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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 
Motion 

Resumed from 20 June on the following motion moved by Hon Liz Behjat — 

That the following address be presented to His Excellency — 
To His Excellency Malcolm McCusker, Companion of the Order of Australia, Commander of 
the Royal Victorian Order, Queen’s Counsel, Governor in and over the state of Western 
Australia and its dependencies in the Commonwealth of Australia. 
May it please Your Excellency: We, the members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament 
of Western Australia in Parliament assembled, beg to express our loyalty to our most gracious 
sovereign and thank Your Excellency for the speech you have been pleased to deliver to 
Parliament. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [3.12 pm]: I want to use the remaining 16 minutes of my 
response to the Address-in-Reply to comment on the speech that was given by the Governor and, more 
importantly, to identify some of the things that were not included. As we know, the Governor’s speech to this 
house is supposed to outline the government’s agenda for the next four years. It outlined, obviously, the positive 
side of the government’s agenda, but there is a very negative side to this government’s agenda, which we have 
seen rolled out over the past few weeks since the Governor’s speech to this chamber. By that I mean the ongoing 
series of broken promises and announcements on issues that were never disclosed to the people of Western 
Australia before the election.  

I have mentioned before how the government—both the Liberal Party and the National Party, but particularly the 
Liberal Party—put a great deal of store in their re-election on the argument that it had a fully funded, fully costed 
plan. We still do not know whether its plan was so poorly thought out and worked upon that it did not know 
what it would have to do in the first few weeks of this Parliament or whether its plan included a range of 
measures that the general public would be devastated by and it simply chose not to declare them. On top of that, 
of course, the government has made numerous broken promises. I will give some examples of the sorts of things 
I am talking about. Before the election there was no mention of the public sector job cuts that have since been 
announced by the government. There was no mention in the Governor’s speech about public sector job cuts. 
There was no mention that the government would seek to put a secret tax on families through its compulsory 
third party insurance for motor vehicles. There was no mention of that during the election campaign, but 
immediately after the election campaign the government introduced legislation that will ultimately lead to an 
increase in the cost of third party premiums as part of motor vehicle registrations; that is a tax on the families of 
Western Australia.  

We have seen the broken promise of the Premier who stood there and—I was about to say stared down the 
camera, but looked sideways during the election debate—told the people of Western Australia that power prices 
would go up by only around the rate of inflation. Even though his own past budget suggested that they would be 
a lot higher, he specifically said that that would not be the case. He said it would go up by around the rate of 
inflation, yet after the election power prices have increased by 45 per cent above the consumer price index. That 
is not around the rate of inflation. That is a clear broken promise by the Barnett government.  

The original duties legislation had the duties on non-real property disappear out of the tax act. The government 
previously deferred that abolition, due to come in on 1 July, for a couple of years. Going into the election, 
everyone in Western Australia expected that that tax cut would come into place on 1 July, yet this government 
has now brought in legislation to remove that tax cut. That is a major impost on small business in Western 
Australia and a broken promise by the Barnett government. The government promised that it would build the 
Swan Valley bypass from Reid Highway through to Muchea. It did not make it clear before the election that that 
depended on federal government money; it got federal government money, yet now the government says that it 
will not build the Swan Valley bypass as per its election campaign. That is another broken promise by the 
Barnett government. The government made a very clear election commitment that it would have the Metro Area 
Express light rail built by 2018. Subsequently, the Premier has said that it is too complex to complete it by 2018, 
yet nothing new about the complexities of that project has been learned since the election that was not known 
before the election. It took a bit of time, but we finally got that concession through the Minister for Transport’s 
representative in this place. If the government does not deliver on the MAX by 2018, that will be another broken 
promise by the government.  

Before the election we were told that Fiona Stanley Hospital was all ready to go, noting that the cost of it was 
funded by the previous Labor government. This government made a mess of it by privatising the operation of 
non-clinical services. It is now running into problems, which were predicted by the Auditor General two years 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 25 June 2013] 

 p1976d-1978a 
Hon Ken Travers; Hon Sue Ellery 

 [2] 

ago. However, this government continually told people before the election that there were no problems and it 
was on track. That is another broken promise by the Barnett government. Let us not forget that it is now June. 
The election was only in March, which was just over three months ago. I have never ever seen a government 
breaking so many promises concerning election commitments. Princess Margaret Hospital for Children is 
interesting because if we go back to the 2008 election, we see that one of the things that the Liberal government 
promised was that it would get the new children’s hospital built faster than Labor. It never delivered on that and 
we now see a crisis in PMH because the government is unable to manage the issues properly. It did not tell the 
people of Western Australia about those issues before the election—another broken promise! It did not tell the 
people of Western Australia that, at the same time as the government cuts public sector jobs, the salaries of staff 
members in Mr Barnett’s own office will increase by up to 52 per cent. It promised that it would cut back on 
consultants, yet it is still using consultants regularly.  
We have seen the problems with the loss of the Browse onshore processing in the Kimberley. It does not matter 
what the issue is about—some might be localised issues, some might be statewide issues. A classic local issue 
was the promise to the people of the seat of West Swan that they would have a 24/7 police station. I do not know 
how much it cost the Liberal Party to order those electronic flashing billboards that it put up across the electorate 
in the weeks leading up to the election and that told the people of West Swan that they would have a 24/7 police 
station. I note from my colleagues from the East Metropolitan Region that this is clearly an issue of great import 
to them and their electors. A solemn promise was made by the Liberal Party that if people elected it, they would 
get a 24/7 police station in Ballajura, and already we are being told that is not going to happen—another broken 
promise.  

None of these things were outlined in Governor McCusker’s speech when he made it to the house less than a 
month ago. Nothing was told to the people of Western Australia. My expectation is that this is a government that 
is massively overcommitted, and this is only the start of the broken promises. We hear about them on almost a 
daily basis. Another broken promise is for those members in the South Metropolitan Region. The Liberal Party 
promised that a police station at Warnbro would be built earlier under a Liberal government rather than under a 
Labor government. It has now walked away from that. Of course, we have had debates in this place about the 
election promises that were made by the National Party, a member of this coalition government. Yet, we now 
know from the motions of National Party members in this place that they have no commitment from their 
coalition partners, the Liberal Party; their promises are not worth the paper they were written on and, at this 
stage, can all be listed as broken promises.  

Mr President, as you would well know, under the Westminster system there is either a majority government or a 
minority government. There are, effectively, two types of minority government. The first is when the 
government counts on the support of members for supply, but is not in a coalition. However, if members from 
different parties form a cabinet together, by any definition of the Westminster system, it is a coalition 
government. Members face two choices when entering into a coalition; they can be either a coalition with a 
coalition agreement or a coalition without a coalition agreement. What we have now is a coalition government 
without a coalition agreement. That was fine for the National Party during the last term of government because 
its bargaining position allowed it to exercise control within the cabinet. Now it does not have that. Now the 
chicken is coming home to roost for the National Party not having negotiated a coalition agreement to form a 
coalition government. National Party members can try to dress it up and call it something else—alliances or 
whatever else—but the Westminster system says that this is a coalition government; it is two parties sitting 
together in a cabinet room making the decisions of the state. But if a member of the coalition government loses 
its negotiating power, it is lost. When the National Party was at its peak, it should have negotiated a coalition 
agreement. There is a long list of promises made by, at least, a part of this government that, at this stage appear 
to be completely broken promises—unless the National Party can somehow get an agreement from its 
Liberal Party coalition partners. I have no doubt in my mind that there are many other issues that members in this 
house will be able to raise about the broken promises of Mr Barnett, Mr Grylls and their respective political 
parties.  

Amendment to Motion 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Mr President, that is why I therefore move without notice the following words — 

To insert after “deliver to Parliament” — 

but regrets to inform His Excellency that the Barnett government has already broken a number 
of promises made during the March state election campaign  

I think that would be an appropriate set of additional words to be added to those words moved by Hon Liz 
Behjat.  
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HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [3.25 pm]: Mr President, I just 
wonder whether we can get clear what the Leader of the House proposes that we do with the Address-in-Reply 
now, because the understanding we were given — 

Hon Peter Collier: We were going to adjourn after Hon Ken Travers’ speech and move to the Supply Bill 2013.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: Can I then seek leave to make my remarks on the amendment at the next sitting of the 
house?  

The PRESIDENT: Yes, I can give you the call, Leader of the Opposition, and then your first action in your 
speech will be to seek leave to continue your remarks at a later sitting. 

[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at a later sitting.]  

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House). 
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