council of Trade Unions made a fantastic submission to the Productivity Commission’s review 
of workplace relations. I want to take some time to refer to some comments the ACTU made about the 
importance of defining the working week. In chapter 10, on page 150 of its submission, it states — 

Penalty rates also help to define the working week: They act as punctuation signalling periods of time 
when work is not normally done and they form an essential function in this regard. All societies have 
regulated patterns of work with distinct days of rest when it is expected that individuals will be able to 
participate in activities other than work. Penalty rates form an important part of a broad community 
consensus of when work activity should mainly take place. There is longstanding historical precedent 
and broad public support and consensus for distinguishing week end and week day work. 
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The watering down of Sunday penalty rates would constitute a fundamental change to the way we define 
a working week and what we as a nation believe is a fair work–life balance outcome. The Premier has 
commented that we now live in a seven-day economy. That may be the case, but why should some of our lowest 
paid workers have to pay for our convenience? I do not think that is fair and it demonstrates that the Premier 
does not place any value on the working culture and the maintenance of a decent work–life balance. Much 
research has been done, including research using representative data from 31 European countries. The research 
continues to show that people who work on Sundays have a poorer work–life balance. On top of that, they have 
poorer health outcomes. Is that a path we want to go down? I do not think it is. Research was also done by 
a gentleman called Dan Woodman, from the University of Melbourne, who researched the impact of weekend 
work and—no surprises—found that not all working days are equal. The most common issue faced by weekend 
workers is their lack of ability to spend time with loved ones and people they care about while maintaining any 
sense of work–life balance because they are not with their partners. It therefore becomes increasingly difficult 
for them to attend family and social functions et cetera.  

Removing penalty rates from workers in cafes, entertainment venues, restaurants and hospitality and retail 
industries will have a significant impact on some of the lowest paid workers in this country. I want to use an 
example to demonstrate how it will have an impact on some of those workers. What would the loss of Sunday 
penalty rates mean for workers in a real sense? Australian Unions analysed this and found that if Sunday penalty 
rates were cut, for example, for an eight-hour Sunday shift, a cook would be worse off by about $40, wait staff 
would be worse off by about $71 and a retail worker would be worse off by about $113. That is a significant 
amount for workers who do not earn high wages. Generally, workers in hospitality and retail rely on the award 
and penalty rates; they do not earn large salaries. Any sort of cut to what they take home will have a huge impact 
on and huge consequences for them.  

There was some analysis by the McKell Institute and it is contained in a report titled “Who loses when penalty 
rates are cut? The economic impact of penalty rate cuts in Australia’s retailing and hospitality industries”. It 
notes the terrible impact that cutting penalty rates would have on workers’ not only financial wellbeing, but also 
emotional wellbeing. At page 8 of that report, it states — 

Overwhelmingly, this analysis found that any reduction in penalty rates was likely to result in 
a substantial negative impact on both the emotional wellbeing and financial security of workers. In 
addition, reductions were expected to result in a reduction in disposable income, resulting in less money 
being available for one-off or discretionary spending. Most respondents indicated that they would need 
to reduce their expenditure on items and activities including dining out, social activities in their area, 
tourism, events, home renovations, extracurricular activities for their children, insurance products, and 
minor leisure items. 

Retail and hospitality workers are part of their local economy. Any attack on their income is then going to have 
a flow-on effect to businesses in their area—businesses that they support.  

An opinion piece in The West Australian earlier this year on 30 January entitled “Consider many workers who 
pay penalties, too” by Meredith Hammat, secretary of UnionsWA, states —  

Overwhelmingly, low-paid casual workers spend the money they earn and locally in order to meet daily 
expenses. Such spending is a vital support for our economy, which right now, as the resources sector 
contracts, is particularly important. 

Cutting money from the take-home pay of workers will have consequences on local businesses, where they 
would normally spend money; there will be a flow-on effect.  

The anti–penalty rate lobby has pointed to increased employment potential as a benefit of scrapping Sunday 
penalty rates. The state government made a submission to the Productivity Commission that stated that there is 
a need for penalty rates to be updated and reformed to improve productivity and increase employment 
opportunity. The Premier has also made similar comments that, although he allegedly supports penalty rates, 
they hurt job opportunities in areas such as hospitality and tourism. I am sorry, but cutting wages would in the 
short term increase business profitability; however, it is then up to the individual business to make that decision 
whether to pass on that increase in profit. I think that is pretty risky. There is absolutely no guarantee that cutting 
penalty rates will go towards further job creation.  

The ACTU submission to the Productivity Commission’s draft report dispels the myth that somehow the 
regulation of penalty rates and other minimum conditions will cost jobs. During the introduction of the 
Fair Work Act and the phase-in of award modernisation measures, penalty rates rose in some instances; 
however, employment in industries such as retail and hospitality grew. I would like to refer to page 157 of the 
Australian Council of Trade Unions’ submission to the Productivity Commission, under the heading “The sky is 
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falling”, which goes towards dispelling that myth that cutting penalty rates will be better for businesses and 
better for job creation. It states — 

Under this popular tabloid theory, the creation of modern awards has reduced workplace flexibility, 
pushed up labour costs and forced employers to close their cafes and shops on weekends. The argument 
concerning flexibility, relevantly in relation to working hours, has been debunked in chapter 4. Whilst it 
is true that some penalty rates, wages and other payments increased for some employers as a result 
award modernisation, they reduced for many others and all changes were phased in over a five year 
transitional period during which the minimum wage rates by reference to which penalty rates are 
calculated drifted further and further below average earnings and during which the labour share of 
income both generally and specifically in the targeted retail and hospitality industries continued to 
decline. At the same time, employment in those industries grew as did the proportion of gross operating 
profits to total income and the growth in turnover in cafes, restaurants and takeaway food services 
exceeded 30%. 

Well, well, well! Penalty rates are not the enemy. Who would have thought? They are not the cause of 
unemployment in this country—quite the opposite. The Full Bench of Fair Work Australia in the recent decision 
on the restaurant industry award in 2010 noted in terms of economic impacts of the penalty rates on the industry 
the following — 

There is no evidence that the introduction of the modern Restaurant Award in 2010 had any discernable 
effect or “shock” upon employment growth in the restaurant industry …  

Where are the economic arguments for this? I now turn to an article in The Conversation of 20 July this year 
entitled “Either way, cut workers’ pay: Employers’ shifting case again penalty rates”. The article states — 

Employer groups have seized on evidence of growth in retail trade on Sunday to again push against 
penalty rates, arguing that data showing a healthy rise in the number of people at the shops on Sunday is 
a good reason for cutting penalty rates. 

This is a curious change in the reasoning from employers. Today, strong Sunday trade is given as 
a reason to reduce penalty rates. A few months ago, the Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
launched a national campaign arguing that businesses were shutting down in significant numbers on 
weekends and public holidays because of the impact of penalty rates. 

So which is it? 

They cannot have it both ways.  

There is another myth about around the cutting of penalty rates that I would like to talk about; that is, that 
consumers, not businesses, will benefit from penalty rate cuts. Firstly, that claim is based on the assumption that 
consumers will receive the flow-on benefits and effects through lower prices and more convenient access to 
services. Page 25 of the Productivity Commission draft report states — 

In the longer run, businesses would not be the beneficiaries of deregulated penalty rates given the high 
levels of competition in the relevant industries. Instead, consumers would benefit from more convenient 
access to services they value highly and, in some cases, lower prices (for example, through the ending 
of Sunday surcharges in restaurants and cafes). 

I think it is somewhat naive to believe that the cutting of Sunday penalty rates will somehow result in a drop in 
prices. If businesses are profitable with the prices they currently charge for goods and services, why would they 
suddenly drop prices as a result of a reduction in their wages bill? There is no evidence that that has happened 
before, so why would it happen by cutting penalty rates? Secondly, the assumption that consumers will benefit 
ignores the fact that hospitality and retail workers are also consumers. If they have less money to spend in these 
industries, that will have a flow-on effect. I think it is a flawed argument, and I do not think it appropriate to 
assume that individual businesses will necessarily pass on any savings.  

I am about to conclude my remarks on penalty rates, but I want to touch on another part of the 
Australian Council of Trade Unions’ submission. I will do that because I think it captures the true motivation of 
the anti–penalty rate lobby. Page 150 of ACTU submission states — 

While penalty rates have led to commentary for a number of decades, the debate has become more 
vocal in recent periods owing to changes in the industrial relations framework. Whereas once the award 
system was based on achieving resolution to actual disputes within an industry, in more recent years the 
award system has been characterised by legislative requirements to “simplify” or “review” the system 
in an almost endless cycle in the absence of any such dispute. This necessarily brings with it the 
opportunity for all concerned to agitate for changes that would undo the consensual status quo and seek 
to have the safety net re-written in a vacuum to meet only the interests of their constituents.  
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Throughout this process, no strong arguments or evidence have been provided to justify the wholesale 
removal or reduction of penalty rates. Penalty rates have existed alongside awards and agreements for 
the entire period of industrial regulation in Australia. 

I look forward to one day hearing why government members could possibly support any cut or reduction in 
penalty rates. I think their arguments to date have been very flawed on this issue, and I stand by my opening 
remarks that I unequivocally support penalty rates for some of our lowest paid workers in the state.  

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [3.55 pm]: I, too, welcome the opportunity to talk on the 
Appropriation (Recurrent 2015–16) Bill 2015 and the Appropriation (Capital 2015–16) Bill 2015. Although we 
have had a good opportunity to scrutinise the budget—I made several remarks on the budget last week and have 
had opportunities to do so through the estimates process—I rise today to capture my comments in a kind of brief 
snapshot, if you like, and to also raise some additional points that have occurred between me talking on the 
budget bill and now.  

Last week when I was analysing the budget, I talked about my concern about the way in which the public sector 
is being hollowed out. There will be dramatic cuts to public sector services and to the number of public sector 
workers, while at the same time extreme pressure will be put on non-government organisations that deliver 
services to the community. Funding to some of those services will be cut, and also non-government agencies will 
have to pick up the slack because government services will be cut so dramatically. I also talked about how that 
will disproportionately affect women in the community because women are often in lower paid jobs and are also 
more likely to be users of community services that provide support to, particularly, those most in need, in part 
because women tend to live on lower incomes than men. Really, it should not come as a surprise that this 
government has cut services and programs that will have a disproportionate effect on women, because the other 
part of what the government has been doing, particularly over the last two budgets, is cutting women’s policy 
machinery or women’s policy mechanisms that look at gender equality throughout the public sector. It is cutting 
resources, especially staff who analyse gender equality, and it is that and the cuts to women’s services that I want 
to have a look at.  

But, as I said, it should not come as a surprise that the government is doing that, particularly when the Premier 
espouses out-of-touch views in relation to gender equality, as he did on the weekend, talking about the low 
number of women in the Parliament. He said — 

“I think the quota system that the Labor party has introduced has meant that some women have been 
elected as Labor members of Parliament who would not have got there on merit—and just compare 
them, have a look for yourself,” …  

The Premier, however, declined to say which women he was referring to. 

I was going to prepare a fairly detailed analysis of the myth of merit. We know that there is no objective measure 
called “merit”—we know that by looking across the Parliaments—but this is of extreme concern to me because 
comments such as that actually act to discourage women from entering Parliament. I was particularly concerned 
that young women might be discouraged by those out-of-touch views the Premier espouses. However, I need not 
have been concerned about some young women, particularly a young woman named Ellie Whiteaker, whom 
I find to be a particularly meritorious young woman. For me, she summed up very clearly and succinctly 
a response to Premier Barnett’s out-of-touch and unmeritorious views. I quote what she wrote — 

Colin Barnett said yesterday that WA Labor women MP’s aren’t meritorious because we have 
affirmative action rules to get more women into Parliament. 

How wrong he is. Affirmative action counters the discrimination that women (still) face in politics. 
It means that women, who have historically been left out of the political arena, are able to participate 
equally. 

It’s pretty obvious when you look at the number of women MP’s from Labor, vs. the number from the 
Liberals, that AA works. 

It doesn’t mean we pick women just for the sake of it. Women are just as likely to be as smart, 
committed, articulate and passionate as their male counterparts. But we need rules in place to make sure 
they are preselected, because our society still tells women that we should feel guilty for being working 
mothers, still tells women that we are too emotional or too dramatic for powerful positions, still tells 
women that we are not meritorious. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! The only person who has the call is Hon Alanna Clohesy. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: To continue — 
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I’m proud of the work our Labor women do in Parliament. 

They are meritorious. We are meritorious. 

Thank you, Ellie Whiteaker, for such a clear and succinct lesson about meritocracy and affirmative action. 
Ellie Whiteaker is a meritorious woman. I wonder who the Premier believes is not here on merit. I have racked 
my brains wondering, and so I invite the Premier to tell us who he meant. Did he mean, for example, May 
Holman, who was the first Labor woman elected to any Parliament in Australia, and only the second woman. 
When she was elected at age 31, she was preselected against 11 men.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! If you give the honourable member an opportunity to have her say, you 
might actually get answers to the questions you are asking through interjections. 

Point of Order 

Hon HELEN MORTON: This is about relevance to the appropriation bills — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Excuse me, Hon Alanna Clohesy; I am just taking a point of order. Would you 
please resume your seat; thank you. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: We are debating the appropriation bills, and I do not believe that the member is 
making any contribution whatsoever to the debate on the appropriations, so I ask you, Madam Deputy President, 
to bring her back to order. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: As members will be well aware, the budget speeches and also the appropriation 
bills invite a wide, general debate, which has been the custom and practice of this house, certainly for the time 
that I have been here and, I am well aware, much longer than that. On that basis, there is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The attitudes expressed by the Premier on affirmative action, and the simultaneous 
axing of gender equality policy mechanisms in this and previous budgets, should not come as a surprise. It is of 
concern that those attitudes exist and that gender equality policy machinery has been axed in this budget and in 
previous budgets. Who did the Premier have in mind? Did he have in mind, for example, Grace Vaughan, who, 
when she passed away, was the president of the International Federation of Social Workers, and who had made 
a significant contribution to this Parliament? Did he have in mind Lyla Elliott or Kay Hallahan, a policewoman 
before she entered this Parliament? Did he have in mind Beryl Jones or Cheryl Davenport, who we know made 
a significant contribution to women’s policy in this place and continues to make a significant contribution? Did 
he have in mind Valma Ferguson, who also made an important contribution to this place, and continues to make 
an important contribution? 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Those members who would like to make a contribution to this debate are 
invited to seek the call at the appropriate time. At this point in time, Hon Alanna Clohesy has the call, and hers 
should be the only voice that I am hearing. 

Point of Order 

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. I know you have just made a ruling on this. In 
the past, yes, the appropriation bills have allowed us to broaden our boundaries. However, the appropriation bill 
is on the budget and how we appropriate money across the state to fund the state. I really feel that this is 
stretching the boundaries a long way. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I am taking a point of order. 

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: We normally allow flexibility when we are talking about our electorates and projects 
in our electorates, great works that have happened or the needs of our electorate. This, to me, is a far, far stretch 
to link this debate to the appropriation of the budget, and I ask the Chair to strongly consider that. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Can I just ask the member whether she is seeking to dissent from the ruling that 
I made on this matter? 

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: I am asking you to reconsider. I understand that there is flexibility, and I am asking 
you to realise that this is a stretch of that flexibility that this chamber traditionally entertains. 
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Honourable member, I have made a ruling on that issue. The only option 
available to you under standing orders is to move a motion dissenting from my ruling. Is that what you are 
seeking to do? 

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: I do not mean to cause any disrespect to the Chair. I am asking you to reconsider. 
That was simple; I do not want to cause stress for the Chair. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: My point is that it should not come as a surprise that, over the last two budgets in 
particular, women’s policy machinery has been axed by this government. In addition to that, promises on 
women’s services, or services that are primarily used by women, have not been met. That is no surprise when the 
Premier holds the views on gender equality that he presented about Labor women and affirmative action. The 
Premier still has not stood up and said who he means. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! There is far too much audible noise in the chamber. Those members 
wishing to have a private conversation should leave the chamber to do so, so that Hansard can record the debate 
happening in the chamber. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Did the Premier mean Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, the first woman born overseas to be 
elected to this Parliament? Did he mean Hon Kate Doust, who has spent her working life representing the 
interests of working people, particularly those on low incomes in the retail industry, who are most likely to be 
women? Those women are directly affected by the Premier’s espousal of cuts to penalty rates. Is that who he 
meant? Did he mean Hon Sue Ellery, similarly a woman who has spent her working life before entering politics 
representing the interests of women in low-paid positions, particularly those working in childcare and as 
cleaners? Again, the income of those women is under threat because of the suggested cut to penalty rates.  

Did the Premier mean Hon Adele Farina? Did he mean Hon Louise Pratt, who spent many years as one of the 
youngest women members of this place? Is she not meritorious? Did he mean Hon Shelley Archer or 
Hon Sheila Mills? Did he mean Hon Dr Sally Talbot, the holder of a PhD and former member of the 
West Australian Symphony Orchestra? Did he mean that she is not meritorious? Did he mean 
Hon Helen Bullock, a former member for Mining and Pastoral Region, who is also one of the very few women 
from a non-English speaking background elected to this place? Did he mean Hon Carolyn Burton, 
Hon Shelley Eaton, Hon Linda Savage or Hon Samantha Rowe; or Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson who also spent 
much of her working life standing up for poor women? I am not sure because the Premier will not tell us.  

What we do know is that across the last two budgets this government has systematically cut away at funding for 
women’s services and funding for women’s policy machinery, so it should not come as a surprise. Did he mean 
Simone McGurk, the member for Fremantle, who is the shadow minister for the status of women and who holds 
a university degree and was head of the trade union movement before coming to this place? Did he mean 
Rita Saffioti, who has a background in commerce, and who stands up for her electorate in a very important and 
strong way and knows the ins and outs of what her electorate needs? Did he mean Janine Freeman, the member 
for Mirrabooka, who also has a background in standing up for those people who live on a low income; similarly, 
the member for Maylands, Lisa Baker? Did he mean the former member for Kingsley, Judy Hughes, who also 
was a strong advocate of people who live on a low income and who, as we know, are disproportionately women? 
Or did he mean perhaps the youngest woman ever elected to the Western Australian Parliament, Jaye Radisich, 
the former member for Swan Hills, may she rest in peace? Did he mean her? The way in which those women 
firsts I have mentioned have been treated by this Parliament, by putting their pictures next to the men’s toilets, 
certainly suggests that. 

Did the Premier mean, for example, Margaret Quirk; or did he mean the first Aboriginal woman elected to 
a Parliament in Australia, Carol Martin; or did he mean the other place’s first ever woman Deputy Speaker, 
Dianne Guise? Did he mean Hon Sheila McHale or Megan Anwyl or Hon Michelle Roberts or Diana Warnock 
or Hon Kay Hallahan, Hon Alannah MacTiernan or Hon Dr Judy Edwards or Dr Judyth Watson or, of course, 
this state’s first Premier, Dr Carmen Lawrence; or did he mean Jacqueline Watkins, one of the youngest people 
in the Legislative Assembly and a single mother who held very low-margin seats over a long period? Did he 
mean any of those? No, because the Premier does not actually stand up to tell us what he means. When the 
evidence is clear, let the facts be clear. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! 
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Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Thirty-eight per cent of Labor Party members in the Legislative Assembly are 
women compared with 17 per cent women members of the Liberal Party. In this chamber 64 per cent of Labor 
members of this chamber are women compared with 29 per cent women members of the Liberal Party. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Perhaps there is something in this affirmative action thing, but let us have a look at 
some of the other parts in which the government has let down women. It is not just the government’s attitude that 
permeates every part of its policy; let us look at a few other ways in which that occurs. Let us look at the 
women’s interests division. Despite commitments given by the Liberal Party at the 2013 election about 
maintaining women’s interests strategic directions, of course they have been subsumed into the Department of 
Local Government and Communities. The opposition asked about that division in estimates. The very 
meritorious Janine Freeman asked what was happening to the women’s interests strategic division and how many 
full-time equivalent staff it had. The answer to that question could not be provided because there is no single, 
full-time equivalent staff member working in the women’s interests division; different people are working on 
different projects at different times. When she asked how many full-time equivalent staff were working in the 
women’s information service, the answer was one. How many full-time equivalent staff were working in the 
women’s information service five years ago? That question was not asked in estimates, but we know that 
five years ago there were eight. The women’s information service has been co-located. What will happen with 
the service? Of course we know that it will be allowed to wither on the vine because of this government’s lack of 
commitment to women’s interests. Let us look at the Equal Opportunity Commission. Of course, this 
government cut funding to the substantive equality unit in the Equal Opportunity Commission before any review 
of the Equal Opportunity Commission was undertaken. Why did it do that? It was because the Attorney General 
could not see the point of it. That is why. And that was before the Public Sector Commission reviewed the 
Equal Opportunity Commission. 

There we have just a few examples of this government’s commitment to women and a few examples of this 
government’s attitude to women. Once the impacts of this budget are felt deeper and deeper, particularly on 
those who can least afford it, we know that those disproportionately affected will be women. 

HON MARTIN PRITCHARD (North Metropolitan) [4.17 pm]: I rise to make some brief observations and 
comments on the Appropriation (Recurrent 2015–16) Bill 2015 and the Appropriation (Capital 2015–16) Bill 
2015. I must say that it was not my intention to do so until I read a newspaper article in The West Australian on 
15 August. The article titled “Road toll charges ‘inevitable’” was written by Kate Emery. When I started to read 
the article, I thought it was going to be a comment on the Minister for Transport articulating yet another change 
of heart and introducing the concept of tolls on our freeways and highways, so there was some initial relief when 
I discovered that it was not quoting the transport minister at all. To give members some idea of the content, 
I shall read part of it. It starts — 

WA’s transport chief Reece Waldock says it is “inevitable” the State’s road users will be charged for 
use in the fight to tackle congestion. 

The Department of Transport director-general said road space had to be managed like any other public 
asset and “demand management” through price was one lever to pull. 

Responding to a question about whether toll roads in WA were inevitable, Mr Waldock told 
a Property Council of WA lunch that he disliked the word tolls but conceded “certain tolls in the right 
place” was one way of road pricing.  

“I think it’s inevitable and it’s not just a matter of, you know, if it’s going to happen—it’s when it’s 
going to happen,” he said. 

“There are many ways of managing congestion: public transport, wider roads, more efficient roads, 
better planning—all of those things. 

“Demand management is the one I’m talking about now, though, where we manage the actual volumes, 
the demand based on certain levers and certainly one of those levers has to be price and it will happen. 

To give members some balance, the article further states —  

Transport Minister Dean Nalder has consistently rejected the prospect of more toll roads despite calls 
from some industry bodies, including the Chamber of Commerce and Industry WA. 

In a further comment, Urbis chief economist, Nicki Hutley, said —  

“I think Australia is one of the worst countries in the world when it comes to user-pays and the time is 
coming when we are just so going to have to grow up ... you can’t get something for nothing,” she said. 
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This article raises a number of concerns for me, as I am sure it does for my constituency, although I have to 
admit that since reading the article, I have not had time to gauge its reaction. My first concern is that a senior 
public servant in the Department of Transport seems to be at odds with his minister over the inevitable 
introduction of tolls. I thought Parliament and the government would make the policy and determinations on this 
issue. The public should be able to trust the government that it elected to keep its word on its commitments. If 
the circumstances change, it should be up to the minister to put forward the argument for that change and to face 
the consequences at the next election if he gets it wrong. Given that the director general of the Department of 
Transport seems comfortable airing a public position directly in contrast with that of his minister, it does not give 
me and, I suspect, my constituency any faith that this government will do anything other than introduce a toll tax 
on the freeway and highway systems in Western Australia. I accept, though, that this is only a suspicion and that 
maybe I should have more faith in the minister’s position as reaffirmed in the article. It may be that the director 
general tailored his speech to his audience. Indeed, the Property Council of Australia, Western Australia, 
certainly believes that a toll tax is necessary. On 10 June, Emma Wynne wrote on ABC Perth online —  

… Executive Director of the Property Council of WA is calling for government to at least consider the 
idea of privately funded highways.  
“Perth has had a huge influx in population, we’ve has a huge increase in numbers on the road and our 
infrastructure for our roads was built for a different time. 
“We’ve now got real congestion. 
“The government is now saying they don’t have the revenue to fix the total problem —  

I believe that to be true —  
so what we’re proposing is that there are some strategic areas where you could bring the private sector 
in to pay for the roads and the upgrades and then charge a toll.  

Again, to bring balance into this —  

“The government has closed their eyes to this idea  

“What we would like to see is an investigation that asks, can this help and is the private sector willing to 
put the funds up to do that?  

“Members of the Property Council who own most of the city buildings and shopping centres in WA are 
saying that productivity has actually slowed because people are taking longer and longer to get work.  

I note that the article again states that the government and, by implication, the minister have closed their eyes to 
the idea of tolls. It is not unknown for this government to change its mind about the commitments it has made to 
the Western Australian public. For that reason, I think I should again put on the record my concerns for my 
constituents should a toll tax be introduced. I call it a toll tax advisedly because for many families who live in the 
northern suburbs, that is exactly what it will be. It could be considered not a tax only if there were some 
reasonable and accessible alternatives.  

Let us first look at what the introduction of a toll is designed to do. Put simply, a toll is designed to force cars to 
not use freeways and highways using economic pressure. Those who could not afford a toll would have to look 
at alternatives. A toll would probably not dissuade me from using freeways or highways and I suspect that it 
would not dissuade anybody else in this chamber from doing so. It probably would not dissuade the director 
general of the Department of Transport or the director of the Property Council of WA. Indeed, it would probably 
not dissuade many people in well-paying jobs or in jobs in which the employer helps defray the additional costs, 
but it would most definitely be a disincentive for all those working families living in the northern corridor who 
have to travel south to work. Yes, it would most certainly drive them off the freeways and highways that their 
hard-earned taxes had paid for. Where would they go? Some would try to fit on the overcrowded trains if their 
destination allowed it. This would likely add to their household budget costs for fares and parking, but they 
would probably be seen as the lucky ones. Also, if this strategy were successful, further upgrades to the rail 
system would be needed to deal with the additional patronage. Others who were not so lucky would try to do the 
rat runs, which most certainly would add additional time and expense to their journey. This would also create 
problems on the tributary roads, which would also need capital input to upgrade and fix. The most likely 
outcome is that those working families will have to find additional money to pay for the toll tax. Although my 
intention here today is to try to have a positive input into future decisions of this government, particularly on 
something such as placing a toll on Mitchell Freeway, which would affect my constituency so heavily, I cannot 
help but say that this approach would not have been contemplated if money was left in the kitty, which, 
undoubtedly, now there is not. It is incumbent on those who went on the spending spree to work harder and think 
smarter, rather than take the easy way out and slug families with a new tax to fix a problem that has been years 
in the making.  
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I again turn this government’s mind to a very smart initiative put forward by the Leader of the Opposition—
namely, metro hubs. Metro hubs is a long-term strategy that is the only way that Perth can deal with the problems 
of congestion into the future. Although it is a Labor Party initiative, there is nothing stopping the government from 
using a good idea, and for that reason I will again highlight the objectives of metro hubs. The idea is to create metro 
hubs across the metropolitan area to deliver sensitive, sustainable and vibrant local communities for an improved 
quality of life. It is designed to create more jobs where people live and will be a major driver of new jobs located 
within communities where people live. Metro hubs will be a key focal point for commercial and social activity and 
the delivery of services to residents living nearby. The idea is that some metro hubs would be built on existing 
infrastructure, such as universities and hospitals, to leverage community assets into innovative job–creating activity 
centres. An example of this is Murdoch, with its potential as a medical, science, research and education based-hub. 
Metro hubs will be linked to a coordinated and integrated transport network to significantly reduce urban 
congestion. Creating metro hubs would also mean Perth people working where they live, so there will be less need 
for people to travel long distances to work. Metro hubs encourage natural decentralisation, reduce over-
concentration elsewhere and help to address congestion on our roads. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 5420.] 
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