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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 10 September on the following motion moved by Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental 
Health) — 

That pursuant to standing order 68(1), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 506A–E 
(budget papers 2013–14) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 8 August 2013.  

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [5.29 pm]: I rise tonight to provide a brief response to the 
government’s budget. I am pleased to do that because in this house, the house of review, the budget deserves 
some close scrutiny. As other members before me have pointed out, and I would like to point out, this budget has 
a very rocky foundation. The main problem with this budget in my analysis is that it is based on a litany of 
broken promises, which has led to broken trust. These promises were made to a range of people only six short 
months ago at the election. Claims were made that these promises were fully funded and fully costed. These 
promises were made so that people would put their trust in the Liberal–National government, and they did, only 
to have their trust wilfully discarded in this budget through a range of broken promises and only to be told by the 
Premier that people do not study the promises. 

Hon Ken Travers: Remember, they do at the federal election, but not at the state election, according to the radio 
this morning. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Is that right? I did not hear that quip. 

Hon Ken Travers: They apparently have a mandate to implement their promises at a federal level. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: But not at a state level. Either way, the Premier has wilfully dismissed the interests 
and concerns of the people of this state—broken promises, broken trust. 

There is another major problem with the foundation of this budget. It is not just about broken promises and 
broken trust, as the budget is also built on bad management and poor or bad planning or, in some cases, no 
planning at all. Of course, all of this will have widespread negative impacts, especially in the East Metropolitan 
Region that I represent—but on whom? It will have widespread negative impacts on the most vulnerable people 
in our society—that is, those people who seek to use public health and education services and public transport—
and on the less vulnerable people who use the roads and who simply want to get to work and back home again 
safely. This budget is hollowing out our state. It is leaving people behind. We are losing in this budget important 
and valuable community services that people need. Those community services are the heartbeat of our 
community. Poor or no planning for roads and public transport has led to last-minute changes, delays in projects 
and broken promises. 

I will look in more detail at some of these broken promises. It is difficult to know where to start this analysis 
because the cuts and the broken promises are so widespread, but I will start with education. We know that 
education provides people with many things. For people on low incomes, a good-quality education can lead them 
out of poverty. A good-quality education is the best way to create equality of opportunity in our society. Let us 
have a close look at what has been cut in the budget in relation to education. It makes it all the more shocking 
that these cuts in education have occurred because education can create equality of opportunity. Five hundred 
jobs will be cut in the education system as a result of this budget. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Do it by school. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I can do it by school. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Stephen Dawson): Order, members! I am struggling to hear 
Hon Alanna Clohesy. There are a number of interjections and some noise coming from this corner. I remind 
members to listen to the member in silence. If they have conversations, they need to take them outside the 
chamber. Hon Alanna Clohesy has the call. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I could go through the list of positions that are likely to be cut, but I will look at 
some of the particular cuts in the East Metropolitan Region. Firstly, I will look at the school support program 
resource allocation. It covers literacy and numeracy programs, behaviour management programs, services to 
support Aboriginal students’ needs, programs for children with learning difficulties, priority country area 
programs, and English as a second language programs. Who is most likely to use those types of services? It is 
likely to be vulnerable children who require additional support because of their learning difficulties or because 
English is not their first language and some children who just need a helping hand. Thirty per cent is to be cut 
from that budget. 
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Let us have a closer look at some of the schools that might be affected by these harsh cuts. Schools have been 
told to use their savings, which their school communities have worked tirelessly to raise so they can use those 
savings in the way that they choose. It is not good enough for the government to say to these school communities 
that they should use their savings, particularly when it is also burdening our children with a huge debt in the 
future through this budget. Let us look at the likely impact at a local level. These are estimates of the impact on 
some schools in the East Metropolitan Region. The likely budget cut for Bullsbrook College is $333 695; Upper 
Swan Primary School, $121 695; Aveley Primary School, $83 875; Mount Lawley Primary School, $140 605; 
and, wait for it, Mount Lawley Senior High School, $602 070. None of these schools was told before the election 
to expect to use their own savings until they became skint. This is a case of promises by omission. 

Let us look at some promises by commission. Let us look at the Ellenbrook high school. The Ellenbrook north 
community was promised a high school for 2017. It was promised $54 million to build a secondary school; in 
fact, it was promised at the election that this school would be brought ahead by two years, mainly because of the 
population growth in the northern part of Ellenbrook. The state government said that it recognised the need for 
another secondary school in the area in the near future. That was a promise it made to the people of Ellenbrook 
north. Of course, without this school, pressure is put on Ellenbrook Secondary College, which draws its students 
from The Vines, Aveley, Henley Brook, Upper Swan, Brigadoon and Baskerville. Those students, who are 
already attending a very tightly packed school, will suffer because this promise has been broken. That school 
will have to add demountables so that it can take in more students because this promise has been broken. 

While I am talking about Ellenbrook, let us look at another promise. It was a heartless decision to break this 
promise. Ellenbrook was promised $2 million for a public swimming pool. There is no money in the budget for a 
public swimming pool in Ellenbrook. When we think about the activities available particularly for young people 
and young families, to not have access to a swimming pool is just heartbreaking. Some people have to drive 20 
to 25 kilometres to go for a swim, which is just appalling. 

Let us look at some of the other budget cuts. Royal Perth Hospital has one of the busiest emergency departments 
and one of the largest trauma workloads in the country. Before the election the member for Mount Lawley, 
Michael Sutherland, wrote to people in his electorate promising that if his government was returned, $21 million 
would be committed to the upgrade of Royal Perth Hospital. On top of that, during the election the health 
minister also promised the people of Mt Lawley and Western Australia that he would redevelop Royal Perth 
Hospital. The minister said it would be redeveloped during the government’s second term, but there is no 
allocation for anything of that sort in the budget papers. The money that had been allocated for Royal Perth 
Hospital was removed from the line item, leaving only $5 million for 2015–16 for some preliminary planning. 
So the commitment for the upgrade of Royal Perth Hospital has been broken and it will not be redeveloped in the 
four-year term of this government.  

Let us have a look at school health nurses, who play a really important role in our children’s health. Before the 
election this government promised $57.2 million for an additional 155 full-time equivalent school nurses. It 
claimed it would make sure that every child in Western Australia had access to school health entry assessments. 
But it seems that commitment has been slashed to only $38 million, so I do not know how the government is 
going to get 155 full-time equivalent child health nurses by cutting $19 million.  

Let us look at mental health, where facilities are badly needed and are under pressure in the East Metropolitan 
Region. But of course the new facility in Osborne Park that had been promised by this government will not be 
built, which we know is likely to put additional pressure on mental health facilities in the East Metropolitan 
Region.  

I turn to roads. The Lord Street–Reid Highway intersection takes a lot of traffic. I am just not really sure what 
will happen to this intersection, despite a range of promises being made about it by this government. It is 
difficult to find anything in the budget regarding that, because the planning has shifted so much over time to the 
point where we do not know when and how it will occur. Reid Highway–Malaga Drive is another really 
significant intersection because it is one of state’s worst. In fact, according to the RAC’s 2012 list of worst 
intersections, this had the dubious honour of being number one. It was promised that there would be 
$75 million to build two bridges to carry Reid Highway traffic over Malaga Drive, and that it would be 
completed in 2014-15. But through this budget, we find work will not commence until 2015, and there is only 
partial funding in 2016–17. That is a very, very scary intersection that requires a lot of work, and according to 
the RAC, 238 crashes happened there between 2007 and 2011. 

Let us move on to bridges. Hon Ken Travers asked a question about the Mt Lawley bridges promised in the 
election.  

Hon Ken Travers: I am enjoying this! They don’t like being told they’re breaking their promises, do they?  

Several members interjected. 
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Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: While I am looking for my notes — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Stephen Dawson): Order! 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: — let us look at the Ellenbrook railway line that was promised in 2008. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Hon Alanna Clohesy, regardless of what side of the chamber you are on, when 
the Chair calls order all members should pay attention. Members, a number of voices are emanating from the 
government side of the chamber; Hon Alanna Clohesy has the call, and I would ask that you listen to her in 
silence. Member, it would be very helpful if you direct your comments through the Chair, and hopefully 
members on the other side will begin to listen.  

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: A promise was made by Michael Sutherland, member for Mount Lawley, direct to 
constituents prior to the election about the commencement of work on the upgrade of the Second Avenue bridge 
in Mt Lawley; I suspect he might have meant the Third Avenue bridge, unless the government is building a 
Second Avenue bridge. It could be. 

Hon Ken Travers: It would be hard, but you could do it. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: It could be done, but it would be very difficult. But I suspect he meant the Third 
Avenue bridge, which is more than 100 years old and requires work, as does the Seventh Avenue bridge. Where 
is the funding for that commitment in the budget? It cannot be found. Maybe through our estimates process we 
will hear about the progress of that upgrade commitment.  

Let us move on to the AvonLink service. Only two years ago the government promised that AvonLink would be 
an integral part of future growth. It travels through east metro, through Toodyay and Midland, and ends up in 
East Perth. People even moved to Toodyay because of that service. Prior to the election people were not told that 
service would be cut, but we now find, according to this budget, that it will be replaced with a bus service that 
travels down the dangerous and in-need-of-much-work Toodyay Road. What will the government do? It will add 
to the traffic congestion by cutting this service. Also, the bus rapid transit system promised prior to the election 
will now not be delivered to the people of Ellenbrook and surrounds through this budget or in the future. 

I could say so much more about broken promises, promises by omission and things that the people of Western 
Australia were not told about. The only conclusion to which I can come is that this is about bad management, 
lack of planning, broken promises and poor planning, with more to come. By the end of this government’s term, 
we will see a hollowed out, privatised public service with little provision for the people of the East Metropolitan 
Region in particular.  

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [5.49 pm]: I rise to talk on certain aspects of the budget, and 
I firstly turn to page 374 of the Budget Statements, which deals with the airport rail and Metro Area Express light 
rail. Those two projects have been estimated to cost about $3.8 billion, yet the funding available falls short of 
that. It was to be made up by commonwealth funding through the commonwealth grants process. It will be 
interesting to see whether those funds are forthcoming, given that the new federal government is on record as 
saying it will fund only road and not rail. The estimated billion dollars to come out of the federal government to 
help fund the airport rail and Metro Area Express light rail now appears to be in question. I refer to the Herald 
Sun of 8 September, which states — 

WEST Australian Premier Colin Barnett is expecting a better deal for his state and a better 
reception for himself as the Tony Abbott–led Liberal government is installed into Canberra.  
Celebrating with federal deputy Liberal leader Julie Bishop in the leafy Perth suburb of Cottesloe, 
Mr Barnett said Mr Abbott’s ascension would also be great news for Australia’s international trading 
partners. 

The article went on to state — 

The coalition win might not help Mr Barnett secure federal funding he had wanted for rail projects, 
given Mr Abbott favours road over rail funding.  

It will be interesting to know whether in the future this aspect of the budget will come to fruition, given that 
a billion dollars now looks firmly at risk in that process.  

Hon Ken Travers: It’s gone. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Hon Ken Travers is dead right—it is gone. However, given the changes in the first 
few days of the new Abbott-led federal government, one never knows and perhaps they will come back on the 
agenda. We hope they do because they are two very good projects and it will be a shame to see them disappear 
off the budget line item simply because the federal government does not provide the funding.  
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I now turn to page 315 of the budget papers, which outlines the two goals of the Department of Aboriginal 
Affairs. The first is — 

Responsibly managing the State’s finances through the efficient and effective delivery of services, 
encouraging economic activity and reducing regulatory burdens on the private sector.  

I would have thought that goal was not actually the principal goal of the Aboriginal affairs department. The 
second goal of the department is to ensure that economic activity is socially and environmentally responsible. 
Although that second goal is a worthwhile one, surely the main goal of the Department of Aboriginal Affairs 
should be to enhance the wellbeing of Aboriginal people and look after the heritage values of the heritage 
department. It is difficult to imagine this is an implicit goal of the department when one considers the budget 
paper’s $3.1 million reduction in FTE staffing for 2012–13. How will that staffing reduction help the department 
complete its massive backlog of heritage assessments of 670 sites, which at the current rate of assessments will 
take 40 years? The new Aboriginal heritage information submission form is unworkable. It seems to have been 
developed to essentially take the place of assessment by the department.  

I have used the various forms of the department when assessing Aboriginal heritage sites. The original site 
recording form looked like this. It was taken into the field and we would tick boxes to identify the informants 
and consultants. It was a tick-a-box based system. It identified where a person was located by GPS. It identified 
the type of site, whether ceremonial, mythological, repository, cache, painting or historical, by ticking a whole 
range of different boxes. It was a hands-on sheet to be used in the field. It would allow the person in the field to 
enter additional information, such as archaeological deposits, and it would then be tendered either to the nearest 
police station or to the department. It was a quick form to fill out. Every bit of information needed was contained 
in that one form.  

There is now a 24-page electronic document that cannot be used in the field, and is basically a desktop, Perth-
based system. The Heritage Council has already laid off staff and those remaining are merely Perth-based desk 
jockeys who do not get out and work on the ground. The very simple but very accurate document of two pages 
has now been replaced by this 24-page document that requires all sorts of completely irrelevant data and requires 
a person to go to a desktop to research data. It is impossible to take this out into the field to record an Aboriginal 
site. We know that various universities are laying off students. Most universities have agencies within them that 
tender for heritage survey work, but those agencies are laying off those students. Many of the archaeologist and 
anthropological associations I talk to have said that that is the death of archaeology and anthropology in Western 
Australia. If anthropologists are doing the survey work originally done by the department, no wonder it can 
afford to make a reduction of $3.1 million in FTEs.  

I am concerned about that. As I said, the document that was once used has expanded from a two-page document 
to a 24-page document; a computer is needed to do the assessment. There is almost a doubling of FTE 
employees for the estimated actual in 2012–13 from the budgeted amount in the same period on page 317. The 
obvious question arises: do the changes in heritage applications necessitate a massive expansion of staff hours? 
Extra staffing would normally be welcome for an already underfunded department, but it is difficult to 
understand why a government whose rhetoric revolves around efficiencies and cost cutting would make a change 
that imposes a much heavier burden on stakeholders and, presumably, the department. There is an almost 
$10 million reduction in income from the state government for Aboriginal affairs for 2013–14. The 2014–15 
forward estimates show another $3 million reduction in 2015–16. One wonders what the department will do in 
the future when there is such a massive reduction in funding for the very things that the nation holds dear. 
Indigenous Western Australians would certainly be concerned that their own department is being underfunded to 
this extent. Is it part of the industrial plan that was trotted out in early 2009, that we slowly start minimising the 
departments and making them one-stop shops and fast-tracking the whole process so that the agencies are not 
doing what they were established to do?  

Members should look at the 1972 Hansard, which is now readily available online. I thank the Parliamentary 
Library for downloading the historical Hansard so that members can now search and read online what was said 
many years ago. Members should read what was the intention, moved and seconded on both sides of the house 
by the Liberal government of the day and the Labor opposition, to establish what was an exceptional act, but 
which has been slowly but surely emasculated during the term of this government and, to some extent, the 
previous government.  

I turn again to the goal of the department at page 315 of the budget papers, which is to responsibly manage the 
state’s finances through efficient and effective delivery of services, encouraging economic activity and reducing 
regulatory burden.  

Sitting suspended from 6.00 pm to 7.30 pm 
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: There has been a problem; dinner has got in between the first part of my speech and 
this part, so I have to think where I finished; and I have had a glass of wine in between! I want to deal with 
things that in one regard were not mentioned in the budget. I turn to page 665 of budget paper No 2, which refers 
to significant issues impacting the mines and petroleum agency, so it is quite surprising that neither the carbon 
price nor the mining tax were mentioned. As has already been stated in another debate, and as reported on the 
ABC news Vote Compass survey of 26 August 2013, 60 per cent of people surveyed supported a price on carbon 
and only 32 per cent opposed it. That same Vote Compass survey dealt with the issue of climate change. I again 
note there is no mention of climate change in the budget in any location. Given it is a significant issue facing the 
state, one wonders why that was not mentioned. Interestingly enough, the introduction of the mining 
rehabilitation fund is mentioned. I am really concerned that as part of the new process we have now returned all 
the bonds, yet when we dealt with the legislation in this place and the minister handling the bill was questioned, 
he clearly stated that the bond system would remain in place and that those bonds would not be repatriated, and 
that the mining rehabilitation fund would be in place for quite a while and would develop a significant holding. 
We already know that Irvine Island, which has a major fiscal issue, has had its bonds returned. We also have the 
issue of the Bulong nickel project just outside of Kalgoorlie, which is in an absolutely deplorable state but has 
had its bond repatriated, and the company that was managing the area is now in receivership. What we are seeing 
in that fiscal arrangement is that the state and general revenue will have to pick up the specific problems at 
Bulong. It is estimated that the rehabilitation work that is required to fix the problems at Bulong will cost around 
$20 million. The bond was $1.75 million, but that was returned a matter of a few weeks ago. We now have a 
legacy problem that the community, as taxpayers, through general revenue will have to fix. The budget mentions 
nothing about those expected costs that will flow on from that process, or maybe we are not going to fix the 
problems and we will allow the land to deteriorate even further.  

I have had discussions with BHP–Billiton about Goldsworthy, where we have an acid mine drainage problem. 
Thank goodness BHP has said that it will fix this of its own volition. That is because it is a major miner. That 
will cost BHP around $100 million. We have an example right on our doorstep at Kalgoorlie with Bulong that is 
not accounted for in the budget in any way, shape or form and that situation will only get worse into the future.  

I turn to page 725 of the budget papers. Division 61 deals with the budget estimates of the Minister for 
Agriculture and Food. The budget acknowledges the trend in decreasing rainfall and more extreme weather 
events in the agricultural region, but does not appear to contain any significant commitment to tackle climate 
change, except perhaps some ad hoc adaptation measures. Climate change receives very little attention 
throughout the budget papers, yet they state quite clearly — 

• In terms of production capacity, the continuing trend of decreasing rainfall in the agricultural 
region and more extreme weather events is presenting new and increased threats to agricultural 
production, resource management and public health. The Department is developing systems and 
tools that enable producers to better understand and adapt to such threats.  

• The sector’s prospects rely heavily on the State’s enviable biosecurity status and product integrity, 
which sees Western Australia being recognised globally as having one of the lowest exotic weed, 
pest and disease burdens in the world.  

However, the budget does not identify in any way, shape or form how it will assist, manage or subsidise what is, 
by its own notation, a critical situation in the agricultural region.  

I refer to the heading “Resource Risk Management” on page 728 of budget paper No 2, which refers to the 
services central to minimising the risk of exotic biosecurity threats such as weeds, pests and diseases represented 
in the broader community environment. We have already been told that new diseases are emerging in that area 
with the change in climate, such as bovine anaemia and avian influenza. On 26 July 2013, an article in The West 
Australian titled “WA biosecurity disaster waiting to happen: Whistleblower” reads — 

The whistleblower said yesterday gaping holes in the biosecurity safety net were showing. 
... 
The whistleblower said there was no longer a quarantine presence at Karratha airport, which had direct 
links with Brisbane, Melbourne, Sydney and Darwin. 

Clearly, people within the department are concerned that the areas of risk need to be identified. The budget notes 
that the actual estimated expenditure was lower than planned due to program deferrals in land and water 
management, European house borer and biosecurity projects. If we have identified that we have a major 
biosecurity problem and this service is central to minimising that risk, then really and truly we should be seeing a 
better fiscal outcome through that department. I note that the number of full-time equivalent employees drops 
from 591 to 535 and then to 511 in 2013–14. One would have hoped that given the stress the Agricultural Region 
is under from the impacts of climate change weather diversity—because that indeed is increasing the risk of new 
epidemics and exotic species coming into the region—we would put a degree of more funds into that area. 
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Page 749 of the Budget Statements deals with energy. Interestingly, more than $15 million was allocated to the 
Murchison Radio-astronomy Observatory power station, yet when it came to the Perth Observatory—I cannot 
find the point about that at the moment—there was little or no funding. That has a 100-year tradition and should 
have been one of the things looked at being retained.  

There are several other aspects. Quite clearly, Horizon Power continues to progress the $77 million project of 
constructing a new power station to improve the reliability of Carnarvon’s supply. However, as we have already 
heard from the answers given to questions asked in this place, what is not being factored into that, as far as we 
are aware, is the need to provide a grid system and smart meters that will enable renewables to come on in that 
area. I noted from answers to some of the questions that we asked during the year that some places were getting 
some attention in this area, but in the main we are just rebuilding old systems. Work has begun on the 
construction of a 67-megawatt gas power station at the South Hedland site. I find it interesting that the existing 
gas-fired power station was designed to be dual-use and use waste heat to energy cogeneration systems; they 
have never been implemented, yet there is availability on that site for waste heat to energy cogeneration 
development. Therefore, all we are doing is forgetting that idea, although the plant was built with that intention. 
Now we are just building another gas power station. As I mentioned in a previous debate, according to a number 
of people, we will have a shortfall of gas in the Pilbara region in the future. We know that the major mining 
companies are already looking to gain some surety by developing alternative energy sources in that region. 

I will quickly touch on recent issues surrounding local government. In the last two weeks, my office has received 
28 letters and emails from constituents and local government councils all asking for my support in ensuring that 
the Local Government Act is not amended to remove the Dadour amendment. I will read out one of the letters 
that I have received. It states — 

Dear Mr Chapple, 

May I introduce myself as a rusted on Liberal supporter since I stood on a polling booth for my father 
when he went into state parliament about 60 years ago. 

I write to you however on what is not a particularly political matter. The Dadour Amendment as you are 
no doubt aware, when passed by our state parliament, required a majority of rate payer’s support before 
boundaries of local government bodies could be changed. 

I suppose most of us believe that the best form of government is our liberal democracy in which, where 
possible those most affected by a decision should make it. The Dadour Amendment makes a statement 
about our belief in our democracy and I hope that the importance of that statement is not overlooked 
when this matter comes up for discussion. 

Of course state government has the right to call the tune where councils are the recipients of financial 
support, but where their local government bodies stand on their own feet, financed by their ratepayers, 
then it follows that those ratepayers hold the moral right to make these decisions. 

Sincerely 

It is signed by B. Crommelin. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Where from? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: That is from Irvine Street, Peppermint Grove. 

Hon Nick Goiran: In your electorate? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: No, but I have the local government portfolio. 

Hon Darren West: He sent it to me, too! 

Hon Ken Travers: It is in my electorate, though. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Moving on, that is an area in which I think this government has made a significant 
mistake. Local government is the element of government that is closest to the people; therefore, I feel that the 
people who are represented by local government should rightly be the people who make the decisions and not 
have decisions imposed upon their local government from above. The Liberal government is taking a dictatorial 
approach in its move to amalgamate certain councils, so I am just bringing that to the house’s attention. 

When it comes to the cost of living, I really just want to turn to the Western Australian Council of Social 
Service’s “2013 Cost of Living Report”. It really breaks through the hype sometimes associated with cost-of-
living pressures. The introduction page of that WACOSS report identifies — 

… that a number of mainstream myths and misapprehensions about the impacts of rising living costs on 
middle income families are being reinforced and may become the basis for poorly targeted policy 
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commitments. Not only does this build an unwarranted sense of entitlement during a time during which 
state and federal governments need to be addressing structural deficits and better targeting expenditure 
on health and welfare, but it also serves to distract attention away from the relatively small but growing 
proportion of our population who are in fact being left behind by rises in the costs of essential goods 
and services (particularly housing, utilities, transport and food). 

I understand that this WACOSS report was presented to government. It identifies that in fact there are many 
areas in which many people are dropping behind the norm that was established in this state as a result of the 
boom. It is interesting to note that with the downturn in the boom, the wage structures are still the same. We see 
housing costs diminishing in the Pilbara but, indeed, the disparity between those who have and those who have 
not is being enhanced in the metropolitan area. Certainly, we would like to develop a concessional tariff for 
electricity for concession card holders. WACOSS believes that there should be a 15 per cent concessional 
electricity tariff. The WACOSS report also called for a review of the appropriateness, accessibility and adequacy 
of state concessions. WACOSS believes we should introduce a targeted energy and water efficiency program for 
low-income householders. We had something like that once upon a time and the government phased it out. It 
was a very good program under which people were provided at low cost with the things that enabled them to 
manage their expenditure and water usage more efficiently. Unfortunately, that program was scrapped but we 
must remember that people in low socioeconomic areas need assistance to move into an area of energy and water 
efficiency. We cannot say, “Just do it”, because they are not financially equipped to do that. The Western 
Australian Council of Social Service went on to indicate that we should be working to assist those who are 
struggling with the cost of living. Under the heading “Myth vs. Reality—who is struggling with the cost of 
living?” the report reads — 

The findings in section 3.0 have clearly shown that the incomes of low income households in WA are 
failing to keep up with increases in the basic costs of living. The same cannot be said of Western 
Australian households on middle or average incomes. A comparison of the ABS Wage Price Index and 
the ABS Cost of Living Index demonstrates that the growth in their income for the average working 
Australian over the past decade has significantly out-paced increases in their cost of living. The 
evidence is very clear that middle income households are not being hurt by the cost of living and are in 
fact much better off than they were a decade ago.  

WACOSS is certainly saying that although middle income Western Australians are not doing it tough, those left 
behind are finding themselves in an extremely difficult condition.  

I want to touch on school library staff cutbacks in the mining and pastoral areas. As someone who has lived in 
the Pilbara and now in the Kimberley, indeed, school library services in general are beneficial to not only the 
children of that area, but also the whole community. I recently received a letter from the Western Australian 
School Library Association, and maybe I have gone up in the world because it addresses me as “Dear Minister”.  

Hon Ken Travers: Enjoy it while it lasts.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It was just a very short sojourn into a ministerial portfolio!  

Hon Ken Travers: Members on the other side made that mistake about me, but that is because it’s going to 
happen very soon!  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The letter from the Western Australian School Library Association states — 

As of 27 September, Western Australia will lose its last 15 officers who have supported school libraries 
in this state and around Australia. Formerly Curriculum Materials Information Services (CMIS) and 
more recently rebadged as E-Schooling — Evaluation and E-Schooling — Cataloguing, staff were 
handed their redundancy notices on the 23 August and the service will cease to exist on the 27th 
of September 2013. There will be no more links to review sources, resource price guides and guides to 
selection and the management of unique, targeted collections to support curriculum in school libraries. 
There will be no more support for schools to resource the curriculum, particularly the National 
Curriculum and initiatives in technology and digital literacies. 

As I say, the further we go out into the rural regions, the more important those services are because there is no 
alternative. The letter continues — 

We cannot afford to lose this service. School libraries in Western Australia are staffed by unqualified 
library officers (there are only 140 teacher librarians left in WA Government schools — NSW has 
mandated for a TL in every school). These library officers perform a number of roles in the library such 
as loans, downloading catalogue records from the national database and shelving. Some schools have 
qualified library technicians who can perform original cataloguing, work with audio visual technologies 
to copy free-to-air resources and load web materials. However, these personnel do not have the 
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curriculum knowledge to select quality resources (digital and non-digital) to support curriculum and 
literacy programs, nor are they qualified teachers who provide professional support for staff in the 
integration of educational technologies in curriculum programs and the teaching of information and 
digital literacies. Library officers/technicians are not registered teachers and should not be 
teaching/training students or staff under the Teachers’ Registration Act. These personnel do not have 
Information Science qualifications either and do not have the knowledge to be investigating and 
providing advice about copyright, the use of iPads/mobile technologies, records management or the 
provision of eBooks in schools. 

The letter states further on — 

The Western Australian School Library Association seeks your support — 

My support as minister — 

to ensure that students in WA Government schools receive the best education possible. Of course the 
impact of the loss of support services and funding increases tenfold for schools located outside the 
metropolitan area, where limited access to technical expertise and qualified professionals is a major 
issue. The Education Department still struggles to get teachers into rural and remote area schools. 
Teachers and students require quality professional staff and strongly resourced schools, to broaden 
children’s reading experiences and raise literacy levels (NAPLAN scores), to support curriculum 
programs that embrace new technologies and digital literacies, and to graduate students who have future 
workplace and lifelong learning skills. 

The Association and members of school communities around the State look forward to your response to 
these issues. 

That is, my response as minister. I cannot respond on behalf of a minister but I hope that when the minister reads 
this, he will respond to the Western Australian School Library Association.  

Hon Peter Collier: Did they write to you on the assumption that you were the minister?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes. Obviously the association does not know who the real minister is. So someone is 
missing in action. 

Hon Peter Collier: The only one in Western Australia, I would say, at the moment, who does not know that.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It was my moment of glory.  

Hon Ken Travers: Are you sure it was not cc-d to you?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes; I will pass the letter to the honourable member and he can be assured that it 
says, “Dear Minister”.  

Hon Peter Collier: If he’s called minister, he would remember it. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes. As I say, it was a moment of fame.  

Hon Peter Collier: I’m impressed. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I assume the minister got the letter.  

Hon Peter Collier: I can’t recall it. Who was the author?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The Western Australian School Library Association  

Hon Peter Collier: What’s the date?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It was 30 August 2013. 

Hon Peter Collier: It usually takes a week to 10 days to get to me.  

Hon Ken Travers: I think they’ve written to all of us.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Is the member a minister as well?  

Hon Ken Travers: I did not get excited about that part of it.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! Can we get back to the business at hand, thank you. 

Hon Ken Travers: We’ve been deflating his balloon.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Thank you, Madam Deputy Chair. I will press on.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: It is actually Madam Acting President. 
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Quite clearly, schools are suffering.  

I recently travelled to Kalgoorlie with two teachers who were mortified at the extra workload they would pick up 
because they will be losing three staff; therefore, the remaining staff have to be redistributed and as a result they 
must reapply for their jobs to fill in that sudden loss of three. I cannot tell members the name of the school, but it 
involved an arts teacher. It has happened literally in the last couple of weeks. We had that conversation on a bus 
while we were travelling. I do not know the individual case but I was concerned by what those people had to say 
to me. I do not know whether the minister is particularly aware of that but one would hope that as we move into 
not only the digital age, but also, hopefully, a more robust education in the future, the funding levels in the 
budget for education will be significant.  

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [8.00 pm]: I am delighted to contribute to debate on this motion. 
At the outset, I say to Hon Robin Chapple that that must have been some glass of red wine he had because, if my 
memory serves me correctly, just before the dinner break I am sure I heard the honourable member say, “and my 
final point is”. It was a very good and long final point. I wish to put on the record my appreciation to the 
honourable member for accommodating me because I had been rostered to speak before him and he assisted in a 
time of need. I appreciate that. 

Hon Ken Travers: How many points does your speech have, just out of interest?  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is an interesting question. I will start with three points but they need quite a lot of 
elaboration. Unfortunately, unlike some members who spoke earlier today, I do not know that I can be brief in 
the consideration of this motion. One of the other distinguishing things is that I do not know that I can be so 
negative. I do not know why everything has to be seen in a negative light when members talk about the budget. It 
seems to me that a great many positive things are in this budget. To assist Hon Ken Travers, in particular, I 
would like to outline three things in the budget that I was enthusiastic about. Of course there are a great many 
things to be enthusiastic about but unfortunately I have limited time this evening.  

I want to start by considering something in the budget speech delivered by Hon Helen Morton. She spoke about 
protecting our community. She stated — 

To protect women and children who flee from domestic violence, the Liberal–National Government 
will build an additional refuge shelter in 2013–14, at a cost of $2 million. The new refuge shelter, to be 
located in the metropolitan area, will allow mothers and their children to live independently within a 
community environment. The Department for Child Protection and Family Support will also spend an 
additional $3.5 million over the forward estimates period on increased support and outreach services for 
victims of domestic violence accessing the new shelter.  

I was delighted to hear Hon Helen Morton mention that in her speech when she delivered the budget in this 
place. It reminded me of my time prior to entering this place when I was practising law and, in particular, when I 
did some work for the Daydawn Advocacy Centre. For members who are not familiar with this outstanding not-
for-profit organisation, it does an enormous amount of work for people in need. I dealt with literally hundreds of 
people from that establishment, often working with mothers and families who were subjected to domestic 
violence. I certainly congratulate the relevant minister, who I assume is Hon Helen Morton, because I indicated 
that the Department for Child Protection and Family Support would be spending some money in this area. I am 
grateful to the honourable member for ensuring that that will happen.  

The second thing that I wanted to highlight before I go into the more substantive part of my speech this evening 
is another part of the budget speech that dealt with the fiscal action plan. Whilst “fiscal action plan” might sound 
a bit dry at first — 

Hon Ken Travers: What’s left of it! 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I ask members to bear with me. I know that Hon Ken Travers will be very interested, 
particularly as Chairman of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, in things such as the 
fiscal action plan. There was one particular part of the budget speech that I wanted to highlight this evening. It 
referred to one of the key elements of the fiscal action plan, including — 

• capping the growth in general government agencies’ salaries expenditure to projected growth in the 
Perth CPI, supported by a new public sector wages policy to apply from November 2013 that caps 
wage and conditions increases to CPI growth;  

At last! It is long overdue for something of this sort to be included. I congratulate the Treasurer and any other 
minister involved in ensuring that that is an element of the fiscal action plan. Why is that? I will give one 
example. During the election campaign and in the lead-up to the election, we had an outrageous situation in 
which the nurses union thought it would be appropriate to start a process of advocacy, if I can put it that politely, 
to seek a new wage agreement. As members of this place know, we were in the midst of an election campaign. It 
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seems to me that that was being opportunistic, to put it politely. In my view, the more appropriate course of 
action would have been to await the outcome of the election on 9 March, find out whether the person it would be 
negotiating with was either Hon Colin Barnett or Hon Mark McGowan and then come to some sort of 
negotiation with them. However, because in those days—it was not that long ago—the policy was not as clear as 
what we can see here, there seemed to be this view that if it made a great deal of noise, as the nurses union 
certainly did during that time, because of the electoral cycle, it would take the opportunity to put on maximum 
pressure. Obviously, the rest is history, and I do not need to repeat it for the benefit of members.  

The benefit of this action plan element is that everyone is under no illusion that the wage policy will be capped 
to CPI growth. I think that is long overdue. For example, we know that in the portfolio of education this 
government increased the wages of teachers from the point when we first came into government at which, as I 
understand it, our teachers were the lowest paid in the nation—something that members opposite seem to 
conveniently forget and never want to talk about—to the point where they are now the highest paid. 

Hon Peter Collier: They are the highest paid in the nation and when they went into the last election with Mark 
McGowan as education minister, they had not signed an EBA for over 18 months.  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: This Liberal–National conservative government has had to fix the problem that was left 
at our feet courtesy of members opposite and has had to ensure that teachers receive a fair and reasonable salary, 
to say the least. They are now the highest paid in the nation. 

Hon Peter Collier: In the four years before 2008, there were massive teacher shortages leading into the school 
year. In every year since, we have filled every classroom with a teacher because we have given them the respect 
and the pay they deserve.  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: We have done that and we have brought it now to a level that is undisputedly the best in 
the nation, but we cannot continue to provide increases at that rate forever. The appropriate course of action is to 
do exactly what the Treasurer has done—that is, to cap increases to wages and conditions at consumer price 
index growth. No-one can complain about that. My hope is that we will soon see an end to the absolutely 
outrageous behaviour that we saw in the lead-up to the election. That is not the time to do wage negotiations. 
Those people in the union need to take a good hard look at themselves. I accept that their job is to advocate for 
the best possible outcome for their members. However, with responsibility comes a corresponding level of 
integrity. People need to ensure that they do not use their power and their position just because they can. That 
ought never to be the case. People ought to do things with some degree of moderation, as I have said before in 
this place. I compare it with our right to speak freely in this place under parliamentary privilege, and we ought 
not to abuse that. When the unions want to negotiate for higher wages, that is what they should do, but it needs to 
be done in a responsible fashion. I defy anyone to explain how that was done in a responsible fashion in the lead-
up to the election. I recall listening to the head of the respective union speak on the radio; in essence, he 
acknowledged that he was doing so because of the time in the electoral cycle. He was taking advantage of the 
system. I congratulate the Treasurer on this key element of the fiscal action plan. The third point — 

Hon Darren West: You’re the only one congratulating the Treasurer. There are not very many people at all.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is okay. We have just had a very unintelligent interjection from the member 
opposite. He said that I am the only person congratulating the Treasurer for this element of the fiscal action plan. 
I am sure that the honourable member knows he made a mistake when he made that interjection because many 
people on this side of the chamber would also congratulate the Treasurer. I would not be alone in that respect. 
What is very interesting about that interjection from the honourable member is that, in essence, if his argument is 
that I am the only one congratulating the Treasurer for that, that means he does not congratulate the Treasurer for 
that. Therefore, he does not think that it is a good idea to cap wage increases in line with CPI growth. He says, in 
typical Labor fashion, that we should just spend. Let us do what Gillard and Rudd have done for the past 
six years. Let us keep on handing out the money. We have an open chequebook. No problem. That is what this 
honourable member is saying. When the quality of the interjections is of that standard, I welcome them with 
open arms. Perhaps the honourable member would be better off listening to the remainder of the speech and, 
interestingly enough, he might learn something.  

The third point I want to raise about the highlights in the 2013–14 budget concerns an area under the heading of 
“Unlocking New Economic Growth Areas”. In the speech made by the hardworking Hon Helen Morton, she 
said — 

… this Budget continues our commitment to provide targeted tax relief to small businesses. From 
2014–15, the payroll tax exemption threshold will be raised to $800,000 (from the current $750,000), 
and from 2016–17 the threshold will be lifted further to $850,000.  

I was absolutely delighted to see that included in the budget. Let me indulge in a very short story to explain why 
that is the case. Prior to entering Parliament, I had the opportunity to be a partner in a law practice with another 
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gentleman and we grew the firm. When I arrived, we were a firm of about five people and by the time I left we 
were a larger small business with about 30 people. During the course of that incremental growth in the law 
practice, the accountant came to speak to me. I was the partner responsible for the financial aspects of the firm. 
He told me that we needed to get ready for this thing called payroll tax that is coming up because we would hit 
the threshold that year. I asked how it worked. He explained to me that once we hit the threshold of $750 000—
guess what—we would be taxed. I said that was unbelievable and I asked who invented this system. My partner 
and I grew the practice with no government assistance whatsoever. Through our own efforts we employed more 
and more Western Australian people in our practice. We gave them jobs through our own endeavours and efforts 
and suddenly we were penalised by the government for doing too well. I just could not believe that we would get 
shafted in that respect. I was bitterly disappointed that we would have to put aside a provision for this payroll 
tax, but the rest is history. We just said we had to do it and we continued to grow the practice. I fully appreciate 
the pressure that small businesses are under, so I am delighted to see that the Liberal–National government in 
this state has taken the initiative to increase the threshold to $800 000 in 2014–15. I hope, as it has already been 
foreshadowed that it will increase to $850 000 in 2016–17, there will be further increases in that regard. I am 
happy to see that threshold increase, and that will remain my position for a very long time to come.  

I have made introductory comments on the budget; those were three items that Hon Helen Morton with Hon 
Troy Buswell included in the budget and that I thought were outstanding. However, we have had only negativity, 
as per usual, from the members opposite. It is no wonder that with that level of negativity, the results for both the 
ALP and the Greens are projecting downwards, as evidenced on the weekend. If I have time, I may come back to 
that in due course.  
I also take the opportunity this evening to consider for a moment the budget of something that we do not talk 
about too often. Hon Ken Travers and I started talking about it a bit earlier this afternoon during consideration of 
committee reports. I want to pick up on that. I refer to the extent of the budget for the Legislative Council and 
the Legislative Assembly. At page 45 of the budget papers is a schedule that outlines the moneys provided to the 
Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly to deliver their services. It is broken down into the net amount 
appropriate to deliver services. Separate to that is a further amount that is authorised by the Salaries and 
Allowances Act 1975. Naturally, there is a difference between the two chambers. In this chamber we have 36 
members and the other chamber has 59. Naturally, the allocation for the Legislative Assembly under the Salaries 
and Allowances Act will be greater than ours. I do not think anyone has a problem with that. That is entirely 
understandable. The other amounts in there are very interesting. If we look at the Legislative Council for this 
year, we see that it is provided with $5 161 000 to deliver its services whereas the Legislative Assembly is 
provided with $5 219 000. The difference, for the mathematicians amongst us, is $58 000 for this coming 
financial year. It is very interesting to note that next year the forecast is for that differential to be $72 000, and 
$93 000 the year after. Guess what happens in 2016–17? The difference is only $10 000. It is therefore fairly 
irregular in my view that it is $58 000 this year, it will go incrementally upwards to $72 000 and $93 000, and 
then for some reason in 2016–17 there is a differential of $10 000. I would like the figures to be the same. Is that 
unreasonable on my part? I do not think so. I do not believe the delivery of services from this chamber is any 
different from the delivery of services in the other place. Yes, the Legislative Assembly’s accumulation of 
salaries needs to be higher than ours because it has 59 members and we have only 36. I understand that; of 
course there will be a difference there, but the amount should be the same for the rest of the operations. I guess I 
see a glimmer of hope—a light at the end of the tunnel, if members like—because in 2016–17 that great gap in 
this one entry from $58 000 will reduce to $10 000. It should be nil. I could probably live with $10 000, although 
I would still like a good explanation of why it needs to be $10 000. I look forward to seeing how that unfolds 
during this term of government and whether there will be an even distribution of funds between the Legislative 
Council and the Legislative Assembly for the delivery of services. 

In that same vein, I note, turning a couple of pages further into the budget papers to page 48, a description—
presumably provided by the Legislative Council, as no-one else could have provided it—of the services that the 
Legislative Council provides. They are listed in two points: firstly, the services are to support the chamber 
operations of the Legislative Council; and the second is to support the committees of the Legislative Council. 
Hold that thought on that second point for a moment, Madam Deputy President (Hon Liz Behjat)—that is, to 
support the committees of the Legislative Council. The Legislative Council says it does two things: it supports 
the chamber operations and it supports committees. If we turn over a couple of pages to page 54, we see that the 
Legislative Assembly provides one service. I assume the Legislative Assembly came up with the description that 
states it supports the operation of the Legislative Assembly. 

For some reason, the Legislative Council provides two services; these are support for the chamber operations and 
support for committees, whereas in the Legislative Assembly everything is bundled together into support for the 
operations of the Assembly. Members might say, “Who cares?” The point is that the budget papers, if members 
have a look, identify the amount of money provided to support the committees of the Legislative Council. We 
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can actually see the dollar figure in the budget papers, whereas we cannot see it for the Assembly because it is 
hidden in this larger pot of money. 

Hon Ken Travers: Should we block the budget until they declare what they spend on their committees? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I am just drawing the point that there are two descriptions for the Council and only one 
description for the Assembly. I will tell Hon Ken Travers where I am going with it. The reason it is a particular 
issue for me, as we discussed earlier during consideration of committee reports, is that the committee I chair falls 
under the Legislative Assembly. Obviously, therefore, I am interested to know whether support for committees 
of the Legislative Assembly matches support for committees of the Legislative Council. I do not know that. I 
cannot tell that from the budget papers, but I am interested to know.  

Hon Ken Travers: What I’d like to know from your legal experience is whether you think I have the power, or 
the estimates committee has the power, to call the Assembly members before us to explain themselves! 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is an interesting question. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Perhaps we should just abolish them instead. 

Hon Ken Travers: We created them. That was the first mistake we made! 

Hon Michael Mischin: They’ve had a fair go. They have been given a decent run at it, so what do you say to 
calling the experiment off now? 

Hon Ken Travers: You are the Attorney General; you can bring the legislation in! 

Hon Michael Mischin: Can I get your support on that? 

Hon Ken Travers: When we see the bill, we’ll give it full consideration! 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I thank members for their assistance in my contribution this evening. As I say, I am 
interested to know whether the Assembly’s support for committees matches that of the Council. It would be an 
interesting exercise to look at. 

While I am speaking of committees, I would like to mention two other things. The first is with respect to 
staffing. I have had the opportunity now to be on a committee for four and a half years. The very interesting 
thing is that most of my experience has been with committees run by the Legislative Assembly. I have had very 
little experience with committees run by the Legislative Council. That probably sounds strange for a Legislative 
Councillor. However, I was on two joint standing committees. I was on one committee with the hardworking 
member for Kingsley, Andrea Mitchell, who was the chair overseeing the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Commissioner for Children and Young People. That committee was obviously run by the Assembly, as was my 
committee for oversight of the Corruption and Crime Commission. That is therefore where the majority of my 
experience on committees has been. It seems to me that Assembly committees have a process for rotating 
committee staff through the various committees. That is quite interesting because of course we end up having 
new committee staff assisting us on committees who may not necessarily have any experience of the matters 
before them. However, I can understand that there would be a benefit in rotating staff through the various 
committees so that they can get a breadth of experience and, I suppose, diversify their skills among committee 
members. I therefore think the policy of rotation is a good one. I raise that matter because it seems to me that 
there would be a benefit in some form of succession planning as well. When it comes to these committees, 
therefore, it is one thing to rotate the staff; it is another thing to make sure that there is good succession planning 
to ensure we do not find ourselves in the situation I found myself in on the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission. The committee ended up having two new staff members, neither of whom 
had ever been on that committee. Obviously, that situation can provide a level of pressure on the chair of the 
committee, which in this case was me. 

Let me hasten to say that in no way am I suggesting that the current two staff members on my committee are 
anything other than excellent. They have been very faithful in their duties to the committee and have been very 
conscientious, and I am very grateful for the support they have provided. We are quite privileged to have them 
on the committee. My point is that in organising staff for these committees there probably needs to be a balance 
between the rotation of staff and succession planning to make sure that people chairing a committee, like I do, 
are not put under undue pressure. When we are trying to do the work of the chair of a committee, as you will 
appreciate, Madam Deputy President, we have enough on our plate without training two new committee staff 
members simultaneously. I think training one at any given time would be a good thing so that they could gain a 
bit of experience from the other one. Nevertheless, as was discussed a little earlier today, there is always room 
for improvement, and that is why I make some of these comments this evening about committees. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 11 September 2013] 

 p3823c-3839a 
Hon Alanna Clohesy; Deputy President; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Nick Goiran 

 [13] 

Another thing I thought I would mention about committees, while I was contemplating the budget papers, is that 
there is a committee of the Legislative Council that seems to be a portfolio-based committee but is not; that is, 
the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs. There is something about that committee that has 
always struck me as a little odd. Perhaps some members who have been in this place a little longer than I have, 
such as Hon Ken Travers, can fill me in on why we have the Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs. I would have thought we would have just a standing committee on public affairs. Presumably, 
environment still falls under that category in some loose way. We could call it the petitions committee if we like. 
It just seems a little odd that it is the only portfolio-based committee to sneak its way into the Legislative 
Council make-up and we do not have, for example, a standing committee on education, health, police and all 
these other things—I am not in any way suggesting that we want to go down that path, definitely not. It is just 
interesting that we have the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs. 

Hon Ken Travers: There is a history to it and I am happy to fill the member in. It is also worth getting Hon 
George Cash’s report on committees from back in the early 2000s. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Once again, I am grateful to Hon Ken Travers for giving me a little bit of homework. I 
will do that, and no doubt we will sit down, have a cup of coffee and discuss that a little further. It gives people 
an indication of what I will be doing over the next couple of days. I would rather have a coffee than one of those 
red wines that Hon Robin Chapple had before because then I would talk forever and never stopping. 

Hon Ken Travers: And we would notice how? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: We certainly would not want that. I should not get distracted, otherwise I will have to 
seek leave for an extension. I will move to my next point, which is the more substantive part of my speech; not 
in any way to suggest that what I have said today was not substantive. This is really where I want to head with 
my contribution this evening; not just to look at the level of funding for the Legislative Council, not just to look 
at the committee process for the Legislative Council, but also to look at the mode of operation for us to consider 
law reform. What I propose this evening is what I call the theory on the onus to persuade. I am suggesting that 
the onus ought to be on the person or the body of people who want to change the law to provide the logical, 
persuasive reasons for why the law needs to change. It seems to me that sometimes when proposals are put 
forward, there is almost an expectation that the onus is on the other side—those who start asking questions—to 
be the ones who explain to everyone why the law needs to remain as it is. I do not think that is right. I like to 
compare it with how it works in the courtroom. In the courtroom in a civil case the onus is on the plaintiff to 
prove their case. The onus is not on the defendant to disprove the case. No doubt the honourable and very 
learned Attorney General will correct me if I am wrong, because I have nowhere near the experience that he has 
in criminal law, but my understanding is that the same thing applies there—the onus is on the prosecution to 
prove the case, the onus is not on the defendant to disprove the case. There are some niceties around that, if I can 
put it that way. There are some exceptions to the rule where the onus shifts, but as a general proposition it is the 
responsibility of the person before the court wanting to have their case heard to prove it; it is not the 
responsibility of the other side to disprove it.  

I suggest that the same thing that applies in law reform ought to apply in this place. If someone wants to change 
the law or propose law reform, the onus is on them to persuade the rest as to why it needs to change. It ought not 
be the case that those asking questions are somehow shackled, burdened and expected to persuade others why 
the proposals that have been put forward are not any good. I will give a couple of examples. The first one is a 
matter I have talked about previously; I raised it in my maiden speech and it is to do with the area of criminal 
injuries compensation. I am on the record as saying that I think that there is some case for reforms in this area. I 
recognise that if I think there should be some changes there, the onus is on me to persuade my learned friend the 
Attorney General that there is a case for it. If I cannot persuade him, that is the end of it. The responsibility 
definitely lies with me. It cannot be the case that I just come up with an idea and suddenly it becomes the 
Attorney General’s or somebody else’s problem to try to dissuade everybody else. No, the responsibility is with 
me; I am the one suggesting that there should be law reform. 

I will give members a practical example that I have raised once before about the Criminal Injuries Compensation 
Act 2003. In my view there is a case for reform of this act when one looks at the contrast between sections 13 
and 17 of the act. For criminal injuries, section 13 applies if a person is charged with an alleged offence and is 
found not guilty of it, other than on account of unsoundness of mind. In other words, if a person is the victim of a 
crime and has been injured as a result of that crime being perpetrated—the injury can even be mental shock or 
something of that nature, it need not necessarily be bodily harm—that person can claim criminal injuries 
compensation under this section if the person that has perpetrated this offence has been found not guilty, but only 
in certain circumstances. It is not an automatic right because under section 13, subsection (2b), the person needs 
to identify that their claim is that the offence was committed, but by a person other than the acquitted person. Let 
me give members a practical example. I am a person who, how should I put this; I do not think I want it to be me 
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actually, I am going to suggest it is somebody else. Let us say that somebody has been the victim of a hold-up. 
They are working at a service station or something like that and they are the victim of a hold-up. A person has 
been prosecuted for that, but found not guilty. In that situation the person is only able to apply for criminal 
injuries compensation if the person can demonstrate that it was someone else, other than the person who was 
prosecuted, who carried out the hold-up. That would be a pretty rare circumstance. It might apply if the person 
had a balaclava over their head so there was some uncertainty as to who it actually was—Was it him or was it his 
mate, for example—that might be a situation. But generally speaking it will be pretty rare. Imagine for a moment 
that someone has been murdered. The close relatives of that victim are able to put in a claim, but what happens if 
the person who was charged is acquitted? It has to be demonstrated to the criminal injuries compensation 
assessor that it was someone other than the acquitted person. In certain circumstances that may be possible, but it 
may not.  

Where it gets really complicated, and this is why I believe there is a case for law reform here, is when there is a 
situation of sexual assault. Unfortunately, what happens in a lot of cases of sexual assault is that a person will put 
in a complaint to the police. If the police think there is enough evidence, they will bring forward charges. It then 
goes before the court, and in some circumstances—it actually happens more often than people believe—the 
accused is found not guilty. These are hard cases to prove. The difficulty with this legislation is that if the person 
is found not guilty, the poor victim of the sexual assault cannot put in a claim, because, frankly, if it was not the 
accused who sexually assaulted them, then it did not happen. It is not likely to be someone else. The problem for 
the poor victim is that they are then prevented from claiming compensation because of this provision in the act. 
Members might ask what is wrong with that. Under section 17 of the Criminal Injuries Compensation Act the 
victim can apply for compensation if no person is charged. We have this anomaly in the system, whereby the 
victim of a sexual assault who was unable to identify who the person was—they are not sure, and members can 
imagine some horrible person with a balaclava who has sexually assaulted somebody—can claim under this 
provision even though no person was charged. That person can claim and the other person cannot. This boils 
down to two different standards of proof. The first person has been able to identify the perpetrator. They have 
taken it to the criminal court, which applies a standard of beyond reasonable doubt, which is the highest 
standard; whereas the person who is unable to identify the person goes before the Chief Assessor of Criminal 
Injuries Compensation and they need only prove it on the balance of probabilities. We then have this unfortunate 
situation in which a victim of sexual assault is, if you like, unfairly unable to claim compensation simply because 
the criminal court, quite rightly, has the standard which is beyond reasonable doubt and they were not able to get 
over that hurdle so that is the end of the prospect of getting compensation; whereas, the person who was not able 
to identify the victim is able to claim compensation and only has to prove it on the balance of probability. That is 
unfair. I had the difficult task of working with hundreds of victims of sexual assault when I was working in a law 
practice. Their cases are always horrendous. It is incredibly distressing as a legal practitioner to explain to the 
poor person who has been the subject of this offence that, unfortunately, the system does not cater for them. But 
it will cater for the next person who comes in, just because one was able to identify the perpetrator and one was 
not. We have this bizarre situation in which a person who is able to identify the perpetrator is in some sense 
worse off because they have to go through a more complex legal system and quite possibly end up with nothing; 
whereas the person who was not able to identify the perpetrator actually has far greater prospect of success, if 
you like—not that any of these victims of crime ever feels they have had any success as a result of these heinous 
crimes being committed against them.  

I am spending time this evening to set that out in some detail and to once again re-emphasise the point here that 
if people want to change the law, the responsibility lies with them to provide the persuasive, logical argument for 
everybody else to understand the point and to support it. If they cannot do that, then the law ought not change. 
My proposition is that there ought to be amongst us, as legislators, some expectation that the onus will remain on 
the person seeking the law reform in question; it cannot be left to other people. It would be most unsatisfactory if 
that were the case, but it seems that I see that too often.  

At this time, noting I am rapidly running out of time, pursuant to standing order 22(1), I seek by leave a grant of 
extension of time of 15 minutes.  

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I was giving a case example of why the onus is on people who want to see law reform to 
persuade others. I will contrast the example I have just given in some detail of the Criminal Injuries 
Compensation Act to a different case which has attracted some level of controversy, even from me, when we 
were last sitting. Quite frankly, the controversy was more about people not understanding the point. The point 
that I continue to make this evening—I use it for myself—is that if I want to see some changes in criminal 
injuries compensation, the onus is upon me to persuade for the change. I expect that standard of other people. If 
other people would like to see changes in the law, the onus is on them to provide the persuasive, logical reason to 
change it.  
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When we were sitting last month, I made a speech on National Marriage Day, on the Tuesday. It did not attract 
any attention, and I was not expecting it to. I did not put out a media release or anything of that sort. 
Hon Sally Talbot then took the opportunity, unfortunately while I was away on urgent parliamentary business, to 
launch some sort of broadside against me two days later on the Thursday over the content of my speech. Frankly, 
in a shocking display of fear-mongering, Hon Sally Talbot started going off on some bizarre path talking about 
pets, pots and things of that nature. What was quite remarkable about that whole attack on my speech—I have a 
pretty thick skin, so I am always happy in a robust way for us to debate things at an intellectual level—is that I 
thought it was pretty mischievous, frankly, to try and twist the things I was saying. What I continue to say to this 
day to those who would like to see changes to the definition of marriage is that they are entitled to argue their 
case until the cows come home, but the onus is on the ones who want to change the law to persuade the rest of us 
we should agree with them. To fulfil that onus, they need to provide logical, persuasive arguments. For those 
who bothered to read my speech or to hear it on National Marriage Day, I was unpacking a scenario that was 
provided from the British House of Lords, where somebody had suggested, in effect—I am not seeking to quote 
them because I do not have the notes here for that purpose this evening—that society would be strengthened 
when more couples would be able to show this form of commitment. I then set out an example in which a form 
of couple, two consenting adults, would not in my view be strengthening society. The reason I gave that example 
is simply to say that the reason provided in the argument in the House of Lords was not a persuasive, logical one. 
Those who want to argue the case can no doubt come up with some other reason, but that would not be one. I 
was saying that if they want us to agree with them, they will have to come up with some other reason. That 
particular line out of the House of Lords in the British Parliament was not good enough, in my view. I did not 
think they had discharged the onus to persuade. That was the point I was making.  

I suspect that Hon Sally Talbot knows that full well, but in a very mischievous way she sought to launch her 
broadside against me and she is quite entitled to do that—or is she? I guess in this place members can do 
whatever they like to a certain extent, so long as it does not breach the standing orders; but I would have 
expected a higher standard from members in this place. When a member wants to take a crack at another 
member from the other side, or even have a crack at someone on their own side—if they feel inclined to do 
that—they should make sure they get their facts straight. Do not misrepresent what another member has said; 
that is not an honourable way of going about things or acting with integrity. It is being mischievous and is 
unacceptable, in my view. It is unfortunate that this particular member sought to do that when I was away on 
urgent parliamentary business; nevertheless, the interesting thing out of the whole exercise, the reason I was 
certainly not despondent about it—in some respects I was delighted by what then transpired—was because it 
demonstrated my point. During the events that came thereafter, no-one answered the question, that is, what was 
the logical persuasive argument that then replaced the one that had clearly failed? To this day, nobody has done 
that and, to this day, I am not persuaded. Until such a time as people are able to fulfil their duty, in my view their 
onus to persuade, then they can expect resistance from me till the day that I stop breathing.  

As we conclude, there is very little time left, but there is so much more to discuss about the budget. I hope in the 
few moments that I have this evening I was able to indicate how fantastic it was that Hon Helen Morton had 
ensured in the budget that we would have another shelter for women and children fleeing from domestic 
violence. I am so proud of this honourable member that she has ensured that this funding was in the budget. I am 
so proud of the Treasurer’s courage to put up the fiscal action plan that provided this key element to cap wages 
and condition increases to the consumer price index. After that ridiculous interjection that we heard earlier, I 
hope the member takes a good hard look at himself and understands that it takes a courageous Treasurer, like the 
one we have, to implement something like this so we do not have the fiasco we had with the nursing union in the 
lead-up to the election.  

The third point I made in my speech earlier was that I am absolutely delighted that the responsible members in 
the cabinet have sought to include some tax relief for small business in the form of the increase of the payroll tax 
exemption threshold. I gave the story as to why, in my experience in legal practice, that is absolutely 
outstanding, and I will continue to advocate to ensure that continues to increase because that is the very least that 
we can do for small business. I think members opposite ought to have the good grace to recognise at least those 
three points in the budget and congratulate the government for doing so, rather than the negativity that we have 
heard throughout the course of this debate.  

As I said in my remarks earlier, it seems that this negativity is manifesting itself now in the election results for 
the Labor party and the Greens. We saw that on the weekend. Of course, there is a situation where we well know 
that the ALP will only hold three seats of the 15 in Western Australia. The Liberal Party is well placed, if it has 
not already officially taken place, where it will have 12 seats of the 15. That is an outstanding performance by 
the men and women in blue. I am very proud to be part of that team. I was interested to see with those results 
that it was the coalition team who recorded its highest primary vote in Western Australia. The figures I have—I 
note that Hon Peter Katsambanis is taking close notes of these various figures and probably has even more recent 
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ones than I have—is that the Liberal Party has 47.11 per cent of the vote and the National Party has 3.98 per cent 
of the vote, which of course totals 51 per cent of the primary vote.  

That goes back to what I was saying earlier today about this whole issue of a mandate. If there is such a thing as 
a mandate, if a mandate does exist, if that theory is correct, then clearly our federal colleagues have one, and the 
team that definitely did not have one was the previous Gillard government. The figures speak for themselves. It 
was particularly interesting to see that Western Australia was the only state where the coalition received over 
50 per cent of vote; that is very impressive and telling. What I would encourage members opposite to understand 
is that their constant negativity is not serving the purpose they want it to serve. Clearly, we are getting record 
votes and they are becoming the gold medallists of negativity. Perhaps a different approach needs to be taken.  

As I said, I was absolutely delighted to note that, nationally, the Liberal Party recorded its highest two-party 
preferred vote; that is, 57.02 per cent from the figures I sought. Again, if that is not a mandate, well there never 
was a mandate; it is just farcical to ever talk about one. We have to be a bit real about these things, either Tony 
Abbott has one or he does not, but let us at least have the honesty and integrity to accept that Julia Gillard 
definitely never had one. 

As I conclude in the last few remaining moments, I want to take the opportunity to particularly congratulate 
some of the candidates in the South Metropolitan Region. I know that my good friend Hon Phil Edman was 
working very hard with our colleague Donna Gordon in Brand. This honourable gentleman has done what very 
few people have done, which was to reduce the margin very substantially in Brand. He ran twice against high-
profile opposition members and managed to reduce the gap. Our friend Donna has reduced it even further on two 
occasions. It is to their combined great credit that these people have worked so hard. Although the people in that 
region may not be traditionally looking to vote for our party, as is perhaps reflected in the composition of the 
state seats down in that area, that is, in Rockingham, Kwinana, Warnbro and Mandurah, which are obviously all 
held by Labor members of Parliament, notwithstanding that very strong obvious support for the Labor Party, the 
work of Hon Phil Edman and Donna Gordon has been very much reflected in how stressed the member for 
Brand clearly must have been in the lead-up to the election. How relieved he must be that he has just managed to 
get his nose over the line.  

It would be remiss of me also to not take the opportunity to congratulate the hard-working member for Swan, 
Steve Irons, who continues to impress me. Every time I see this man he is continuously campaigning. It is 
reflected in his results because at every election that he has contested he has increased the margin; so well done 
to Steve Irons. Dr Dennis Jensen obviously had what is generally considered to be an easier task than some of 
our other colleagues in the South Metropolitan Region, but well done to him for being successful as well.  

I want to take the opportunity to also recognise Matthew Hanson, who was a candidate in Fremantle. He could 
not have had a more difficult seat to run in from a Liberal perspective; yet he gave Melissa Parke a good run for 
her money and managed to get a two per cent swing towards him, which is certainly very impressive given that 
the previous candidate was none other than Matt Taylor, the current member for Bateman, who had managed to 
bring the margin quite close through his own efforts. A bit like Hon Phil Edman and Donna Gordon, the 
combined efforts of Matt Taylor and Matthew Hanson have now given the Labor Party something to think about, 
even in Fremantle! Who would have thought; so well done to all those particular people.  

Last but not least I will talk about the seat of Hasluck, which as Hon Lynn MacLaren now knows, is part of the 
South Metropolitan Region, albeit only one twenty-eighth of it. Nevertheless, to Ken Wyatt: what an incredible 
performance. We could not have possibly had people throw more opposition at someone than what he had. 
Obviously, they did not know what they were doing because they had a heck of a lot of money and they were 
just throwing it at places that were not well targeted. With those comments, I commend the motion to the house.  

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