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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) CAPITAL 2013–14 BILL 2013 
Third Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [2.44 pm]: I believe the member for Albany had finished his speech, so I will 
continue with the debate on the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 2013–14 Bill 2013. Mr Speaker, I 
draw your attention to page 677 of volume 2 of budget paper No 2, which deals with rental housing. One of the 
real issues I had with the Minister for Housing during the budget process, and one of the real issues I had with 
the budget papers, which I shared with the Minister for Housing during the estimates process, was the fact that 
there was no reference to the maintenance costs and maintenance indicators for Homeswest homes and the head 
contractor model that is in place between the Department of Housing and Transfield. The performance of 
Transfield in the head contractor model has been dogged by controversy and criticism by not just members on 
this side of the house, but also members of the government. My criticism was that there was no mention 
whatsoever in the budget papers of the maintenance costs for the head contractor model or the performance, 
whether good or bad, of the head contractor, Transfield. It took me a number of questions to dig down and find 
out where the capital cost of that head contractor model is hidden in the Department of Housing section in 
budget paper No 2. I should not have to do that. An opposition, and the public generally—at the end of the day 
these are public documents—should not have to ask a series of questions to find out about a multimillion-dollar 
contract between a public service department and a private contractor such as Transfield. If it is about openness 
and transparency—these words come out of the Premier’s mouth all the time when stating his belief about the 
running of his government—the head contractor model should be set out quite clearly and up-front in the budget 
papers, not hidden away under the rental housing service under the heading “Services and Key Efficiency 
Indicators” on page 677 of budget paper No 2. The reason I had to ask those questions was that the total cost of 
service for rental housing jumped from the 2011–12 actual of $806 million to a budget target for 2013–14 of 
$1.072 billion. I asked the obvious question: is that where the capital costs are for the head contractor model for 
the maintenance of housing commission homes? It was confirmed with me by the department that that indeed 
was where the cost of the contract was embedded. There was no idea of the actual cost of that contract. 
I eventually got that out of the department, but that is where the cost was hidden. 

That brings me to the criticism of the head contractor model. I have raised in this house before the performance 
of Transfield as the head contractor, particularly in paying its subcontractors. I raised that criticism again directly 
with the minister and the head of his department in the estimates committee hearing. I have raised that criticism 
in this place with the former Minister for Housing and the current Minister for Housing. Despite bringing 
examples of the appalling way in which Transfield treats its subcontractors, nearly sending them to the wall, the 
problem continues. They are continuing as I speak. Building subcontractors in the Western Australian economy, 
some of whom have worked with the Department of Housing for decades, are struggling to pay their employees 
because Transfield will not pass on what they owe to those subcontractors. Transfield has been paid for the work 
done by these subcontractors, but it will not pass that money on to its subcontractors. The department turns a 
blind eye to this and pretends it is not happening. I will go through that in detail. 

I raised an example in the estimates committee that had come to my attention concerning a plumbing contractor 
to Transfield. This contractor had been working with the Department of Housing, under its various titles, for 
over 30 years. It had been a long-term plumbing contractor to the Department of Housing, specifically for public 
housing maintenance. Just over two years ago, its relationship with the Department of Housing changed because 
the government decided to go to a head contractor model, which was awarded to Transfield. Rather than this 
plumbing company dealing directly with the Department of Housing and its various regional offices to get jobs, 
by providing estimates and quotes to the department and then getting paid by the Department of Housing, all of 
that work now goes through the head contractor, Transfield. At the time of speaking to the proprietor of the 
company, $326 000 was owed to it from Transfield. Of that $326 000, an amount of $197 987.48 had been 
overdue beyond two weeks. Some of the moneys owed to this plumbing company go back months and months. 
Transfield told this plumbing contractor at the end of the last financial year that it would not pay the outstanding 
bills it had presented until the new financial year. That forced the company to go to its own bank to borrow 
$200 000 to pay the wages of its employees. The company has approximately 30 to 35 employees and 20 vans 
on the road. Effectively, Transfield’s long-term outstanding payments to this company of $200 000 and the total 
outstanding amount of $326 000 meant it had no cash flow. This company that had worked for 35 years with the 
State Housing Commission and Homeswest through to the Department of Housing was left, in July this year, 
with no cash and it had to go to its bank in order pay its own workers. That was for one reason only: the head 
contractor for the Department of Housing refused to pass on moneys it had been paid by the Department of 
Housing for the work done by this plumbing company. Transfield refused to pass that money on to the 
subcontractor for the actual work that had been undertaken. 
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That is not an isolated case. I know of seven other companies that are in the same situation. I will not read out 
their names because I have not spoken to them to ask whether they would agree. I think a lot of them would be 
fairly reticent about their names being read out publicly because they are concerned about retribution and 
whether Transfield would award them jobs in the future. I have the names of seven other companies, in addition 
to this plumbing company, that have moneys outstanding. From looking at the header on an email I received 
recently, I believe that every member of Parliament received a pleading email from one of Transfield’s 
subcontractors demanding to know whether members would take up its case and asking whether Transfield had 
run out of money and was in fact bankrupt because it was refusing to pay its subcontractors for work that had 
been carried out. That shows that this matter with Transfield continues.  

In the estimates hearing I asked the minister and Mr Parry of the Department of Housing about the department’s 
payment schedule to Transfield. I asked whether the department paid Transfield a set amount of money, 
quarterly, monthly, fortnightly or weekly, as part of the head contractor model. I asked whether this was the 
source of the cash flow problem that was having a knock-on effect with Transfield’s subcontractors. Was this the 
problem? I asked whether the Department of Housing was being slack in meeting its obligations in the head 
contractor model in paying Transfield in the first place. Mr Parry responded — 

We now pay head contractors weekly. Formerly, we paid them monthly, but it is now weekly. 

Mr Parry went on to say — 

Despite a number of claims that Transfield is not paying, I have still seen little evidence of that. It is 
obligated to pay within 28 days. 

Transfield has moved from a monthly billing system to the Department of Housing to a weekly billing system; 
so this is not an issue with cash flow between the government, through the Department of Housing, and 
Transfield. This is an issue between Transfield and its subcontractors. The government, through the Department 
of Housing, has an obligation to Transfield, under the head contractor model, to pay its contractors within a 28-
day period. Transfield is clearly not doing this with its subcontractors. Transfield is effectively sending 
subcontractors to the wall, and absolutely nothing is being done about that, neither by the department nor by the 
minister. In recent times, we have had two Ministers for Housing—Minister Redman and Minister Marmion. 
I have brought this issue to the attention of those ministers on a number of occasions. Neither of those ministers 
has taken up those examples with the department and tried to fix this problem. When the head contractor model 
came into being just on two years ago, the then shadow Minister for Housing, the member for Willagee, raised 
this issue with the various Ministers for Housing at the time—the member for Vasse, and, prior to that, the 
current Minister for Housing, who is also a previous Minister for Housing. The member for Willagee raised time 
and again with those ministers the problem of the payment system and the quality of work being undertaken by 
Transfield. Nothing has been done about that during the last two years, and still nothing is being done by either 
the department or the minister about that problem.  

I want to take members to an analysis by KPMG titled “Internal audit report Head Contractor Maintenance 
Model” dated March 2012. That audit was commissioned by the current Minister for Housing and the 
Department of Housing as a result of the complaints that were made by the member for Willagee and me to the 
various Ministers for Housing. That internal audit report is very interesting.  

The report says on page 10, in giving its summary of the comparison between the two contracting models, that, 
from a cost perspective, the comparisons — 

… are broadly comparable between the models at a total spend level. However, there are indications 
that savings can be achieved … based on the decrease in the average cost per work order … 

Basically, KPMG has said that the department is not saving any money out of the head contractor model, 
because the costs are basically the same. The report goes on to say — 

From a timeliness perspective, the KPI data comparison performed by Internal Audit … indicates a 
lower percentage of compliance to the timeliness KPIs under the new Head Contractor Model. 

It goes on to say — 
From a quality perspective, the current Head Contractor Model contract KPIs do not allow for 
measurement of the quality of the work performed by the contractors, as discussed further on page 41.  

In summary, the KPMG report highlighted, firstly, that the cost of introducing the head contractor maintenance 
model is no different from the cost of the model that had been run by the Department of Housing; secondly, that 
the performance of the company had dropped; and, thirdly, that the KPI data under the head contractor model 
does not allow for measurement of the quality of work performed. 
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Therefore, the argument that was mounted by the then Minister for Housing—who is actually the current 
Minister for Housing, because he has been Minister for Housing twice—that the head contractor model would 
save money and improve the overall performance of maintenance in Homeswest homes, is not borne out by the 
internal audit undertaken by KPMG. The report also highlighted the limited capacity that the Department of 
Housing now has to measure the performance of Transfield.  

That criticism by KPMG is backed up by question on notice 937 of Tuesday, 6 August 2013 from me to the 
Minister for Housing. In that question, I asked — 

(1) How many times have the maintenance Head Contractors to the Department of Housing — 

Those head contractors are more than just Transfield; there are also regional head contractors — 
been in breach of performance of required levels in the Service Level Agreement … over the 
following years:  

(a) 2010–2011;  

(b) 2011–2012; and  

(c) 2012–2013?  

The answer to that question was — 

(1) (a)–(c) None. 

I asked also — 

(2) How many penalties have been applied to the maintenance Head Contractors for breach of 
performance of required levels in the SLAs each year for the years above? 

The answer to that was, of course, “Not applicable”, because there have been no breaches of performance.  

The answer to question (1) is followed by the words — 

The current maintenance contract does not make provision for the Department to issue head 
contractors with a breach of performance if compliancy is not achieved. Performance issues 
are addressed through the current Service Level Agreements (SLAs), not the maintenance 
contract. Job orders that do not meet key performance indicator targets under the SLA incur 
performance sum at risk penalties in lieu of breach. 

Therefore, in keeping with the criticism by KPMG about the lack of ability to analyse the performance of the 
head contractor, there have been, according to the department, no breaches. Despite all the complaints that have 
been made in this house to the various ministers about the behaviour of Transfield as the head contractor, 
particularly over its treatment of subcontractors, according to the department, there have been no breaches of 
service level agreements. That issue deals with the relationship between the head contractor and its 
subcontractors. According to the department, there have been no breaches of that agreement. In fact, even if 
there was a breach, no penalties could be applied. What sort of contract does the Department of Housing have in 
place with Transfield? The government is handing over money weekly to Transfield. It used to be monthly. Now 
it is weekly. It is handing over truckloads of money. Over a year, hundreds of millions of dollars are being 
handed over to Transfield on a weekly basis, with no analysis of how that money is being passed on to 
subcontractors, no analysis of whether the head contractor is in breach of its service level agreement, which is 
part of the contract, and no inquiry into whether subcontractors are being treated fairly or unfairly. Therefore, 
there are no breaches. What sort of contract does the department have in place with this contractor, who is a 
recipient of government money, when it cannot penalise that contractor should it be in breach of the elements of 
the contract that are contained within the service level agreement? What sort of contract is that? This is an 
absolute joke. Unfortunately, these subcontractors are not laughing at the joke, because they have lost huge 
amounts of money and they are continuing to lose huge amounts of money. 

I have been informed recently that the tactics being used by Transfield in not paying its subcontractors are 
deliberate.  

I am yet to find out whether that is true, but I was informed very recently of the tactics used by Transfield in 
holding back the payments to its subcontractors. Transfield is in receipt of government money, which should be 
passed on to its subcontractors, and it is deliberately holding it back. That money is held in a department of 
Transfield in Sydney called Transfield treasury. Transfield is a very large organisation, and as members probably 
know, very large organisations have treasuries. Those treasuries are usually there for hedging purposes—for 
financial transactions. They are there to create hedging contracts to play the international money market whereby 
hedging contracts need to be in place, but also to play the bond market and the interest rate market. That is why 
organisations as large as Transfield have treasury departments. I have been informed that a significant amount of 
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the money coming from the government of Western Australia through the Department of Housing is siphoned 
off to the treasury department of Transfield in Sydney and probably used to play the money markets in order to 
make even more money before Transfield gets around to doing what it should do within 28 days, as part of its 
contract with subcontractors. Transfield should pass on the money to the subcontractors in keeping with the 
contract and to allow the subcontractors to maintain their operations.  

What I have just described is nothing short of a scandal whereby usually small to medium-sized Western 
Australian family-owned companies are sent to the wall by Transfield because of its failure to pay the money 
owed to its subcontractors. We could understand if there was a problem of Transfield not getting money for its 
head-contractor agreement from government; but not only is it getting money regularly, it is now getting money 
weekly. The payments have gone from being monthly to weekly and Transfield is still not complying with the 
contract requirement of payment within 28 days. During the estimates hearings, the member for Willagee, Peter 
Tinley, asked Mr Parry about the 28-day covenant. He said— 

… how many times in the last 12 months has it breached the 28-day covenant? 

Mr Parry replied — 
It is not a measure that we pursue. 

There we have it. There is the source of the problem. The source of the problem is a lousy contract in place 
between the Department of Housing and Transfield that has been badly written. It obviously has loopholes or, 
otherwise, provisions that are completely ignored by Transfield. Transfield has pressured the government into 
paying it weekly and the Department of Housing is doing so. Transfield has an obligation to pay its contractors 
every 28 days, but it refuses to do so, yet the department will not even acknowledge there are problems and has 
nothing in place whatsoever to ensure that that 28-day payment period is followed up. The contractors are left 
hanging out there on a limb and they cannot complain. They have to come through people like me and Mr Acting 
Speaker (Mr P. Abetz), because they are afraid that they will not get any work in the future. This is nothing short 
of a scandal and I will continue to pursue the matter in this house. 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler) [3.15 pm]: I rise to speak on the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 
2013–14 Bill 2013 and really to complain about the lack of appropriation for capital works in the Butler area. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You have a rail line. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Member for Butler, I remind you that you can speak only to what is 
in the bill; you cannot speak to what is not in the bill. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is in the bill in miserable quantities! I was going to speak about what is in the bill and 
the dearth of capital expenditure in the electorate of Butler, and the Premier interjected by saying we have a rail 
line, while quickly whooshing his hand out in front of him as though it is some sort of express rail line. Of 
course, the finishing of the extension of the rail line to Butler is in the budget, but I want to make clear what has 
happened. It has been the go-slow train to Butler. This project was started in 2008, with preliminary earthworks 
commissioned by the outgoing Labor government. It was initially cancelled by the incoming Liberal government 
as part of its rail network review. Then, as a result of large community demonstrations and protests against the 
government’s cancelling of the rail line through Butler and Brighton, the government relented and said it would 
build the rail line. It is seven kilometres long and opens in October next year. It is taking the government as long 
to build the seven-kilometre section of rail line from Clarkson as it took to build the Mandurah line, which 
included tunnels under the city. It has been the go-slow project of Western Australia. More than that—I do not 
put this to the Premier; some whiz-kids behind him came up with this idea, because I do not think the Premier is 
aware of the geography out there—the original plan for public transport in the area was for there to be a station 
at Butler, approximately 3.5 kilometres to four kilometres north of Clarkson, and then a walk-on, walk-off 
station at Brighton behind the shopping centre that the Satterley group is developing. That walk-on, walk-off 
station at Brighton was to have limited car parking. It was to be like the Edgewater station, where people arrive 
at the shopping centre by other public transport and walk onto the platform to the train or walk off the platform 
into the shops. The Public Transport Authority owned a huge swathe of land at the top of Lukin Drive that was 
to be the Butler station. It was to have hundreds upon hundreds of car parks and it had been conceived as 
transport-oriented design. Originally Butler had been designed as a community built around a railway station. 
This might be beyond Mr Acting Speaker’s ability to believe—although I know he is a man of the world and has 
travelled the state widely—so it might surprise him to learn that in Butler, 40 kilometres from the city, the blocks 
have five-metre frontages. That allows one room and a door at the front of the property, not two rooms, plus a 
little setback from each boundary, and there are the five metres. These tiny starter cottages were designed to sit 
right next to a railway station so that the residents could get anywhere in the metropolitan area. The Premier 
played a three-card trick and announced that the government would not build the Butler railway station. To 
provide car parking—because it is mayhem at Clarkson Station—at the newly named Butler station, previously 
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known as the Brighton station, the government has leased some land from the Satterley corporation that will 
accommodate about 200 car bays. The people of Brighton do not know what they are in for. This is the terminus 
station where everyone from Yanchep, Shorehaven, Alkimos, Jindalee and Brighton will go, and it has not been 
designed with a proper car park. The station that was to have a proper car park, Butler station, was knocked off 
the map by the government. Although people are looking forward to the extension of the rail line north of 
Clarkson, a large section of my electorate knows the reality contained in these budget papers and that they have 
been duped. It was, after all, the government’s own land developer, LandCorp, which in joint venture with the 
Satterley Property Group, put out brochures that said, “Buy one of these starter homes, with a mere five-metre 
front boundary, and live right on top of a station that will take you anywhere in the metropolitan area.” After all 
the land was sold and there was no longer a need for LandCorp or Satterley Property Group to promote these 
blocks as adjacent to a train station, blow me down, the government cancelled the train station. That is revealed 
in the budget papers.  

Once again, I stand in this Parliament to voice the community’s bitter complaint about what has happened. The 
government is retrofitting a train station on the southern line in the Minister for Corrective Services’ electorate 
for something like $60 million. The government cancelled the Butler train station for a $30 million saving, and it 
has built a massive problem in my electorate and it knows it. Not only did the government cancel the station, the 
seven kilometres of line it had built has taken as long as it took to build the entire Mandurah line.  

The electorate of Butler does not have any light or heavy industry. Employment opportunities in the electorate 
revolve around service industries, the shopping centres, car dealerships and the like. It is a dormitory area where 
people travel to have their home and sleep. It is 40 or 50 kilometres north of the CBD and therefore transport is a 
burning issue. In 2008, the outgoing Labor government promised to extend the Mitchell Freeway north to Hester 
Avenue. This is in the budget papers, so I am bringing it back home to the budget papers, Mr Acting Speaker. 
The Labor government lost power and the Liberal government developed inertia. However, the Liberal 
government realised that the freeway was a burning issue in the electorate, because there are only three ways into 
the electorate: up Wanneroo Road to the east; up the freeway and along Connolly Drive, which is dual carriage 
but has only one lane on either side of the median strip—it is not a distributor road; it is meant to be just a local 
access road—and Marmion Avenue. With the explosion in the population out there, it is gridlock 40 kilometres 
north of Perth on these little roads, and the freeway was looked forward to and badly needed.  

The government entered into a very cynical exercise last year. The fruits of that cynical exercise are in the 
budget papers. Running into the election, the government commissioned a community group to study the 
freeway proposals. As I have said before, it did not require much study because the freeway can be built only on 
the freeway reserve; there is no other place to build the freeway, except the freeway reserve. This left burning 
questions, such as where to have the off-ramps. Only two major roads can take off-ramps—namely, Hester 
Avenue and Neerabup Drive. But in the year leading up to the election, the government engaged the activists in 
the community who wanted a freeway in the community working group, which, unsurprisingly, came up with a 
suggested route for the freeway up the freeway reserve, with access and egress points at Neerabup Drive and its 
terminus Hester Avenue. That took all year. We were waiting for these budget papers for the announcement that 
work was about to commence, but, lo and behold, like the railway, the community of Butler was duped again. 
Instead of allocating money for the construction of this freeway, the government put the spend of $160 million 
back until 2015–16, the last year in the forward estimates. This is about half of the total cost of the freeway. The 
government has stacked this right back to just before the election, so it can have some bulldozers there and say 
that it is building the freeway for the electorate of Butler. After the government delayed the freeway last year 
with the community consultation group, which, as I said, came up with the unsurprising conclusion that the 
freeway had to be built on the freeway reserve, it has now held back the spending for the construction of the 
freeway until 2015–16. The excuse that the government has given the community for having to delay the 
freeway another three or four years—the community will not forget this in 2017—is that some of the freeway 
route requires environmental approvals. These environmental approvals were not addressed last year when the 
community committee was working on this, and, surprisingly, the chairman of the community committee—who 
has just entered the house—is, of course, now the Minister for Environment. If there is anyone who is well 
versed and well placed to solve all these issues well in advance of 2015–16, it is the member for Ocean Reef.  

This whole freeway project is the same as what the government did to the railway; it put the foot on the brake 
and slowed it down as much as possible, to the detriment to all the families out there, who are living not on half-
acre lots but on small 280–square metre and 350–square metre blocks, and are looking to go elsewhere for their 
sport, education and work. I am glad that the Treasurer has come back into the chamber, because the delay of the 
freeway has delayed another budget expenditure—the traffic lights at Flynn Drive and Wanneroo Road. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: You must be dreaming. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Why? 
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Mr T.R. Buswell: That is the responsibility of the City of Wanneroo. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The minister must have a short memory, because — 

Mr P.T. Miles: We invited you along; you were there. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I was there and we discussed this. At the time, the Minister for Transport said that there 
would have to be a realignment of Flynn Drive because some dualling of Wanneroo Road was required, so the 
government would bring forward the dualling of the section on the corner of Flynn Drive to facilitate the early 
installation of traffic lights because it could not be built twice. With the slowing down of the freeway extension, 
it is now being said that Neerabup Drive will be a major access and egress point from the freeway, and this has 
now pushed the planning of the traffic lights — 

Mr P.T. Miles: No. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes, member for Wanneroo. It has pushed the planning of the traffic lights back because 
the traffic lights cannot now go ahead or be planned to go ahead until the whole of the Neerabup Drive situation 
has been resolved. Now the City of Wanneroo is saying that it is going to take months yet to resolve the 
Neerabup Drive issue. So the slowing down of the freeway build has had knock-on effects throughout the 
electorate.  
I have also written to the minister about another issue. Because this is keeping the pressure on local distributor 
roads—principally Marmion Avenue—without the freeway there to suck the traffic back onto the freeway as the 
major course, the traffic volume on Marmion Avenue has become absolutely intolerable. Along Marmion 
Avenue, between Hester Avenue and Kingsbridge Boulevard in Butler, are several major schools: in the south, 
Mindarie Senior College; Peter Moyes Anglican Community School—secondary and primary; Quinns Baptist 
College; Butler Senior High School; Irene McCormack Catholic College and junior school; and Butler Primary 
School. A lot of these children travel to these schools from other parts of the electorate, notably from places 
further north such as Shorehaven, Jindowie and Yanchep, and have to cross Marmion Avenue to get from their 
bus stop to the side of the road that their school is on. We have been pressing, and continue to press, for the 
installation of a flashing pelican crossing in the area of Lukin Drive so that the large number of schoolchildren 
crossing Marmion Avenue can do so with some safety. The speed limit is 80 kilometres an hour through — 

Mr P.T. Miles: I do it every day; you’re not even saying the right things, member.  
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Sorry? 

Mr P.T. Miles: I do that every day; I know what is there. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is 70 just there at Lukin. 

Mr P.T. Miles: It is 70 there, and I can tell you every morning you would be lucky if you got two people — 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am not taking interjections from the man in Yanchep. Mr Acting Speaker, could you 
just — 

Mr P.T. Miles: You don’t even live there.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Member for Wanneroo, interjections are not welcome, by the sound 
of it. 

Mr P.T. Miles: No, because it is the truth, Mr Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member. 
Mr P.T. Miles: That’s why. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Children crossing Marmion Avenue are being put at continual risk, and we thought there 
should have been an allocation for a pelican crossing to take the children from the bus stops near those schools 
across Marmion Avenue. It is only reasonable, given that the government has delayed the build of the freeway 
extension and will keep the traffic on Marmion Avenue, to have safe crossing points on Marmion Avenue.  
Mr P.T. Miles: The council just filled three of those in.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am sorry? 

Mr P.T. Miles: The council just filled three of those in. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The member does not know what he is talking about, but I will leave that there. 

Mr P.T. Miles: I do. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: There were no flashing pelican lights there. It means that the member for Wanneroo is one 
of those motorists who drives dangerously down there with their eyes closed. I can assure you, Mr Acting 
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Speaker, and the Assembly that there are no pelican flashing lights for crossing Marmion Avenue, contrary to 
what the member for Wanneroo believes.  

The other area I want to hear the member for Wanneroo object to is one on which I have already had an 
interchange with the honourable Treasurer—Wanneroo Road. Since the opening of Indian Ocean Drive and the 
increase in population in the Yanchep area, Wanneroo Road has become doubly hazardous. The dualling of 
Wanneroo Road between Menchetti Road and Joondalup Drive is of high priority. This was a local provincial 
road that wended its way through market gardens and other areas of local agriculture. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, I urge you to remember to stick to what is in the bill. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The slowing down of the build of the freeway through to Hester Avenue will place even 
greater urgency on the dualling of Wanneroo Road. But, regrettably, in the budget predictions and out years of 
the budget, there is no provision for the dualling of Wanneroo Road, which is distressing for the community out 
there.  

There is not a lot more in the budget in relation to the Butler area that I can criticise for members, because the 
government did not decide, despite the community’s demands for extra facilities out there, to either promise 
anything during the election beyond the freeway or spend anything in the budget. That is of concern, because it 
throws all the weight on the City of Wanneroo, which cannot keep up with the provision of facilities out there.  

Before I resume my seat, I take my attention, just for the moment, from my electorate to other areas of the 
budget. I want to return to the completion of the police complex at Roe Street, and the expenditure of funds on 
the building of a law court at the Roe Street police complex at a cost of hundreds of thousands of dollars to this 
community, without any plan for its use. I heard what the Treasurer said today in response to the debate on the 
loss of the AAA credit rating—“What about the people on your side of the house who call for money to be 
expended in their electorates”—and I have already dealt with and spoken of the freeway, which is basic 
infrastructure. A community cannot be put out that far north without proper transport. It seems that hundreds of 
millions of dollars can be spent on Elizabeth Quay, which means nothing to the people of my electorate who are 
battling to get to and from places — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I urge you to restrain your comments to the bill. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Elizabeth Quay is in the budget. 
Mr M. McGowan: It’s in capital works. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Yes, but it is not to be a broad-ranging debate. 

Point of Order 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Mr Acting Speaker, it is normal convention in this place that when you provide direction 
for a member, others do not interject to point out or highlight their views on your direction. I know it was not the 
member for Butler who did that, but others did, including the Leader of the Opposition, and perhaps you may 
remind us of the conventions around directions and rulings from the Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Thank you. I do not think I need to repeat that; I think everyone 
knows the rules. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I was talking about Elizabeth Quay, which features in the budget very largely. I was saying 
that hundreds of millions of dollars is being spent on Elizabeth Quay, and I was juxtaposing that spend, 
allocation and appropriation with the dearth of expenditure in my electorate, not even on the freeway, which I 
have gone into at some length to say how the government has put it in the go-slow lane. It has also put the train 
line in the go-slow lane and cancelled one of the stations. At the same time as it is denying this exploding 
community basic infrastructure, it can dig up the Perth foreshore and say that it is remodelling Perth. This means 
nothing to the people in Butler who do not have reasonable access to public transport or reasonable roads on 
which to drive and get out of the electorate. I also point out that while these sorts of funds are being expended, 
this government spent hundreds of thousands of dollars building law courts that it has no current plan to use. 
This government has the ability to fit up those courts and provide judges’ chambers, and to say to the public that 
it will run night courts and that all of its promises are fully costed and fully funded. Then we read the budget and 
find that that is just blue-sky dreaming. This government said that it will work on a plan for 2014–15. 
Government members are quick to criticise us when we talk about the need for basic infrastructure in our 
electorates, while its members spend like drunken sailors in the central business district, building a law court that 
has no present and no planned use—it will be a project that it works upon sometime in the future—and Elizabeth 
Quay, costing hundreds of millions of dollars, the economic success of which can still only be regarded as 
problematic. This has happened while the government has cancelled the building of the Butler station, for a 
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saving of some $30 million, denying the whole suburb access to transport, and pushed out the freeway build for 
four years. It is a question of priorities, and we in the northern suburbs think it is disgraceful. Is it any wonder 
that the people of Butler have turned their faces away from the government? 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [3.43 pm]: I rise to make a few remarks 
about the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 2013–14 Bill 2013, which is the final part of passing the 
government’s state budget through the lower house. We have seen an interesting set of developments since this 
budget was handed down and, indeed, an interesting set of developments since the election, in which all of the 
promises were made that were meant to be part of the budget. We have since learnt that the government has no 
respect for budgets or the budget process. As I said earlier, last year the Treasurer fled the state halfway through 
the budget process and gave up his job. Over the course of the government, three people have held the position 
of Treasurer of Western Australia on four occasions, contrary to the last government that had one treasurer, Hon 
Eric Ripper, who did a good job. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I remind the Leader of the Opposition that this is the third reading and your speech 
needs to be narrow and focused on what is in the bill. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Absolutely, Mr Acting Speaker, which is why I will talk about the capital works 
component of the budget, which is significant. I draw members’ attention to the page for transport, which has a 
significant component of capital works. We have talked about the transport projects promised by the 
government, and about the capital works projects promised by the government in the lead-up to the election, one 
of which involved transport. We recall that the government, in order to be re-elected, made announcements on 
the Metro Area Express light rail and the airport rail link. A couple of days before the election, we learnt that the 
government was depending on massive amounts of commonwealth funding that was not secured. In any event, 
the former commonwealth government allocated $500 million towards rail projects in Perth. We then learnt that 
the then opposition leader, Mr Abbott, said that $500 million was “not in the commonwealth’s knitting”. I have 
never heard that expression before, but I think it means that the Liberal Party does not believe in the 
commonwealth funding rail projects in urban areas. I think that is what he meant when he said that capital works 
money for transport was not in his knitting, and that was fairly clear. However, what did we see in the budget? 
The government assumed that the commonwealth would provide $500 million of funding towards its rail 
projects. When the budget was announced, the government had funding from the commonwealth for the MAX 
light rail and the airport rail link—around $3 billion worth of expenditure. That proposal assumed that 
$500 million would come from the commonwealth, when everyone with an iota of political understanding could 
see in light of Mr Abbott’s statements that that money was severely at risk, because all of us—unless one is 
completely silly—knew that Mr Abbott was 99 per cent likely to become the Prime Minister of Australia. The 
government still put an assumed $500 million from the commonwealth into its budget for rail projects, even 
though we all knew that Mr Abbott would be Prime Minister of Australia—in light of what had gone on—and 
that he would not deliver on that funding. This government directly and deliberately created a $500 million 
budget hole in its transport promises by assuming that that money would come from the commonwealth, even 
though everyone else knew it would not be delivered upon. This government created another budget problem for 
itself on top of the ones we talked about earlier today—the solar rebate scheme and the 457 visa craziness. There 
are so many problems already in the budget and this government added another one to the list—$500 million 
worth of commitments from the commonwealth that would never be delivered. 

This government’s budget and the process by which it has handled budgeting in this state have been nothing 
short of shameful. It is shameful that this government would do that knowing what would happen. It was 
dishonest before the election by assuming that the commonwealth would fund more than $2 billion of its rail 
program without asking. The second dishonesty was that this government knew that Tony Abbott was 99 per 
cent likely to become the Prime Minister, and it still incorporated $500 million of commonwealth funding into 
its budget even though it knew he would not deliver on that money. This is a budget built on the most flimsy of 
funding commitments, and these are election promises built on the most flimsy of assumptions. Standard and 
Poor’s has said that this state’s financial action plan is now in tatters because this government walked away from 
some of the craziest initiatives that I have seen in recent years—the solar panel scheme and the school fee for 
kids of 457 visa holders. This government then assumed that it would get $500 million of funding for rail 
projects that it knew would not be delivered upon. Is it any wonder that Standard and Poor’s has done what it did 
today? This government has now reached the tipping point. Next week, this government will have its five-year 
anniversary of being sworn into office. Since this government took office, we have had an increase in 
unemployment in Western Australia from 2.7 per cent to 4.8 per cent in August 2013—nearly double. Debt has 
increased from $3.6 billion to $22 billion this financial year, and it is predicted to go to $28 billion over the 
forward estimates. The Premier’s excuse is that the government has been overambitious with all its building. For 
a 700 per cent increase in debt and all those repayments, what do we have to show for it? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: A new children’s hospital and Fiona Stanley Hospital. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 18 September 2013] 

 p4354c-4365a 
Mr Fran Logan; Mr John Quigley; Acting Speaker; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Peter Tinley 

 [9] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No children’s hospital has been opened. Fiona Stanley Hospital was planned, named, 
acquired and funded by the former government. We passed legislation through this house establishing the Fiona 
Stanley Hospital account. This government took our plans, adopted them as its own, and has not given any credit 
to the former government for having created it all, but that is up to members opposite. The big promise the 
government made for capital expenditure in health services, the refurbishment of Royal Perth Hospital, is 
nowhere to be seen. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Gone! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is not in the budget. It has gone. 

Dr K.D. Hames: Yes, it is. It is in the budget; not the whole lot, but there is $50 million. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The government promised a $200 million refurbishment of Royal Perth Hospital. The 
Minister for Health has probably been there a number of times and no doubt has had family members in there. 
God knows it is needed; yet the minister committed to that at two elections and the funding is not there. Those 
sorts of capital works commitments that the government committed to are not in the budget. We have a massive 
increase in debt and, in my view, and I think in the view of a great many people, there is very little to show for it. 
At the same time the government has had the greatest amount of commonwealth largesse in living memory. The 
continuing of the undergrounding of the railway in the centre of Perth is half funded by the commonwealth. The 
Gateway WA project is, I think, 80 per cent funded by the commonwealth government. Midland hospital is 
massively funded—50 per cent, if not more—by the commonwealth government. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You are always on the commonwealth’s side; you never stand up for WA. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: This government has never had it better in terms of commonwealth funding for capital 
works in this state. That is all about to stop, by the way. The Premier missed what I was saying. He passed a 
budget with $500 million in it for rail projects, which now — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: That’s not true. You can’t come in here and make stuff up. That’s not true. 

M. McGOWAN: Yes, that is what the government did. It assumed $500 million for rail projects and it is not in 
the budget. 
Mr T.R. Buswell: Show me where it is. It’s not true. You can’t come in here and make stuff up. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: This is an interesting question for the Treasurer: how will the government build its rail 
projects in light of today’s developments? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Deal in the facts. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Will the government be building the rail projects — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Deal in the facts. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is an interesting question that the Treasurer is not answering. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: You come in here and make things up. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Will the government be building the rail projects upon which it was elected in light of 
today’s developments? It is an interesting question. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: We fully anticipate we will. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Fully anticipate! 

Mr T.R. Buswell: But it is not $500 million. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The government has said that about lots of things. The government says that it “fully 
anticipates” and it “plans to” about lots of things, and they do not happen. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: You just make stuff up. It is a fraudulent argument. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We saw a government elected on a range of promises that it is not delivering. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Fast and loose with the truth. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will tell members who was loose with the truth, if that is what the Treasurer said. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: That’s what you just were. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Loose with the truth was when the government said “fully funded, fully costed” about all 
of its election promises. That clearly was completely and utterly untrue. Fully funded, fully costed is the big 
daddy — 
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Point of Order 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Mr Acting Speaker, I again seek your clarification. I have asked this 50 or 69 times in this 
debate around footnote 100 on page 89 of the standing orders, which deals with the restrictions on the third 
reading debate to the content of the bill. A wide-ranging discussion on the history of the state election campaign, 
as I understand it, is not included in the bill. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): You are absolutely right, Treasurer, and I urge the opposition leader 
to try to focus his comments on what is in the bill. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Acting Speaker, if you have a look at the bill — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: But it is not a wide-ranging debate; it is a focus on what is in the bill. There is a 
difference between a speech in the second reading debate and a speech in the third reading debate. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Obviously, Mr Acting Speaker, and the bill contains within it—indeed, it is the 
Treasurer’s own portfolio—transport. I am talking about transport and the $50 million assumed in the budget 
from the commonwealth when it was clear to blind Freddy that that was never going to happen. Yet the 
Treasurer assumed it. It is another assumption in the budget and another thing that no doubt Standard and Poor’s 
took note of when the Treasurer flew over to New York — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I did fly over there. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The Treasurer flew over there to save the state and failed dismally. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: We’ll see. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Treasurer says, “We’ll see.” Was that a false press release that Standard and Poor’s 
put out today? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Very accurate. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: So, the Treasurer’s mercy dash failed dismally. What we see in the budget are 
assumptions that were clearly not committed to. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Do you think I shouldn’t have gone? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Maybe the Treasurer made it worse. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Do you think so? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: When they saw you! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We know the Treasurer. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: You don’t know me. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We know the Treasurer. Standard and Poor’s obviously did not know him but now they 
know him because they met him, and what happened? We lost the AAA credit rating. 
Mr T.R. Buswell: Sure. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I think there is a direct correlation between the two, and the evidence is there to say that I 
am correct. 
Mr T.R. Buswell: One of your better arguments. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is a good argument actually, and I am glad to see the Treasurer acknowledge the 
veracity of the argument. 
Then we talked about all these other issues contained in the budget—the Water Corporation in the Treasury 
portfolio even, transport and the like. Then we heard the remarks made by the Premier in the lead-up to the state 
election campaign when he said that there will be no privatisation. 

Point of Order 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Mr Acting Speaker, again I hate to rise to my feet but this debate has been going on for 
days and days. Footnote 100 of the standing orders reads — 

Third reading debate is restricted to the content of the Bill and is not as wide as the debate on the 
second reading … 

The debate around who owns assets is not part of the content of the bill, and I just ask again for your advice and 
guidance. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Leader of the Opposition, this point of order has been raised a 
number of times. The Speaker himself has raised it a number of times. I will have to make a ruling. I will ask 
members to resume their seats and discontinue their speeches unless they find a particular sum of money in the 
budget and address their remarks specifically to that. That is the idea of the third reading debate. I just urge 
anyone else who is yet to speak to please remember that it is the debate on the third reading of the bill and not 
the debate on the second reading. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Acting Speaker, I will close my remarks there. The point I am trying to make is that a 
range of promises made in January, February and March this year were not delivered in the budget. A range of 
statements that the promises were fully funded and fully costed were clearly not true. The loss of the AAA credit 
rating, a disaster for the state, was created by this government, this Premier and this Treasurer. All of those 
things have happened on this government’s watch. It is incumbent on us, and in fact it would be irresponsible of 
us not to use every single opportunity available to us, to raise those issues because they have been simply and 
frankly disastrous. 

MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee) [3.57 pm]: There is much that we can talk about in this budget, particularly in 
relation to the bill, which I confirm for the Treasurer I do have with me in case he is concerned that I will not 
refer to it. I am talking about the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 2013–14 Bill 2013. Specifically, 
I want to refer to the area of capital works in education, which has been allocated $288 million. I will speak 
specifically to what is not being funded in capital works. I will talk specifically about what is not being funded in 
my electorate, the seat of Willagee. The amount of investment that has not gone into Hamilton Senior High 
School is one short-sighted example that shows a lack of interest in developing the infrastructure required to 
deliver on the future growth of the education system in this state. One thing that has happened in the seat of 
Willagee, particularly in the catchment of Hamilton Senior High School, is the change in demographic. I am 
advised by people who examine such things as demographic changes that as much as 25 per cent of the seat will 
change in a four-year period between elections. The 25 per cent that has changed in my seat in the last few years 
has certainly been reflected in the family make-up. By and large, the largest group moving to the seat of 
Willagee is young families. 

Point of Order 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Mr Acting Speaker, my point of order again is on footnote 100 on page 89, which 
reads — 

Third reading debate is restricted to the content of the Bill … 
I understand that the member for Willagee may want to make some other comments, and I am respectful of that, 
but he just cannot do it under the standing orders in relation to the bill. That is my view. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Yes and I uphold that point of order. I rose to my feet a little earlier 
when the opposition leader was speaking. I urge everyone to narrow their focus. It is a speech on the third 
reading, not a wide-ranging speech on the second reading. If members do not adhere to that, I will have to ask 
them to resume their seat. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: I refer to the $288 million that has been allocated. We found out in the estimates hearings 
what it will do in building supposed new schools, but it does not account for the capital works required to 
accommodate the half cohort in my area in 2015. I reflect on the fact that it is not reflective of the demographic 
change. It is short-sighted on the basis that it will not provide enough physical space to accommodate the half 
cohort. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 4394.]  
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