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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 

Time Limits — Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [3.13 pm] — without notice: I 

move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended to apply the time limits on speeches for bills under 

standing order 21 to order of the day 11, Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure — Consolidated Fund 

Estimates 2012–2013.  

By way of explanation, as members will be aware, the consideration of the tabled papers is a mechanism that the 

upper house has used for many years to enable us to have a concurrent debate on the budget with the Assembly, 

bearing in mind that the actual bills have been introduced into the other house and will not arrive in this place 

until that house has completed its deliberations. This mechanism has been in place for many years, as I have 

said, and has worked very well. 

Under the old standing orders, this particular motion had provisions that allowed unlimited time for certainly the 

lead speaker from the opposition, and, I think, one hour for other members. Since we have adopted the new 

standing orders, and bearing in mind that the order of the day is in fact the motion, the standing order that would 

apply is standing order 21, ―Time Limits on Speeches‖, which states that the time limit for all members is 45 

minutes, for the mover-in-reply is 15 minutes, and for amendments is 20 minutes. If we were to implement that 

standing order on this occasion, it would effectively mean that every speaker on the budget would be limited to 

45 minutes, with an extension of 15 minutes, by leave, if the speaker sought that. I do not think that is 

necessarily appropriate, particularly as leaders of parties might wish to make speeches that go beyond 45 minutes 

or one hour, bearing in mind that it is the budget and it is an important item.  

I am proposing that we treat this motion in the same way as we treat a bill in terms of time limits—in other 

words, that we apply to this motion the standing order that applies to bills. That would mean that the mover of 

the motion would have unlimited time, the lead speaker for the government and the lead speaker for the 

opposition would have unlimited time, party leaders or members deputed would have unlimited time, and other 

members would have 45 minutes. I think that is a fair and reasonable way to deal with this matter. The motion 

that I have moved basically requires the house to apply to this motion the rules that apply to bills.  

I have also put to the opposition parties, and I await their response, that in exchange for this particular 

proposition, when we come to deal with the actual bills themselves, which will be in a week or two, the lead 

speaker for all parties should not have unlimited time again on two more occasions to speak on the budget. I am 

prepared to admit that there have been very few occasions in the past when any member has used unlimited time 

on the bills themselves. This is a belts-and-braces proposition. What I would suggest is that we consider that the 

leaders have one hour on the bills themselves, and other members have 45 minutes. But that has not yet been 

resolved, and I await the response of other parties on that matter.  

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [3.17 pm]: I indicate our support for 

the proposition put by the Leader of the House in respect of the debate today. The Leader of the Opposition is 

right when he says that the second matter that he raised has not yet been resolved and we need to have a further 

conversation about that. It is worth noting that my recollection of the conversations that we had during the debate 

on the new standing orders was that we did not intend to change the speaking times on the budget. I think it is an 

oversight that the new standing orders do not include that and we therefore find ourselves in this position. When 

I was flicking through the standing orders last week, I was not able to find the speaking times for the budget, so I 

asked the Clerk for advice. We all need to accept responsibility for that oversight. But we are certainly happy to 

support the proposition that is before the house now. 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority.  

Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 17 May on the following motion moved by Hon Simon O’Brien (Minister for Finance) — 

That pursuant to standing order 68(1), the Legislative Council takes note of tabled papers 4536A–

F (budget papers 2012–13) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 17 May 2012. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [3.18 pm]: I start by thanking the house for passing the motion 

to allow extended debate on this matter this afternoon. 

After the budget was handed down by the government last Thursday, it was reported by the media on Friday that 

the Premier, Colin Barnett, at a breakfast in Perth, had referred to the state budget as the most ―skilfully crafted‖ 

he has seen in 20 years. I am sure everybody in this house would agree with that definition, because when we 
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look at the Macquarie Dictionary definition of the term ―crafted‖, we find that there are several definitions of 

that word. The first definition is, ―skill; ingenuity; dexterity‖. The second definition is, ―skill or art applied to 

bad purposes; cunning; deceit; guile‖. That is probably a fairly apt description. One could also look at the 

terminology for ―crafty‖, which means skilful in underhand or evil schemes, and cunning and deceitful. I think 

that in many ways that is what this budget is. It is a very tricky budget that uses accounting tricks and mirrors to 

present a false position. The Premier and the Treasurer were out there last week selling many of these false 

propositions. In fact, this budget is really about a litany of bad decisions by the Barnett government and the fact 

that Western Australian families will be required to pay for those bad decisions. It is a budget that continues with 

the increases in fees and charges. There is a litany of new fees and charges buried throughout this budget, and I 

will go through those in detail and explain to members how those various fees and charges are hidden away in 

the budget. The trickery and deceitfulness of it is that although the government has restricted power price 

increases to 3.5 per cent this year, which is actually above the consumer price index, budget paper No 3 shows 

the forward glide projections for power prices. Once the election is out of the way, the government will be back 

on a path of putting undue pressure on Western Australian families through those very basic fees and charges for 

power and water. But they are not the only fees and charges that this government will be increasing. This budget 

treats people with contempt by pretending to give on the one hand, but taking back money on the other, and we 

will have a chat about that this afternoon. 

The vast majority of the surplus in this budget is generated through an accounting change. We will have it 

confirmed in this house during question time this afternoon that $170 million of the $196 million supposed 

surplus net operating balance within the general government sector has been generated by a very tricky 

accounting change. If this budget were based on last year’s accounting methodology, the surplus would be a lot 

smaller. The rest of the surplus has been generated by taking money out of the non-financial public sector, 

charging people more in fees and charges, and imposing imposts on Western Australian families. It has not done 

it through the hard work of finding savings; it has done it through accounting trickery by moving money between 

the different sectors of government. It is a budget that reinforces the view that this government has its priorities 

wrong. It reinforces the view that this government has not honoured the many election commitments that it made 

before the last election. It is a budget that presents debt as being under control, yet in the out years of this budget, 

there is a range of very expensive projects, a vast number of which will be in the CBD, which is where this 

government has its complete fixation and focus. The Liberal Party arm of this government is fixated only on the 

CBD, with a little money spilling into the western suburbs. When we look at the projects planned for the out 

years of the forward estimates or the projects that the government is planning but has no construction funding 

for, we know it means that the moment the election is over, the government will go back to its credit card–style 

binge on borrowings. 

Another area of deceit in this budget is the future fund, the creation of which is based on borrowing money. Who 

in their right mind would use that logic in their own personal accounting? Who would borrow money from the 

bank, put it into an account with a lower interest rate and then tell people that that is the future fund? If the 

government were serious about sound financial management, it would pay down debt. Many lead-up 

announcements were made about the budget in which the impression was created that all the money sitting in the 

WA Road Safety Council account would be spent on road safety matters and that the Perth parking levy would 

finally be spent on the issues in the Perth CBD area that it should be spent on. None of those things is correct, 

and I will go through that this afternoon. 

The budget for the transport portfolio shows that this government does not understand the congestion crisis 

happening in Perth or that the roads in regional Western Australia are not keeping pace with the demands that are 

being placed on them through development. This is an extraordinary budget. In the third and fourth years of this 

budget, the state government’s contribution to new road development—its capital appropriation for asset 

investment in roads—will drop to an all-time low. In the final year of the Main Roads WA budget, $6 million is 

all the government is proposing to put into roads, and that is on top of all the other projects it has listed in the 

budget papers that will require additional government funding. I acknowledge that there is some money for the 

Gateway WA project, which is 70 per cent funded by the commonwealth government. This budget was the last 

chance that the government had to honour its many election commitments—I will focus only on the transport 

portfolio this afternoon—of which many have been broken. 

Let us look at the issue of fees and charges for families. This budget will continue to inflict more pain on 

household budgets. Over the life of this government, $1 050 has been added to the average household’s basket of 

goods that are measured in the budget. This budget will continue that process by adding $163 to that basket of 

goods. In fact, one of the fascinating things that I will go through is that people who live in the outer suburbs of 

Perth will be paying, I suspect, significantly more than an extra $163. But, unfortunately, we will not get to that 

detail until we get into the formal budget estimates process and we find out the true impacts of the fees and 

charges that this government is imposing on ordinary Western Australian families. 
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As I have said, the government has increased power prices by more than 60 per cent. It attacked Labor for its 

proposal to have a graduated program of increasing power prices which families could manage and which was 

significantly less than what it has imposed. It ran advertisements when in opposition about that proposal, and 

when it came to government, it deceitfully and dishonestly did exactly the opposite; it increased the prices by 

more than our figure, which we had been honest and open about with the people of Western Australia before the 

last election. 

This government has record revenues coming in. It is not as though this government is living in hard times. In 

2007–08, total state revenue was $19 billion. This budget is predicated on revenue of $25 billion in 2012–13. 

That is $6 billion more, or a 32 per cent increase. Anybody in Western Australia would be quite happy to have 

had that as an increase in revenue over the last four years. That cannot be the justification for this government. It 

is not about the amount of revenue coming in; it is about how the expenditure is prioritised and it is about 

expenditure control. I remember last year when the government said that it had broken the back of expenditure 

growth in this state, yet we know that it has not done that and it still cannot control it. I think it comes from the 

top. My father always used to say that in business it is how the boss acts that will set the tone. If a boss steals 

from his business, the staff will steal from the business. The person at the top sets the way in which the business 

operates. We know that the Premier has a long history in Western Australia of being financially irresponsible. 

We had the famous letter from the Under Treasurer to the then Premier complaining about the now Premier 

when he was a minister in a previous government. This is a government that has more revenue than it has ever 

had before. 

Having said that, I make it very clear that the Western Australian Labor Party believes that this state deserves a 

better deal from the commonwealth government in terms of GST distribution, but I also make the point that the 

horizontal fiscal equalisation process that is applied for the distribution of GST in Australia has been in place for 

a number of years, and the last time any major commonwealth–state financial agreement was signed up to was in 

1999. Who was the Premier of Western Australia then? It was Richard Court. Who was the Prime Minister then? 

It was John Howard. Who was the deputy leader of the state parliamentary Liberal Party then? It was Colin 

Barnett. When the then state cabinet sat around the cabinet table in 1999 considering that commonwealth–state 

financial relationship proposal, was there a debate about horizontal fiscal equalisation? The answer is, yes, there 

was. In fact, the then New South Wales government put forward the proposal that the states should go to per 

capita distribution, which is something that the Western Australian state Liberal Party now argues should occur. 

Did the state Liberal Party agree with that proposal in 1999? No; it expressly opposed it, despite the fact that, in 

the five years leading up to the signing of that commonwealth–state financial arrangement, Western Australia 

had lost more than $700 million. That was $700 million in 1999 dollars; the entire state revenue at that time was 

probably only around $6 billion. In the five years leading up to the signing of that agreement, Western Australia 

had lost more than $700 million in payments from the commonwealth government. So this is not a new trend; it 

is not one that has suddenly miraculously appeared out of nowhere.  

Hon Norman Moore would have been part of the cabinet that considered the cabinet submissions at the time. Did 

those submissions talk about horizontal fiscal equalisation? Did the briefing notes to the Premier and the 

Treasurer at the time talk about horizontal fiscal equalisation? Yes, they did. Despite that, the then government 

said that it did not want to go down the path suggested by New South Wales, and that whatever it did, it did not 

want to risk tax reform; it wanted to help its buddies in Canberra to get their GST in place. The then government 

wanted to put that in place, because it considered that to be more important than looking after the interests of 

Western Australia. Let us be very clear: what is happening now in terms of commonwealth–state financial 

relations has to be sheeted home to the people who signed that deal. 

I have to acknowledge that the commonwealth government has introduced a review; it is the first commonwealth 

government to do that, and I congratulate it for that. Nevertheless, the Western Australian Labor Party will 

continue to argue that Western Australia needs to get a better deal, particularly in terms of infrastructure. We 

need look no further for an example of that than the announcement on Sunday; I thought it was one of the most 

disrespectful things I have ever seen in my life. A state government minister went out to make a major 

announcement, with video graphics, about a road project that was 70 per cent funded by the commonwealth 

government, and he did not invite representatives from the commonwealth government to be there. If the state 

government does not want to fix the problem of commonwealth–state relations, that is fine; that is what that 

incident says to me. The state government actually wants to try to develop a poor relationship with Canberra so 

that it treats Western Australia worse. I say we need to try to find a solution. We have to put forward proposals 

that will create solutions to this problem, and part of that is trying to build a proper relationship with the 

commonwealth government, which includes acknowledging it when it does the right thing. That is not to say that 

we should not criticise the commonwealth government when it does the wrong thing. However, when the 

commonwealth contributes 70 per cent of the funding for a state project, the state government cannot just ignore 

it and try to present and claim the project as its own. 
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Despite all that, Western Australia has a very healthy financial budget, through which we should be able to 

manage to do the things we need to do, but it is a matter of getting our priorities right. It is about understanding 

the pressures on government, not the government being tricky by increasing power prices by 62 per cent, 

stopping the increases for the election year, and then going back to its old ways with a 25 per cent glide path 

over the following three years of the forward estimates. Speaking of tricky, let us look at the $200 cost-of-living 

assistance payments that were announced in this budget. These payments were presented as being great news for 

families, but what did the government forget to make clear? It forgot to make it clear that $147 of the supply 

rebate charge has been taken away, so that families will result in only a $53 net increase. Add to that the 

increases in power prices, and we find that families are still worse off as a result of this budget; they are not 

better off, as this government has tried to present. 

I suspect that most people in this room are among the lucky ones in Western Australia because we have a 

mortgage and our interest rates over the last couple of years have been trending down. However, people who rent 

in Western Australia will be hurting badly. I read a report recently about rents increasing in some suburbs by 

100 per cent. For people renting in those areas to have another impost put on them by the state government is 

just mean and nasty. 

I now touch again on the issue of household fees and charges. I acknowledge that there is a traditional basket, 

and that is where I got the figure of $1 053 being added to the household basket for ordinary families in Western 

Australia. That includes motor vehicles, utilities charges and public transport. The emergency services levy—

which, I might add for the benefit of the house, will go up by 5.61 per cent, which is well above the rate of 

inflation—has consistently exceeded the rate of inflation under the Barnett government. The traditional basket 

also includes stamp duties. The total increase has been above the rate of inflation across the whole package. 

It will be interesting when the government finally releases the public transport fare increases. It was reported in 

the media that there will be a range of increases in fares between 2.63 per cent and 5.6 per cent. I suspect that 

some of the higher percentage increases will be for people who live in the outer metropolitan growth suburbs of 

Perth, where young families are buying houses and trying to get themselves established. The cost of public 

transport is a significant component of their weekly family budget. An increase in public transport fares of 10c 

might be significant for those on low incomes, but for people living in those outer metropolitan areas, the 

increases might run into dollars. I look forward to seeing the actual increases across the different zones of the 

public transport system of Perth. Of course, the government never releases that information; it just releases the 

percentage increases on budget day. That does not surprise me with this government, because it has a lot to hide. 

In respect of fees and charges I talk now about how much this government is collecting in total terms from the 

many fees and charges, beyond the list included in the family basket, that impact on Western Australian families. 

It is hard to pull it out of the budget, but I was helped by a speech by former Treasurer Troy Buswell when he 

was in opposition. He pointed out that one of the items in the consolidated accounts at the back of the budget 

document is a line item for the sale of goods and services. The sale of goods and services is basically the 

aggregated total of all the fees and charges. Every time one pays a fee or charge for a service of government, it 

gets lumped into this aggregated figure that is called ―sale of goods and services‖. Members will be aware that 

there are three different sets of government books. There is general government, which includes departments and 

agencies. There are the public non-financial corporations, such as Western Power, the port authorities, Synergy, 

Verve and the Water Corporation.  

There are also the public financial corporations, Treasury Corporation, Keystart home loans and such groups and 

then of course there is the total public sector, which is all three of those together. Let us look at what has 

happened to the revenue this government has been getting from the sale of goods and services since it was 

elected in 2008. We can go back to the pre-election financial statement, the last financial document prepared 

before this government was elected, which shows the state of the finances. That predicted that in 2008–09 the 

general government sector of the state of Western Australia would collect about $1.33 billion in fees and charges 

from the sale of goods and services. These include boat fees and fees that small businesses pay, such as a charge 

for a cellar licence at a vineyard. These are all paid by businesses or families in Western Australia. The budget 

released last Thursday now predicts that that will be $1.933 billion. Those who are quick with their maths will 

know that it is a $603 million increase in the money the government is collecting in fees and charges, or 45 per 

cent in four years. The government has been jacking up the prices paid by small family businesses, other 

businesses and families in general in Western Australia by more than 10 per cent per annum. We need to 

acknowledge, however, that as well as the CPI, there will be some population growth figures. Every year many 

of those fees and charges show around two to three per cent growth, purely from the increased population.  

I turn now to the non-financial public sector—the government trading enterprises, such as Western Power and 

Synergy and the port authorities. I will come to the port authorities a little bit later on because it is another area 

from which this government is seeking to extract as much money as possible, money that, in many cases, will 

end up flowing on to the cost of goods and services. In 2008–09, according to the pre-election financial 
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projection statement, fees and charges for the non-financial public corporations amounted to $7.5 billion. Today 

it is $16.186 billion, which is an increase of 115 per cent—more than double what the government is collecting 

from those public corporations. That gives us an idea of exactly what is going on here. It is well above even the 

62 per cent from fees and charges for power that we talked about earlier. Clearly, this is a government that is 

collecting significant amounts of revenue. Again, the total public sector revenue has increased to $18.37 billion 

from $9.1 billion, a $9.2 billion increase, or 102 per cent. The government could argue, ―Well, that has always 

been the case.‖ We should go back to 2001–02, the first year of the previous Labor government, when fees from 

the sale of goods and services then was $851 million for general government, $5 billion for the non-financial and 

$6.169 billion for the total public sector. The total public sector sale of goods and services revenue, therefore, 

went from $6 billion to $9.1 billion. If members do the maths, they will see that over a seven or eight-year 

period, increases under Labor stood at the population growth and around the rate of inflation. What does that tell 

us? Fees and charges will always be lower under a Labor government. We understand the impact on families.  

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Minister for Finance can laugh, but the figures are there in black and white.  

Hon Adele Farina: The truth hurts.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It does. The minister has a right of reply, and may say these figures are wrong but they 

have come straight from the government’s own documents that show that this is a government that has been 

pursuing people madly on fees and charges. It has had its hands in the pockets of families of Western Australia, 

grabbing money at every opportunity since the day it was elected, and those figures confirm it once and for all.  

However, I want to turn back to the fees and charges for the public transport sector. Hidden away on page 165 of 

budget paper No 3 is reference to a fare revenue review where it states — 

The Public Transport Authority has reviewed its fare revenue projections based on consumer price 

index fare increases, together with expected patronage increases across the forward estimates. This 

review identified an additional $111 million in anticipated fare revenue between 2011–12 and 2015–16. 

This additional fare revenue has been recognised in the Authority’s financial statements, and in the 

calculation of the operating subsidy (from general taxation revenue) which will be $662 million in 

2012–13 and $2.9 billion over four years. 

The interesting thing about that is that the government is predicting that it will get extra revenue out of the rail 

cars, but we know it has not ordered enough rail cars to carry everyone. The government will jam people onto 

rail cars and collect the finances from them. If we add that to the money we talked about earlier and the change 

in the way it accounts for the subsidies provided to the PTA, it will show $170-odd million in an accounting 

change that brought the surplus down from $196 million, then we add the money that will come out of this fare 

review and those two methods will provide the government’s surplus this financial year. The government has 

arrived at the surplus through trickery. There is another one. The fare review will provide $18 million this year in 

extra revenue the government expects to get out of the public of Western Australia. At the same time, we are 

seeing a decline in the services of public transport. March has always been a bad month for buses being on time, 

but this year we saw a decline from 79 per cent of buses running on time compared to only 74 per cent in March 

last year. More concerning is that in April last year, 83 per cent of buses ran on time, but this year 74 per cent ran 

on time, a nine per cent decrease in the number of buses being punctual. This is a government that is clearly not 

able to deliver services but still fleecing the public for that money.  

Also buried away in the budget are other insidious ways of collecting more money out of the government trading 

enterprises and transferring it across to the general government sector to artificially inflate the budget figures. 

Another example of how the government has done that is listed on page 9 of budget paper No 3, the Economic 

and Fiscal Outlook. Reference is made there to an increase from 0.2 to 0.7 per cent in the loan guarantee fee 

charged by the Western Australian Treasury Corporation for government guaranteed lending to selected 

agencies. It states — 

This measure will be net debt neutral, but will improve the general government operating balance by an 

estimated $88 million over the four years to 2015–16;  

That is another accounting trick, because, at the end of the day, who will pick up the bill if these organisations go 

bust? If they went bust last year it would have been the state of Western Australia. This year if they go bust it 

will be the state of Western Australia, so we add an extra charge, but on what actuarial advice was it based? In 

my view, it was nothing more than an accounting measure, along with the PTA measure. In the out years the 

government expects to get $18 million a year out of this revenue; this year it expects to get $36 million, so if we 

add $170 million, that takes the figure to $10 million beyond the published surplus.  
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If the same accounting practices as applied to last year’s budget were applied to this year’s budget, this 

government would be in deficit—it would have a deficit budget. It did not tell anyone that last Thursday—it kept 

it all under wraps—but buried away in the budget papers are two measures that have changed the way things are 

accounted for and now deliver a surplus budget; whereas, if we were looking at the budget based on the 

accounting practices applied last year there would have been a deficit budget. That is not a way to run the state 

of Western Australia. The government might have made those changes to increase its surplus to help pay down 

some of the massive debt it is running up. 

Hon Ed Dermer: It sounds like a contrivance. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is a complete contrivance, Hon Ed Dermer. 

This government did not come out and tell anyone last Thursday that if this budget was looked at with the same 

accounting practices that were applied last year, the state would actually be in deficit going into this year. That is 

trickery. That is not honesty; it is not the way in which to run an organisation like the state of Western Australia.  

It does not change anything. It might force some extra costs onto some of the government trading enterprises that 

are also getting hit with efficiency dividends and all the rest of it. I am not one to oppose efficiency dividends; I 

have no doubt that when I am Minister for Finance in March of next year I will need to really go through—with 

Ben Wyatt, member for Victoria Park, and others—and find ways in which we can save money to get the most 

efficient effective operation of government that delivers quality services to the people of Western Australia. But 

what we will not be doing is engaging in the sort of devious trickery that this government has engaged in by 

using accounting mechanisms to generate a surplus when it would have been in deficit if last year’s accounting 

mechanisms had been used. Basically, it has just taken extra revenue out of the general government sector and 

transferred it across, and it has done it by that loan guarantee because if it did it by increasing the dividends—if 

it just said ―be more efficient‖—that money would not be picked up until the following year because dividends 

are paid in the year after which the profit was made. We know that government trading organisations cannot pay 

interim dividends. The government has manufactured this mechanism that had been around for a long period of 

time as far as I am aware; I do not know when it came in, but this loan guarantee fee is a way of getting money 

out of one sector of the government. There are more—do not worry, these are only a couple of them—and as we 

spend the afternoon dissecting this budget, we will see many more examples of the way in which this 

government has used trickery to develop its structure. 

As I said, I am a great one for trying to make sure that our government trading enterprises operate efficiently. 

Port authorities are really crucial to Western Australia. They are an important part of the way in which our 

economy operates because we are a trading state. We do so well because we are a trading state. We export, but 

we also import quite a bit as well as part of that exchange. The question we have to look at is: are our port 

authorities there as a revenue-raising exercise for the government, or should they be there as a trade facilitation? 

There will be different views, and there might be a different view on how Fremantle port would be treated 

compared with how the regional ports of Western Australia would be treated. I would argue that, particularly in 

regional Western Australia, our ports should be about facilitating regional trade; they should be about growing 

our regional centres, growing the economy of our regional centres, and growing the population of our regional 

centres. Yet what does this government see them as? Another cash cow from which it can get more money. It is a 

bit like the situation with the trains and buses; it gets more money out of the passengers using public transport 

but it will not expand public transport to keep up with that passenger growth—it will not order enough trains to 

meet the demand for public transport—and in the same way it does not want to meet the demand in our ports. 

Virtually every one of our regional ports is either at capacity or will, with the current allocations, be at capacity 

when some developments go ahead. We are still waiting for the upgrade to Esperance port. 

Hon Adele Farina: What happened? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What happened? Good question, Hon Adele Farina—if only we knew. But that would 

require an open and accountable government to come clean on what happened down at Esperance and why we 

do not have the development that was announced by, I think, the now Minister for Finance almost two years ago 

about how we were going to see this private-sector funded Esperance port expansion. We are still waiting for it. 

We could go to Oakajee; Geraldton port, with the current allocations and mines coming on stream, will be at full 

allocation. No-one else will be able to export from the Yilgarn; they cannot do it through Esperance, and they 

cannot do it through Geraldton until Oakajee is done. Where is Oakajee? What has happened to Oakajee? 

Oakajee was well underway when we were in government; we had signed the contract and there was a company 

ready to go forward with it. Then the current Premier got in and messed it all around, and we are still waiting. In 

this budget we see Oakajee put off into the distance. 

Hon Adele Farina: The never–never. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Probably beyond the time at which Colin Barnett will either have retired or been rolled 

by his backbench.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Ha-ha! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Robyn McSweeney laughs, but we will see! There is some smirking and smiling on 

the other side of the chamber to that comment; it gives an interesting insight when I look at them.  

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We will see what happens. We certainly know that it is going to be well beyond the 

budget.  

What is the government doing with port authorities? 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: It might be like your preselections—half the team rolled.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Sorry? 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Nothing; just reading.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You can say it; we’re easy. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy to have a conversation about who got rolled in the preselections.  

The PRESIDENT: Order; we just want to concentrate on the motion before the house.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Bunbury port is another one; when the Lanco Infratech development comes on I think 

we will find that Bunbury port will just about be at capacity—certainly the rail line is. I have to say that I think 

―Roads to Export‖, which was developed over a long period and was heavily community driven, is an excellent 

document. If it had a bit more work done on it, it could be put forward to the commonwealth government as an 

excellent opportunity for funding a regional development project in Western Australia that would see Bunbury 

port grow and prosper.  

Hon Adele Farina: The problem is that the state government will not give it a priority.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is worse than that, Hon Adele Farina. I think Hon Adele Farina is just teasing the 

other side, because from our conversations I know that she knows about this better than I do. One of the things 

the port wants to do is be able to use $3 million of the reserves account money held by the Bunbury Port 

Authority to go and do some studies on the realignment of Preston River to allow for the port, which would be 

crucial if we wanted to get a project-ready presentation to the commonwealth government for Infrastructure 

Australia. And $3 million is probably less than the fit-out costs for the Premier’s new palace across the road. 

Will the government allow the Bunbury Port Authority to go and spend its own money that is sitting in its bank? 

No, it will not! But what does the government want to do to the port authorities in Western Australia? It is 

focused on at page 315—appendix 7 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook—which states — 

The Department of Transport and Department of Treasury have commenced a review into Western 

Australian port authority charging regimes—  

Code for ―we are about to put up the prices‖— 

The preliminary indication of this review — 

So it is only a preliminary — 

is that there is the potential to substantially increase the rates of returns achieved by port authorities 

through targeted increases in port charges. 

Based on the preliminary work of this review, the 2012-13 Budget includes a provision for the 

estimated impact of increasing port charges from 2013-14 … 

As I mentioned earlier, the reason it comes in at 2013–14 is that this will be paid by way of, predominantly, 

dividend payments and income tax expense payments, and so they will be paid out next year. The government 

could not, unfortunately, use this one to generate its artificial surplus, but that says that next year it expects to get 

$13.3 million extra from port authorities, and the year after dividends start kicking in and it will get 

$34.1 million, and the year after that it will $37.6 million. Much of that $37.6 million figure will be paid by 

regional communities of Western Australia in higher fees at their local port authorities. That is what it means. 

Again government members laugh, but I look forward to hearing how they explain it. I am sure some of it will be 

paid by the big mining companies in the north of the state—that is fine—but lots of it will also be paid by small 

mining companies in places such as Esperance. It will be paid by other importers and exporters through those 
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ports. That will have a flow-on impact. If that includes Fremantle port, that will probably flow on to the price we 

end up paying for ordinary, everyday goods and services if they are imported through one of the ports of 

Western Australia. There we go—that is this government’s attitude to how it expects to get money out of the port 

authorities in the regions of Western Australia.  

But it does not end there. We go on. What is the next way this government has decided to try to get more money 

out of struggling Western Australian families? Let us look at the issue of Keystart loans. One would think 

Keystart loans are a good thing; they help young families get into the housing market to buy new houses. We 

would all agree that is a good thing. If people are buying new houses, that helps the land development industry. 

That would be a good thing because that industry has been going through tough times. It would probably also 

help reduce pressure on the private rental market as rents are being forced up, as we talked about earlier this 

afternoon.  

About 12 to 18 months ago, this government changed the policy on which it set Keystart home loan rates. At the 

time it said it was all about good fiscal management and all the rest of it. The government dressed it up. It did a 

show and tell, and used spin. It got the glossies out and said, ―This is a good thing.‖ I cannot remember whether 

the government admitted it or the opposition had to discover it before it came clean. Nonetheless it said, ―We’ll 

use an average of the big four banks to determine the loan rates for Keystart customers.‖ I do not know why the 

government would want to associate itself with the big four banks. They are not really the most popular people 

in Western Australia! Most people see the big four banks in Western Australia as gouging and making record 

profits at the expense of ordinary home owners who are paying off mortgages. But they have got nothing. The 

big four banks are actually very moderate compared with the Barnett government when it comes to taking money 

off families. That is what its policy was.  

As I understand it, the Keystart rate is linked to the banks’ advertised interest rate. Again, I suspect most people 

in this place would probably have an interest rate on their mortgage lower than the advertised rate at the banks. I 

know I do. If a person has a mortgage over $250 000, they can get a discount through a mortgage broker. They 

will find a way to get the interest rate below the advertised rate. But this government uses the advertised rate. It 

was dressed up in economic terms, but why did it really go to that level? It was because it creates great super 

profits for the government. As a result of that, it creates more profit. I suspect in many cases Western Australia is 

probably accessing the money that is on-lent at a lower rate than the banks are even able to access it. It would 

certainly be on a comparable rate, but it may even be at a lower rate than certainly some of the small financial 

institutions would be able to access it because of the good ratings of state governments. It has significantly 

increased the profits. What happens to the profits? Buried away in the budget papers on page 683, under the 

income statement of the Housing Authority, we see a little line item ―Income‖, ―Dividend/Statutory 

contribution‖. In 2010–11, that was $53.4 million. Last year, it expects to get $39 million; this year 

$40.9 million, if we round it off; going up to $87.268 million in the fourth year of the forward estimates. Over 

the four years of this budget, it expects $267 million in profits from ordinary families paying off Keystart loans 

which will go into the budget of the Housing Authority where its appropriation is reduced by a corresponding 

amount. This government is now using Keystart borrowers. Previously, Keystart was basically operated on a 

cost-neutral basis, but occasionally there would be a surplus build-up and that may be transferred across to the 

general government. It was not a regular, ongoing arrangement. We know this from the estimates committee 

hearing last year when the head of the Housing Authority came before us.  

This government has now built into its funding model for the Housing Authority a profit out of Keystart home 

owners who then fund the cost of the Housing Authority. Yet again, that shows this government is like one of the 

big banks: ―Let us get as much money as we possibly can out of these poor borrowers who are struggling to get 

up and running.‖ The Reserve Bank decreased cash rates by 0.5 per cent the other day. The big banks passed on 

about 0.3 per cent. This government will pass on only 0.3 per cent. What price is the government paying to get 

that money? That is the big question we will need to uncover during the estimates process. The government 

wants to keep that because it wants to make its little profit because that is another funding stream. That is the 

insidious way the government puts its hand into another group of struggling WA families to make them pay for 

its massive excesses and massive projects. It is basically about its ego. They are all in the CBD of Perth. We will 

go through them later in my speech. That gives a pretty good array of the way this government has found more 

ways than we can poke a stick at to get into the pockets of Western Australian families and get more money out. 

It shows how the government uses trickery.  

Another area in which the government has been completely dishonest in this budget is the way it has argued that 

road safety money will be used. In a number of areas—such as the road trauma trust account and the Perth 

parking levy—it has forced those agencies to hold cash in their bank accounts because that helps make the net 

debt figure look a bit lower than it is, even though the money can only be spent for specific purposes. We got the 

big announcement recently that all the road safety money would be spent on road safety. The impression was 

given that the government was clearing out the accounts. When we look at the budget papers, we realise that in 
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the 2011–12 financial year it will make a profit out of the road safety account of $28.6 million. Is it spending that 

next year? Not according to the budget papers. What it is spending next year will be income from the speed and 

red-light cameras. It is not spending any of the money already accumulated. That will continue to sit in the 

accounts, making it look like state debt is not as much as it really is. When we compare the budget papers for 

this financial year with those of last financial year, what is more insidious about the way the government has 

treated the people of Western Australia is illustrated by the way it talks about the money being spent on black 

spots and road safety measures out of the road trauma trust account. There is a line item on page 647 of the 

budget papers with the heading ―Minor Works (includes Black Spot and Urgent Minor Works)‖. This year, it has 

allocated $45.8 million to that. Members may say that is a nice, healthy amount. What did the government spend 

last year on minor works and black spots? If we go up to ―Completed Works‖, ―Minor Works (includes Black 

Spot and Urgent Minor Works) 2011–12‖, it spent $77.9 million. In fact when we go to the out years, that 

$45 million drops to $31 million the year after. Again, that is a bit of trickery and deceit. The government has 

taken the money and said, ―We’re spending all the red-light camera money on road safety.‖ It has then cut the 

budget to Main Roads by a similar amount. The government has taken with one hand and given back with the 

other. It is a bit like the cost of living assistance payment, which takes away the supply charge rebate with one 

hand and gives back money with the other hand. That was not the intent of the government’s road safety 

commitments and promises. The government is doing exactly what Labor did, which is to spend money on road 

safety, but it is not spending over and above the amount that was previously spent on road safety. The 

government is using budget trickery to get the outcome that it wants to get. 

The same can be said for the Perth parking levy, which has a surplus of about $55 million. I have mentioned this 

levy in the house before and I will continue to mention it, because it should be spent on reducing congestion in 

the Perth parking management area. There is a beautiful project the government could start tomorrow with that 

money; that is, the construction of a light rail route from East Perth to West Perth. I will give the government its 

dues: it has announced a green central area transit bus. But if we had a red CAT light rail running through that 

area, the green CAT would not be necessary, in my view, because we could then reorganise some of the other 

CAT bus routes and still afford to fund them from the Perth parking management area. 

Why is this government not spending all the money it has in the Perth Parking Licensing Account? It announced 

the other day that it is spending $49 million. It said originally that would all come out of the Perth parking 

account. Then we found out that a number of the projects went beyond the Perth parking management area. In 

his media conference the Minister for Transport said he did not care about the Perth Parking Management Act, as 

the distance involved is only 100 metres and so he would continue to spend the money. I think he then got advice 

that said, ―No, you can’t do that, minister‖, and he now says that he will spend consolidated fund moneys for 

those areas beyond the boundary. As I said, the minister will spend $49 million over four years. The $55 million 

that is already in the Perth Parking Licensing Account will stay in the account and will continue to accumulate 

money over the next four years to the tune of somewhere around $10 million. That is money that could go to 

addressing real congestion; not addressing the congestion that has been created by this government’s bad 

decision—I say bad decision—to close Riverside Drive. Let us have a waterfront development but let us do it 

properly. Let us do it in a way in which it can provide for the good functioning of Western Australia. We could 

have a fantastic waterfront development but the government does not have to cut Riverside Drive to do it. 

We saw a classic case of spin by this government when it announced a road to be called ―Riverside Promenade‖ 

on which it said it would discourage traffic. Suddenly in the new documents it became ―New Riverside Drive‖ 

and people started to realise what a bad decision this government had made, not so much on a waterfront 

development but more on the type of waterfront development, to spend money on. Most of the money the 

government is spending is actually about addressing the congestion that will arise out of that development. The 

government is still not addressing the congestion that will arise out of that development. 

I still find it amazing that National Party members, who complained long and hard about the building of the 

Mandurah railway line, are happy to see $500 million blown on a waterfront development in the CBD of Perth 

that still will not address the whole of the congestion crisis. Members may have read the question I asked the 

other day of the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport about whether he would table the 

modelling on which the Minister for Transport’s maps were based when he announced the expenditure of money 

to address congestion in Western Australia. The Minister for Finance mentioned to the house that the answer he 

had in his hand was not acceptable to him. I suspect the class clown had written yet another piece of dribble to 

this house and, to the credit of the Minister for Finance, he was not prepared to give it to this house. But the 

answer that he eventually gave to this house, from the uncorrected Hansard of last Thursday, is — 

(1–2) The maps on display at the recent media announcement are still subject to potential changes when 

future traffic modeling information is available. The maps and data will be made publically available in 

due course. 
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The Minister for Transport went out and issued a press release on these maps, for God’s sake! Were they quickly 

knocked up in the Minister for Transport’s office on the day and he does not want to release them now because 

there are errors in them, or is the Department of Transport still doing further modelling? This confirms what I 

have known all along: the minister and the department do not know what the answer is. The other part of the 

question I asked was on the impact of the Perth Waterfront development beyond the boundaries of the maps 

shown at the press conference, and of course the minister just gave us the glib line of cars being moved from 

Riverside Drive to Graham Farmer Freeway. We know that. What I want to know is what the impact will be on 

James Street, for instance, where a major bus route comes into the city. A lot of traffic will use this road, 

according to the map I managed to get hold of from the minister’s press conference—not from him, I might add. 

The map shows that traffic comes out of the tunnel and around onto the James Street exit. That will be a 

congestion nightmare. It is already pretty bad at peak times. It is going to be crazy. There is no money that I am 

aware of to fix that. There is no money for Thomas Street. There is no money for Burswood or Victoria Park, 

which will be impacted. There is no money for South Perth, which I suspect will be impacted. The government 

cannot give us those simple answers, yet it is a cost that will be borne by a future government that is not shown 

in this budget but is a direct result of projects that are going on that are funded in this budget.  

This is a government that is not being accurate and correct in the way in which it accounts. It is not looking at 

the total financial impacts of its decision before it actually makes them. Then, when the government is under 

pressure, it refuses to provide to this house a document that it was prepared to provide to the media. That, I 

would have thought, every member of this house would find completely abhorrent. If I were sitting on the other 

side of this chamber and I gave an answer like that, members on the other side would be outraged—and they 

would be right to be so. The same applies if I had provided a document to the media and I would not provide it to 

this house. I am not talking about six months ago; I am talking about a couple of weeks ago. This is from a 

government that claimed it would be open and accountable. Seriously! The members of this house have to get 

their lower house members under control. I know how hard that is. I have had to do it in the past. I will not say 

about whom now; but sometimes we have to get them under control. 

Hon Donna Faragher: Tell us! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We could all talk about that. But we do that. We did that. You guys on the other side 

need to do it as well. The men and women who sit in cabinet on the other side of this house need to let their 

lower house members understand that this is a house of review and that they should not treat us with the 

contempt that they might treat members of the lower house. 

Hon Adele Farina: Hear, hear! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We might get agreement that we should all treat the lower house with contempt at times! 

However, lower house members should not treat this house with contempt, and that is what those sorts of 

answers are about, in my view. I give credit to the Minister for Finance. I know that he has a tough job to do and 

I acknowledge that he was not prepared to give the original answer that was provided by the minister on that 

matter. As I say, the budget for the Perth parking levy in the section under ―Details of Controlled Grants and 

Subsidies‖ certainly does not show that all of that additional money coming in from the Perth parking levy will 

be spent. 

As I mentioned earlier, one area of this budget gives the government its final chance to honour the election 

commitments it made at the 2008 election. I just happen to have with me a copy of the Liberal Party transport 

policy from the 2008 state election. 

Hon Adele Farina: That will be enlightening! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is an enlightening document, I can assure Hon Adele Farina. I am not sure whether the 

current Minister for Finance provided a copy of the document to the Minister for Transport when they changed 

portfolios. If he did not, perhaps I should send him a copy so that he knows the policies that he is supposed to 

implement. 

There is a summary page that has the big policies that have money amounts allocated to them. The 20-year 

master plan is the first one with an allocation of $6 million over three years. I will give that a tick. It is a bit 

delayed in terms of the timing but I will give the government a tick. I am sure it was done on the Minister for 

Finance’s watch on time. I am sure it was part of the changeover that caused the delays. I will not get into 

debating the merits of that plan, but the government did meet its commitment with that plan. 

The next big policy is 3 000 parking bays at railway stations. I will give the government a tick there. It has met 

that commitment, initially using parking bays, many of which were commenced by the previous Labor 

government. However, the government has gone on with them and I will give it a tick for commencing 

construction of some parking bays. 
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Hon Adele Farina: Parking! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, no. I think we can give the government a tick on this one now for parking bays. 

What the government did not do was order the rail carriages so that the people who park at railway stations can 

actually get onto a train. The government’s commitment was only that it would build parking at stations. It did 

not actually say that people could catch a train once they had parked there! That might be a case of the 

government not thinking through its policies: it met its policy commitment with respect to extra parking, but it 

did not order the trains. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: We were bringing on new train sets every two months. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Minister for Finance knows and I know that the government did not order enough 

trains. It did not order them when it should have ordered them. When it did order them, it did not order enough to 

keep up with demand. The government’s own Public Transport Authority modelling shows that it will be 

jamming people onto trains even more than it already jams them on by the time all the trains that the government 

has ordered are delivered. These are not my figures. We know this from the PTA’s own figures.  

The next one is the Eelup roundabout flyover. It is interesting to note that at least a couple of the National Party 

members in this house are going to run for lower house seats at the next election. Hon Col Holt, a member for 

South West Region, is not game to run for a lower house seat. I suspect that is because the south west has been 

completely forgotten by this government. It is almost as though the south west does not exist. The government 

made the commitment that it would provide $30 million over the next three years for the Eelup roundabout 

flyover in Bunbury.  

Hon Adele Farina: Perhaps that is to fly over! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is not to fly over in a plane! It is one of those bridges over an intersection! But what 

did the government do? Did it build that flyover? Interestingly, I came across a press clipping the other day in 

which the then minister, Hon Alannah MacTiernan, pointed out that $30 million would not be enough for that 

flyover; they would need over $70 million for that flyover. This government’s promise to the people of Bunbury 

and the south west was that it would build a flyover at the Eelup roundabout. All the government has done is put 

in some traffic lights. That was opened yesterday. So the government did not get that done in three years. All it 

has done is build traffic lights. We will probably have to leave those lights there now so that we get some value 

out of them. But I suspect that when the government does build the flyover, half the work that has been done 

there will be ripped up again. What a joke! What a waste of money! It is a broken election commitment.   

I turn now to Roe 8. Hon Sue Ellery knows this one well. I think the bulldozers were going to be on the ground 

before the end of this term of government! 

Hon Sue Ellery: It is a requirement of this government! That is what Mr Nahan said! 

Hon Giz Watson: That is one promise they should have broken!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Sometimes we actually agree that the government should break election promises! It 

would have been better if the government had never made that promise in the first place. But, once the 

government has made a promise, it should apologise to the people of Western Australia and admit that it has got 

it wrong if it then breaks that promise. The government promised that it would begin construction of Roe 8 

during this term of government. The government has not done that. As I have said, we do not necessarily 

disagree with that. 

The next promise was $25 million over three years for Coalfields highway. Again, we can tick off that 

$25 million in three years. The government did do it, but it was delayed on its original time frame.  

Another promise was $250 000 for a set of traffic lights in Alfred Cove. I suspect that the government would not 

have built those lights if it had not had to do that—even though the government did not win the seat, it had to do 

that. 

The next promise was to upgrade the railway from North Greenbushes to Bunbury. That is, again, a project in 

the south west.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: You were going to do that, too! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister should know where the south west is! Is that not her seat? It is that bit of 

the state starting at Mandurah, and picking up Margaret River, Augusta, Bunbury and Collie, and all those areas, 

until we get to — 

Hon Adele Farina: Albany. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. That is the great southern.  

Hon Adele Farina: It is the South West Region, though. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The region, yes. I am talking about the geographical–political area of the South West 

Region. I know that the Albany people would not want to be cast into—other than for tourism purposes, when 

we are promoting our great state to the rest of the world—anything other than the great southern; and it is the 

―great‖ southern. I mean that with all sincerity. My brother would kill me if I said anything different. It is. I love 

it. It is a great part of the world, and that is why he moved there, and he loves it as well. 

To go back to Greenbushes railway, the government promised to reopen railway from Greenbushes to Bunbury 

and Perth. When the government was elected, it came up with all sorts of great excuses, such as, ―We were just 

copying Labor’s promises. We do not have a minister like Alannah MacTiernan who can actually drive these 

projects and make them happen, so we cannot honour that commitment now, and we will have to break the 

commitment to upgrade that railway.‖ That is basically what the government said when it was elected. But the 

government did the honourable thing, and it said, ―We cannot spend the $25 million on the rail, because we do 

not know how to do that. We are not good at rail. We are good at roads.‖ The government used to be good at 

roads, but now it is not even good at that. Maybe the Liberals are not good at roads or rail, and that is why they 

needed a National Party member to be the Minister for Transport.  

The government broke the promise to upgrade Greenbushes railway, and it said it would spend $25 million on 

upgrading South Western Highway. The people were not overly happy about that. They would have preferred to 

get the trucks off the road, but they said, ―That is better than nothing; we will take the $25 million for upgrading 

the road.‖ The Minister for Finance was the minister who actually announced that, if I remember correctly. I 

have to give the minister his due for that, because it was an honourable thing to do. It was honourable to say, 

―We could not meet the first promise, but the money will still be there to address the problem in some form or 

another.‖ The government did not do it for Eelup, and it did not do it for any of the other projects, but it will do it 

for North Greenbushes railway. However, what does this budget show? It does show something. It shows that 

the money that the government had added for the upgrade of South Western Highway, as a replacement for the 

Greenbushes promise, has been pushed out to the never–never. The $25 million—ping, ping! Gone! So the 

government broke the promise, and it then broke the promise again! What is a double broken promise? 

Hon Michael Mischin: Can you explain that for Hansard? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Which bit? The ping, ping? Off into the never–never!  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: It should be whinge, whinge!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Robyn McSweeney can call it whingeing. I am calling it holding the government to 

account. What a classic response from the government—―Oh, it’s only whinging again!‖ What is the opposition 

doing? We are holding the government to account for breaking its election commitments! I tell you what, 

minister! I might get a copy of this section of Hansard and send it to the member’s constituents. The minister’s 

contempt for them is that the opposition transport spokesperson, highlighting the fact that her government has 

not honoured an election commitment that directly affects the people in her home town, is just whinging!  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I will send them what Alannah MacTiernan said she’d do!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Feel free! Let us save on postage and send the two together!  

The PRESIDENT: Order! I think about 12 other people are trying to interject on the member on his feet.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy to share the postage with the minister!  

On the Ranford Road duplication, I give the minister a tick for that.  

The final one is $53 million towards the construction of a new railway line to Ellenbrook to meet the needs of 

the fast-growing north-eastern corridor.  

Hon Sue Ellery: What was that? What was the promise? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: To meet the needs of the fast-growing north-eastern corridor—the corridor that the 

government now says is not fast growing enough to warrant a railway line!  

Hon Adele Farina: They don’t know how to build railway lines!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, they do not. The other problem is: did the government take that money and put it 

into another project? Is there $53 million in this budget for an alternative project? No. The government has said, 

―We prefer to build roads. We do not like rail. We will build a bus way to Ellenbrook.‖ So we would think that 
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the $53 million that was supposed to be last year’s budget would be in this year’s budget, and in the budget 

going forward, for a bus way, or for something to go out to the fast-growing north-eastern corridor of 

Ellenbrook. There is not one single brass razoo for the construction of even a bus way to Ellenbrook. That is, yet 

again, a double broken promise. Of course we know that the Liberal Party realised that it was in so much trouble 

in Ellenbrook that the local member cut and ran and the Liberal Party put in a submission to the Electoral 

Commission and said, ―Get Ellenbrook out of the Liberal seat and put it into a Labor seat, because we do not 

want those people to have to vote for us, because they might be angry that we have broken our election 

commitments.‖ 

That is just a summary of some of the major broken provisions within the transport portfolio. They are the 

broken promises in the government’s summary sheet of the highlights of its transport policy. I have not even 

gone into the detail of the government’s transport policy, and I might have to leave that until after question time, 

but I will start with one. The government promised to develop a new rapid transit service to connect with Perth 

Airport. This is a crucial issue for Western Australia, because if we want to build a railway line to Perth Airport, 

we need to build the box for the railway station at Perth Airport as part of the next wave of building that will be 

done by Westralia Airports Corporation as part of its expansion plans. The government needs to put in the 

money in the current period of the forward estimates or work out a deal with Westralia Airports Corporation to 

build that box. The government may not build the railway line, but it needs to build the box in which the 

underground railway station will sit if it is going to build a railway line to the airport. Is there money in this 

budget for that? No, there is not. If we do not build it, we will never be able to get the best option for public 

transport to the airport.  

There was to be a partnership with outer suburban growth councils for their road requirements. That has not been 

done yet. The government understands that transport costs add to everyday household weekly shopping bills. It 

seemed to care about the cost of living back then. Does it not think that the port authority increase in charges will 

add to the cost of everyday household weekly shopping bills? It did make one promise that it kept. It promised to 

privatise vehicle inspections, and it has certainly done that. It knows how to privatise—not well, but it knows 

how to do it! We saw that when it privatised Joondalup Health Campus, and we saw how appallingly that was 

done. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 2874.]  

 


