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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 14 August 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 KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [12.37 pm]: I am the lead speaker for the opposition on this 
motion. One of the beautiful things about having the opportunity to be the lead speaker on a Thursday is that I 
get a right of reply to the right of reply for the recent motion moved by Hon Jacqui Boydell, as it relates to the 
budget. I want to make the point that a Liberal–National government member who sits in this place should not 
come to this place and complain that the federal government put money into the Gateway project. Members 
opposite should go to their cabinet colleagues and complain to them if they did not want the money to go into the 
Gateway project. The Gateway project was funded because the Liberal–National government asked for it to be 
funded.  
The second point I make is that I am happy to move on to talk about the future. In response to 
Hon Helen Morton’s comments earlier, it is a bit rough when for the past four years members on the other side 
have tried to say that the problems of horizontal fiscal equalisation are somehow the fault of the current federal 
Labor government and have refused to acknowledge that it was the fault of Liberal state and commonwealth 
governments. We have to acknowledge the past to move on. Earlier in the debate this afternoon, all the members 
on the other side wanted to do was talk about the past. They did not want to talk about the more recent failings of 
their former Minister for Energy. In fact, I do not think I heard one of them defend him for his failings. All they 
wanted to do was talk about issues that go a long way back into the past. It is funny that they want to move on 
for one issue, but not for the other. They did not want to talk about the man who has cost the budget over 
$1 billion. Imagine how many schools we could have built with that $1 billion.  
I will now get to the main part of my speech today on the budget papers for 2013–14. If we were to summarise 
this budget in only a few words, we would need only to say that it is a budget of broken promises. However, it 
also indicates something even more substantial. It makes clear without any doubt that when the Liberal Party 
went to the people of Western Australia in March this year and said it had a fully funded and fully costed plan, it 
was lying. It was lying to the people of Western Australia. It did not have a fully funded, fully costed plan, and 
this budget is living proof of that. The Liberal Party certainly had more plans than it let on. I am confident that it 
had plans to increase fees and charges that it forgot to tell people about before March. Certainly elements of its 
fully funded, fully costed plan that it had forgotten to tell people about were included in the budget papers. It 
does not matter how much spin or charm the Liberal Party has applied or how many trips to the eastern states it 
has made in an effort to schmooze the ratings agencies in the hope that they will not see into the detail of this 
budget, when members read this budget they will see that it is clearly unsustainable in the long term. This budget 
continues with the Liberal Party’s inability to contain expense growth. It continues with its five-year record of 
increasing taxes and fees and charges on the ordinary punters of Western Australia. It continues with the Liberal 
Party’s record of coming through our front doors whenever it gets the opportunity and raiding the back of the 
couch to see what money is lying there and taking it. If money is sitting on our bedside table from when we have 
emptied the coins out of our pockets in the hope that one day we might need it for our parking meters—we soon 
will—the Liberal Party will grab that if it gets the opportunity. To keep this government’s hand off our hard-
earned money, we will have to nail it down or keep it in a safe.  
This budget continues with this government’s regular attempts to achieve a balanced budget by changing its 
accounting treatments. Those accounting treatments then miraculously lead to a surplus. The interesting thing is 
that those changes cannot continue; eventually they will catch up with the government. The government must get 
over this disease before it goes too far. Nothing summarises these points more than the fact that in this budget 
there is now a new fiscal strategy outlined with new fiscal targets. I am sure many members pick up the budget 
papers and look at what is in them for their electorates. That is pretty much what I used to do when I first arrived 
in this place; and a member with responsibility for a portfolio would look at what is in the budget for the 
portfolio. These days I look at it with a view to the bigger picture and what it means for Western Australia; how 
it is structured and whether it is sustainable. I was intrigued to find a new fiscal strategy in this budget. In fact, 
the government has got rid of all the old financial targets. Financial targets are a very important thing. It is a 
requirement for the government to have these as part of the Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000. 
Those targets give us an indication of this government’s ability to manage its finances. The history of this 
government’s financial targets is interesting. Members who have been here long enough might recall that in 
2008–09, when this government was first elected, it changed the fiscal targets that had been in operation prior to 
its election and brought in a new range of fiscal targets. One of the fiscal targets prior to the election of the 
current Liberal government was the requirement to keep net debt as a share of revenue below 47 per cent. We 
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could not keep that as a financial target because if we did, we would have exceeded it—when I say “we” I refer 
to “we” on behalf of the royal “we” for the government. The government could not keep that target because it 
would have exceeded it, and it knew it would, so it got rid of it and brought in a new target to maintain the ratio 
of the non-financial public sector net interest costs as a share of revenue at or below 4.5 per cent. The budget was 
brought down on 8 August and, lo and behold, what is the target to maintain the total non-financial public sector 
net debt ratio? Would we not expect it to remain at the 47 per cent target? But, no, it is at 55 per cent. Over a 
four-year period, this government has effectively changed the fiscal strategies that everyone thought were 
important eight years ago. Members such as the current Treasurer used to argue that the Labor Party was 
financially irresponsible when it was in government, and now he is doing the exact same thing. But what he is 
doing is far worse than anything we ever did. It is absolutely amazing. This government introduced a range of 
financial targets and removed a range of others. Having brought in new financial targets, we would expect the 
government to make sure it achieved its financial targets over the forward estimates. Members will see on page 
58 of budget paper No 3 the new targets and whether the government expects to achieve them. Interestingly, for 
many of the years, the answer is no. In its own publications, the government is saying that it has a financial 
strategy and financial targets, but it cannot and will not meet those financial targets. What an amazing indictment 
on this government. This is happening before any ministers lose more money, as the government has done 
already with Muja AB and feed-in tariffs. This government is telling us, before any of those things happen, that 
it will not meet its financial targets. It has got rid of a range of very important targets for net worth and a range of 
other things. Why would it get rid of net worth? Because it says “We think we are going to invest in 
infrastructure that will not be worth the money paid for it.” That is what this government has said by getting rid 
of that target. That also is a sad indictment. It is absolutely appalling that this government’s budget basically 
indicates that the government is failing as a budget manager. That sums up this budget better than anything.  
The budget papers state that for the government to achieve its financial targets, it must make some reforms. In 
the past I have talked about how I felt the budget processes were being manipulated by putting into every 
agency’s budget an efficiency dividend, but not identifying it at the time of the budget because it would 
effectively say that the government expects to spend more money than is coming in, but somehow the 
government hopes to make those savings before the end of the financial year. That situation occurred last year 
after the election when, claiming that it had it all under control, the government had to bring in emergency 
measures to stop any form of expenditure, which negatively impacted on industries such as the tourism industry 
because it had overrun its budget and had not achieved its efficiency dividends. The government decided it could 
not have an efficiency dividend this time, so what did we get with this budget? We got a fiscal action plan. I 
have to tell members, when I read that I rolled around laughing and thought, “They really do watch The 
Hollowmen over the road in the palace.” I want to know how much the person who came up with that brilliant 
title gets paid. Did they get a pay rise to come up with a brilliant title such as “fiscal action plan”? 

Hon Kate Doust: Is it a six-point plan?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is a many-point plan. It has five points for revenue measures, which anybody else 
would call tax increases, and then it has five points for expense measures. Let me look at the fiscal action plan, 
which is the government’s new way of creating the belief that it is a sweet plan; it provides a range of issues 
under its revenue measures. The first part of the FA plan is to defer the abolition of transfer duty on non-real 
property; that is $527 million—nothing fiscally actionable about that. That is just simply a tax increase. I turn to 
land tax. The rates are going up by 12.5 per cent; again, simply a tax increase from a government that said it 
would not increase taxes. It wanted to bring them down. For two elections, government members argued that the 
tax burden is too high, yet they have continually increased the tax burden on Western Australians. I went to a 
function on the weekend and spoke to someone I have known for a long time who is a very large land taxpayer—
over $1 million a year. He is not a happy chappie that he was not told before the election he was going to be up 
for a big slug! The interesting issue with land tax will be the valuations. Some people whose land has been 
devalued might do okay, but if their land has not been devalued but its value has increased, the land tax will go 
up.  
I turn to the halving of the private vehicle concession; effectively another tax slug on ordinary Western 
Australian families. That goes to the heart of the matter because the private vehicle concession is for family 
vehicles. The government is having a crack at the public there. I turn to school fees for 457 visa holders. It might 
seem smart today; government members might think that these people cannot vote, but I have no doubt that the 
people who are 457 visa holders, whose families say, “Well, hang on, we can’t afford to stay in Western 
Australia to help your economy”, it is their employers who are taxpayers, who can vote in Western Australia, 
who will start to complain to the government when those fees come in. These are not all well-paid people who 
pay those visa holders. I am sure the Leader of the Opposition as well as Hon Stephen Dawson will have a lot 
more to say on that issue as time comes. But I have no doubt we will have a backlash on that matter from the 
community because it will actually do damage to the economy by not means testing them.  
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The other matter that again goes to the heart of sustainability is a line in the budget papers called the “tax 
administration package”, which delivers $454 million—less than half of what the Leader of the House was able 
to lose in his portfolios over a single term of government! The government will achieve that by bringing forward 
tax collections. It is not actually additional revenue in the long run; it simply brings it forward. In fact, what we 
will see in the fifth year, the year beyond the current forward estimates—members will hear me talk a lot over 
the next few minutes in this speech about the unsustainability of the fifth year of the forward estimates. We get 
four years of forward estimates in the budget. The real problem will be sitting beyond that fourth year in the fifth 
year. The tax administration package brings forward in this year $235 million worth of tax collections. That is 
money that would have normally been expected to have been collected after there had been the arguments and 
the argy-bargy on complex transactions; it finally would have been paid in five years’ time. It will be paid this 
year. It helps today’s budget, but it means that, in that fifth year of the forward estimates, this government will 
have less revenue. Therefore, it is a short-term fix for the government’s problems today, but it is not a long-term 
sustainable measure.  

I turn to the expenses issue. Of course, we have public sector workforce reform as the first, and probably the 
biggest, part of the fiscal action plan. The government is predicting, as a government, it will be able to hold both 
public sector numbers and wages growth down. Therefore, agencies will be required to maintain their numbers at 
current full-time equivalent levels, and also not allow their increase in salaries to go above 2.5 per cent or 
inflation over the next four years.  

Interestingly, when I look at the figures that the budget has calculated it at, the private wage sector index it is 
expecting is significantly higher than that 2.5 per cent. What that means is that the disparity between public 
sector wages and private sector wages will grow over the next four years. Again, at a breakfast that I attended 
this morning, the new managing director of Main Roads, an agency that has a very highly skilled and competent 
workforce, was talking about the need to recruit quality people. How will they remain competitive with the 
private sector in those scenarios? Of course, the answer from Treasury will be that they will have to get rid of 
employees if they want to give any of their other employees an increase above their wage.  

In the past four and a half years, we know that this government has never been able to maintain those sorts of 
growths areas, and I doubt very much that it will ever deliver on that fiscal action plan. In fact, I think 
economically it will not work because if the wage price index is going up by 3.75 per cent and government 
wages are at 2.5 per cent, we will lose the quality skilled workers that we need in our public sector, and that will 
come home to roost! Some of the other elements of the fiscal action plan include selling off assets. That is not a 
long-term sustainable solution to the government’s inability to control its expenditure growth as it has done over 
so many years. But the government uses fancy names. Its members do not actually say “land sales”; they call it 
program evaluations or program-level saving measures and the like all the way through its budget papers. But 
these will be the problems that the government will face.  
Another problem that the government will have to face is the fact that it can only keep using fees and charges as 
a method of covering up its financial mismanagement so far, because as members in this house would know, fees 
and charges only ever get cost recovery. I know the government almost on a daily basis invents a new way of 
finding a fee and charge that it can impose on people in the state of Western Australia. I note that the Minister 
for Agriculture and Food has been forced by the Expenditure Review Committee to put a whole range of new 
fees and charges into his portfolio. Across the board, fees and charges have been going on. It was interesting to 
see, when looking at a graph of what has happened under the Leader of the House’s government and comparing 
it with what happened under Labor with its fees and charges, a consistent and steady climbing of the amount the 
government is collecting. It has gone up. 
A government member: Can you provide the source for that? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, it is the budget papers. It is based on the sale of goods and services. One of the 
interesting things is that the budget papers do not specifically list fees and charges, but the sale of goods and 
services is a pretty good indicator of what this government is doing with fees and charges. From the time the 
government was elected, in the general government sector it would have increased the amount it collects in fees 
and charges from under $1 5 billion to over $2.5 billion. That is money the government is taking out of the 
pockets of ordinary Western Australians.  

In fact, there is more of a financial problem in the total non-financial public sector, which includes all of the 
government’s GTEs. When Christian Porter was in charge, there was a bit of levelling off; but when the old 
Buswell came back, charges and fee levels go way up, hitting everyday families. This government is constantly 
increasing fees and charges. When looking at those graphs, all I see is that fees and charges have consistently 
risen above the rate of the consumer price index. But at some point the government will hit the problem that it 
will be at full-cost recovery, and I suspect it has had to manipulate the figures to increase it and still argue that it 
is at full-cost recovery.  
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I have a personal experience of the government’s fees and charges when my mother had an accident during the 
recent break. I had to regularly visit her at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital. I got the pleasure of using the 
government’s new car park that is now charging $3 an hour! Imagine my surprise when I went on the weekend 
to Harbour Town and found it was cheaper to park at the Harbour Town car park than it was to go and visit my 
mother in hospital! It is a disgrace! The government increased it on 1 July from either $2.80 or $2.50 and it is 
going up!  

People cannot visit someone in hospital for less than an hour, so we are basically up for six bucks before poking 
a stick at it, then heading into the second hour. Luckily my mother only had an injury that meant she would come 
home eventually. If my mother had been dying, I suspect that I, my brother and my father would have spent 
much longer there and would have been spending some $21 a day, totalling $140 a week! Members need to think 
about it! That is just one of the government’s fees and charges put on the people in Western Australia. The 
Leader of the House and I might be able to afford it, but there are many people in Western Australia who cannot 
afford that impost. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Before the lunch break I was talking about the fees and charges that this government has 
imposed on people across the state of Western Australia, particularly what is happening at the Queen Elizabeth II 
Medical Centre, where the government went to a public–private partnership. It is still questionable whether they 
got a better deal for the state from that arrangement. I can assure members in this place that for a brand new car 
park, the design is appalling for people trying to get in and out of it on a regular basis. 
Hon Peter Collier: Getting out is the worst. At five o’clock one could sit there for an hour. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, and sit in a queue because there is only one boom gate to get out through. I am with 
the minister, but why did the government approve it? 

Hon Peter Collier: I have told the Minister for Health, do not worry. It would have been eminently sensible to 
open up the car park access to the road, but I do not know why it was not done. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Consensus breaks out in the chamber! The minister will understand that we can afford it, 
but we realise that there are people out there who do not have that capacity. They do not need to be dying, they 
could just have a very serious illness, visiting regularly or having to go back for appointments—it would often be 
a three or four-hour wait time. I have probably visited my mother for never less than an hour and it was always at 
least $6, sometimes up to $9 and I would often visit twice a day. My brother would take my father down there to 
visit and I can tell you, over the last six weeks we made a healthy donation to the company that has the parking 
arrangements at QEII. I think it is absolutely outrageous that that cost is put on people who are sick. We can 
afford it, but there are others out there who cannot. There needs to be a reality check in this government about 
the impact that fees and charges have on people. I am glad that we agree on the design and layout of the car park, 
because for a brand new car park the design just blew me away. Another thing is that the car park has pillars that 
people try to drive between to cut across to the left-hand lane—the whole thing left me speechless. If the private 
sector did the design as part of the public–private partnership, then in my view they have a lot to answer for—for 
that car park and that alone. On one weekend after visiting, I then went to Harbour Town to do some shopping 
with my partner and discovered it was cheaper to go to Harbour Town in the city than it was to visit my mother 
in hospital. I will leave my mother to report to Roger Cook — 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: It was not easy to get around that car park either, was it? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. It was not much better, but it was actually slightly better. Having said that, Roger 
Cook is due to catch up with my mother and she will give him a full report on the other problems with the health 
system that need to be fixed—so I will leave it to my mum to give Roger that report and he can bring that to the 
house. 

Parking is an area that this government seems to see as a constant source of revenue. They have done it at QEII 
and we know this budget contains significant increases to the Perth parking levy. People who were paying $212 
a year in 2008 will now be paying $728 under the Perth parking tax. I have no doubt in my mind that this 
government will seek to expand the area where the Perth parking tax is collected, which is something it did not 
tell people about before the election. I will wait until the government does it and have a go at it then.  
One thing that the government has committed to is charging people to park at train stations. There was not a 
word said about this before the election; in fact, my understanding is that the Minister for Transport specifically 
told journalists before the election that they would not be expanding paid parking at railway stations. And yet, 
those opposite come back into this chamber after the election and introduce it; they are so dismissive. The 
Premier says it is a slight increase and the Treasurer says it is just a gold coin donation. I will tell members what, 
let us make it that every time we sit in this house, members on the other side can put $2 in a jar and we will give 
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it to a charity—no, the retirement fund for the Clerks of the house is not the charity I am thinking of. We will 
collect a couple of bucks every morning and every afternoon when the house sits and then see whether members 
opposite think it is just a simple gold coin donation. For someone who works in the city — 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: As long as it does not go to one of your unions. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I said I will give it to a charity; I will bring in a charity box—the Legislative Council 
gold coin donation jar—take it around at the start of every session and after the dinner break and get another $2 
and I am sure we can find some charities that we can all agree on. We could take it down and leave it by the car 
park at QEII and allow pensioners to dip into it to pay for their parking; that may be a good way of using it. 
Then, those opposite might understand that a gold coin donation that has to be paid every day is not a gold coin 
donation in the flippant way that the Treasurer pretended it was. For the average working person, it works out to 
$460 a year. On top of that, the government is then going to increase fares for travelling on trains and buses; the 
fare box will be up to 40 per cent. The problem with that is that it works out to just short of $500 that will be 
added on to the cost of public transport over the next four years. People will be paying almost $500 to park their 
car and then another $500 to get on the train—that is $1 000. Those opposite should go and tell a single parent—
who is often struggling to scrape together the money for their kids to go on a school excursion—that it is a gold 
coin donation and that $1 000 is a slight increase. It is a disgrace. This government did not tell anyone before the 
election that it was going to do either of those things. The government cannot say that the 40 per cent fare box 
has not arisen before, because we know that wanting to charge more for public transport is in their DNA. In the 
1990s, it was the Liberal–National government’s policy to increase the cost of operating the system that would 
come out of the fare box to 40 per cent. When Hon Alannah MacTiernan suggested in 2005 that if the 
government was re-elected it would go back to 40 per cent, the Liberal Party denied it; but of course, what we 
find as we come forward is that if the government thinks it has the opportunity, because it has the numbers, away 
it goes again increasing fees for poor hard-working Western Australians.  

This is a government that has broken the trust of the people of Western Australia. Nothing clearer showed how 
contemptuous the government was of the people than when the government thought it could just tear up the feed-
in tariff contracts. It is not the Labor Party or anyone on this side of the chamber who said that the government 
was tearing up the contracts—it was the Treasurer. When Geof Parry asked him if he was tearing up the 
contracts, he, in a very dismissive way, said yes. That is the approach that the Treasurer has—he can just tear up 
contracts. I have listened to members on the other side of this chamber constantly lecture us about the erosion of 
private property rights and to have a Treasurer who thinks it is okay to tear up a contract is absolutely 
disgraceful. 
As I showed the chamber earlier in my graph, in five years there has been an increase of over 50 per cent in the 
amount the government collects through the sale of goods and services, which are effectively fees and charges 
within the government sector. It is a dramatic and constant climb. Under Labor, those fees and charges did not 
increase; and it does not matter whether we look at the general government sector or the total public sector, those 
opposite have an addiction to fees and charges increases, and they get passed on to the economy and through to 
the people of Western Australia. Eventually, the government will strangle the economy with the way they treat 
tax increases and fees and charges increases.  
The number of people paying payroll tax is going up every year. The government’s rhetoric says that it wants to 
be low taxing but its actions say something else. There is going to be a small decrease in payroll tax in a couple 
of years’ time—a decrease that will not even make up for inflation or wage price index growth during the time. 
Because nothing has been done about payroll tax, the government is driving work out of this state. People are 
now talking about sending jobs overseas so they do not have to pay payroll tax in Western Australia. The 
approach that this government takes to its financial management is going to damage the economy of Western 
Australia. 
Hon Peter Collier: Just with the electricity prices, when you were in government, why didn’t we hear you say 
you would go above CPI? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The reason is that we gave families a pledge that we would stay below. I believed then 
and I still believe now, as do many in the private sector, that competition needs to be allowed into the electricity 
sector. For us to secure the passage of the bill through this house, the Liberal Party insisted that we put a “no 
increases” clause into that legislation. 

Hon Peter Collier: That went up after 2006. What about in 2001? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: As I said, it was a pledge to families, because we realised that people were suffering 
with the increases. The minister is sitting there with the luxury of having the Legislative Council acting as a 
rubber stamp. It is back to the bad old days; when Liberals are in power this place acts as a rubber stamp, when 
Labor is in power this place acts as a restriction on the government and insists on amendments being made to 
legislation. That is something the Liberal government in this current term has never had to face. The government 
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has never had to face negotiating in this chamber to secure the passage of legislation. The problem is that 
sometimes in securing the passage of legislation, the government gets bad outcomes.  
If we are having a sort of mini-question time, I would like to ask the minister a question. In 2008, Alan 
Carpenter said, “Yes we need to increase electricity prices and this is what they will be but we realise that this is 
too steep a hike so we are going to increase prices by 10 per cent per annum over the next four years” to pick up 
40 of the 70 per cent that the minister spoke about this morning. Why did the Liberal Party run advertisements 
attacking Labor for increasing power prices? 

Hon Peter Collier: All we had at that stage was a draft report; we did not have the final report. No it is a fair 
cop. By the time we came to government a few months later it was 116 per cent, not 70 per cent. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am not asking the minister to defend a broken promise—that the government increased 
prices by far more than that. I am asking the minister to explain why, if he accepted that energy prices needed to 
go up, was his party so irresponsible as to run radio advertisements attacking Labor and trying to turn the 
increase in power prices into a political issue. That is the issue that the Leader of the House has to answer. He 
made it into a political issue, so he cannot complain that it is still a political issue to this day. Maybe another 
question we need to ask here is: would we be at full cost recovery if we had not lost all the money the minister 
did on Muja and the feed-in tariffs? It would be a very interesting exercise to work out whether we would have 
reached full cost recovery by now if the minister had not mismanaged the energy portfolio.  
I think deep down the minister knows that the advertisements his party ran in 2008 were highly irresponsible and 
just political opportunism. As the minister quite rightly pointed out, when he was elected he did what he implied 
he would not do in his attacks on Labor—I could get my iPad out and play the audio but I think that would be 
highly disorderly of me to play my copies of those advertisements to the house this afternoon. Maybe one day 
we should allow PowerPoint presentations in the chamber for our speeches. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: Death by PowerPoint. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: As part of the PowerPoint I could have a little click that plays the advertisements run 
before the 2008 election. This government loves to run dishonest advertisements before election campaigns. TV 
adverts are really interesting because they have to get through a process that kicks dishonest advertisements off 
the airways, but we do not go through that process with radio. We saw it again at the last election; I think the 
Liberal Party booked out just about every available radio slot in Perth to run dishonest advertisements about 
Metronet. According to Rob Johnson, the first of the two strategies was to promise an airport line having done no 
work. I am looking forward to Hon Alyssa Hayden attacking her government announcing a rail line without 
having done the work. I know her view about the Ellenbrook railway line was that the government needed to do 
comprehensive work before it was to be announced. It is clear that there was more work done on the Ellenbrook 
railway line than the government did on the airport railway line before the last election. That is if the Hon Rob 
Johnson is to be believed, and I have no reason not to believe a man of such integrity. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: You’ve changed your tune. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, Hon Simon O’Brien. Hon Rob Johnson and I have shared an electorate for some 
considerable time now; since I was elected he has been the member for Hillarys. I have not always agreed with 
the politics or the policies of Hon Rob Johnson, but it will never be found anywhere that I have said that Hon 
Rob Johnson is not a man of integrity and someone whose word I would trust. I ask the members on the other 
side: does anyone actually not trust Hon Rob Johnson? No-one says that they do not and it does not surprise me. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I accept what you say about him personally, but I think that Mr Johnson was subject to 
very far-ranging criticism from your side of politics. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Criticism about his policy not about his integrity; and Rob would know that. He would 
know that I disagree with him on policy, but I have never had any cause to doubt the integrity of Hon Rob 
Johnson.  

Hon Helen Morton: Some of us are choosing not to respond. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister does not trust his integrity. The minister does question his integrity, does 
she?  
Hon Helen Morton: What I am saying is that some of us are choosing not to respond. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister is now engaging — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! I have let a bit of interjection and to-ing and fro-ing go on for a 
while, but it is not, as the honourable member has suggested, a mini-question time and I think we should return 
to the budget reply speech.  
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: You are absolutely right, Mr Deputy President. I always seem to get in trouble when I 
allow the Leader of the House and the Deputy Leader of the House to lead me astray on these matters. I suspect I 
might have found a little chink here and I am surprised that there are some members who may, if the implication 
is right, not trust the integrity of Rob Johnson. 

Hon Phil Edman: It is a bit like Brian Burke ringing you up. 

Hon Sue Ellery: You need to respond to that. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think people have responded to that. One of the things that people such as 
Hon Sue Ellery and I learnt in politics a very long time ago is that just because Brian Burke says something, it 
does not mean it is correct. If Brian Burke is talking to members of Parliament, we know one member of 
Parliament he used to talk to; there is one member of Parliament with whom he concocted a lie to 
Hon Sue Ellery, in fact, if I remember correctly. I wonder whether the members of Parliament whom 
Hon Brian Burke was talking about still sit on the government side of the house. I went to an event on Sunday 
night at which I had to come up with 1920s slang. The slang for a dice is rats and mice. I reckon that might give 
members a bit of a clue as to which member of Parliament Brian Burke might be talking to. Roll your dice and 
see who might come up! It is the old rats and mice trick; roll the rats and mice and see who might come up as the 
member Brian Burke might be talking to. In fact, I suspect if there is anyone talking to Brian Burke, it is the old 
dice in the other place. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order, members! I do not think we need to invite any more 
interjections. One speaker is dealing with the budget motion, so we return to Hon Ken Travers who has the call. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I want to give Hon Phil Edman an opportunity to tax his mind. I know that sometimes 
backbenchers in government do not get an opportunity to tax their minds, so I will let the member work it out for 
himself. I think I have given enough clues. But when we get to the speeches on the appropriation bills, if the 
member has not worked out who the rats and mice is, he should ask me then and I will give him the answer at 
that stage. 
Another thing about the budget that I want to talk about is the fact that on a regular basis there are changes in 
methodology and the way in which accounting treatments are dealt with in the budget. Almost without fail, there 
is some amendment to different agencies’ depreciation schedules that always seem to be in the positive. The 
Public Transport Authority was moved out of the general government sector so that its depreciation was moved 
off the books, again advantaging the bottom line of the operating surplus. New borrowing charges have been put 
onto a couple of government trading enterprises, which took money out of the non-financial public sector and 
brought it back into the general government sector to make the surplus look good. All those things can be done 
under the accrual accounting system, but eventually the government will run out of options. The government 
cannot keep making its operating surplus look good by doing that. If the government was doing that, we would 
expect its operating surpluses to be going up. Of course, we know that the budget papers handed down for 2013–
14 achieve a surplus this year, but in the out years—next year in fact—we go into deficit.  

That gives me the opportunity to go on to talk a little about the whole question of the operating surplus. I took 
the opportunity to watch the Premier on television on Friday night and I found the interview that he had with 
Andrew O’Connor on 7.30 WA quite fascinating. He said that the government would run budget surpluses. 
Andrew O’Connor, I think quite rightly, pointed out that they were tiny surpluses. The Premier said that he 
thought $380 million was pretty good. Of course, one of the new financial targets that we were talking about 
earlier, which the government has introduced in this budget—it was not in previous budgets—is that the 
government maintains a cash surplus from operating activities for the general government sector of at least 
50 per cent of infrastructure spend. The Premier suggested that the surplus for this year is a good surplus and that 
it is not a tiny surplus, as suggested by Andrew O’Connor, yet his own government’s budget suggests that it is 
not sufficient. The government’s own financial targets state that the surplus should be at least 50 per cent of the 
government’s infrastructure spend. For this year, the surplus is only 44.4 per cent of the government’s 
infrastructure spend. Therefore, by the government’s own measure, it is not achieving its target. The Premier 
needs to read his own budget because I think that if he did, he would realise that Andrew O’Connor was 
absolutely spot-on when he said that the surpluses were not sufficient. Even though this is a brand-new target 
that the government has introduced, the fact is that in all years of the forward estimates the government does not 
achieve it; by its own measure, the government does not have big enough surpluses. 

That brings me to the issue of debt. I am glad I was not eating anything at the time I saw the Premier on 7.30, 
because he sat there with a straight face when asked about the fact that before the election he said that he hoped 
to level off state debt. That was what the Premier said to the people when he was looking sideways at the camera 
during the great debate with Mark McGowan. The Premier said he wanted to level off state debt, yet what we see 
in this first budget after the election is debt going through the roof. When asked about the fact that the budget 
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papers show that state debt is expected to climb to $28 billion, the Premier responded that he hoped to avoid 
reaching that $28 billion by way of running strong budget surpluses and further trims to programs. The 
government already has trims written into its budget that I do not believe will succeed. The chances of the 
government being able to do any more are almost impossible. Given that the government’s budget papers state 
that debt will go to $28 billion, my view is that unless the government plans to cancel more projects and break 
more promises, there is no way that the government is not going to hit that $28 billion. 

For the benefit of members, I went back and tracked a little of what has been happening with state debt for the 
general government sector, because the Premier talked about good and bad debt in his interview with 
Andrew O’Connor. He said that, yes, some of it is being spent on schools and hospitals, but most state debt is 
money spent on electricity, water and port authorities, which generate incomes. This was music to my ears 
because I have often talked about the fact that good debt through GTEs is not necessarily a bad thing or anything 
to be worried about; it is the bad debt that we need to be cautious about and it is the bad debt that is still 
predominantly in the general government sector.  

Historically in Western Australia, governments have not run large amounts of debt in the general government 
sector—the day-to-day operating activities of government. But, of course, one government is the exception, so I 
made a point of tracking the budgets. I have used the actual figures if they are available and the most recent 
estimated figure if that is the figure available. I also used the projections in budget paper No 3 of the forward 
estimates. What do we see on the graph that is produced? We see that when the Liberal Party took over from 
Labor, it had a $3 billion surplus in the general government sector. There was not even debt in the general 
government sector; it was actually $3 billion in surplus. Part of that $3 billion surplus was because we had left 
the Liberal Party the money to build Fiona Stanley Hospital. So Labor had paid for Fiona Stanley Hospital; the 
government just needed to get on and build it, and even that it could not do properly. But if we follow this 
debt—members opposite should imagine that it is their own personal budgets—which is the debt under this 
government, we see it has a strong and steady climb. It is not being expended on electricity or water or port 
authorities; in fact, I challenge members to look at how much the government is spending in those areas over the 
next four years. They will see that it is not very much at all. There is no money for the Fremantle Port Authority 
to expand the outer harbour; that is on the backburner. Back when Hon Simon O’Brien was the Minister for 
Transport, I think he gave a commitment that the expanded Esperance port would open this year—in 2013. As 
far as I can tell, the request for proposals for the expansion of the Esperance Port Authority has still not gone out. 
We know that Oakajee has fallen by the wayside, and there is no sign of that in the foreseeable future, so it is 
definitely not being spent on ports. We also know that it is not being spent in the areas of electricity or water 
either.  

In fact, I also looked at the non-financial government trading enterprises and put a little chart together for the 
benefit of members. Members will see that when the government was first elected there was a reasonable climb, 
but over the forward estimates the expenditure on those areas significantly plateaus. Again, the Premier was 
technically right when he said that the majority of debt is in that area. At the moment that is absolutely right; but 
in terms of the budgeted expenditure over the next four years, he was absolutely wrong. In the context of the 
questions, my view is it is about where you are spending the money and he misled Andrew O’Connor by 
suggesting it was going into those areas, because the money over the forward estimates is not going into those 
areas, and the graph shows, as members behind me will see, that it levels out very nicely. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: Plateaus.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Plateaus. In fact, to make it easier for members, I put the two graphs together.  

Hon Sue Ellery: Oh, that is great!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: When we put the two graphs together, we get a clear picture. Members will see that the 
red line is the non-financial public sector; the blue line is the one that goes back to 2001. I particularly like this 
one because it shows that under Labor we picked up a small debt at the beginning of Labor’s time in office. 
There it goes, and in about 2004–05 we start to go into surplus, build up the nest egg to build Fiona Stanley 
Hospital, and then the Liberals get elected and it crosses over the line again, goes into deficit, and is now 
charging up in a race to catch the red snake. It is a bit like the worms in Sunday night’s great debate. What that 
says to me is that if we have a third term of the Barnett government, the blue line will cross the red line and it 
will be the general government sector that has the majority of the debt, not the non-financial public sector. The 
bad debt will win over the good debt.  
Graphs are always a better way of illustrating these things than quoting the figures. That one there says it all: we 
are out of control in the general government sector. Part of the reason for that is the government is spending not 
on the basic infrastructure required, but on luxuries—monuments. They may make us feel good today, but in five 
years, when the Fremantle Traffic Bridge is falling over—not a bridge outside of Albany—because it has not 
been replaced, people will start to wonder whether Elizabeth Quay was such a sound idea. The government is 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 15 August 2013] 

 p3489b-3510a 
Hon Ken Travers; Deputy President; Hon Donna Faragher; Hon Lynn MacLaren 

 [9] 

trying to do too many of these projects at the same time, so that, apart from anything else, I suspect we will end 
up with a lot of vacant land, because the market will not exist to sell them. The government is ignoring very 
important infrastructure, the bridges and roads that need upgrading and replacing across Western Australia. It is 
important to focus on those issues.  

It is also important to note what will happen. I want to refer to the fifth year of the forward estimates. It would be 
fascinating—I believe agencies should have 10-year asset management plans—to find out what the fifth year of 
the forward estimates would look like if all the projects listed in the budget today were built in the time frames 
the government suggests. I am confident it will not be achieved and it will have to be pushed back. There are 
some projects that the government is doing that will be replaced in a couple of years. I met with people in East 
Perth recently and they are concerned that we are building a new football stadium to create an entry statement in 
the east on one side of the river and that on the other side of the river the government is intending to expand the 
marshalling yards at Claisebrook, which will detract from that entry statement to the city. The two problems I 
have are, firstly, that the Public Transport Authority misrepresented the situation to those local residents by 
suggesting that the work had to occur so it could store trains there, when it would appear the reason for the 
expansion was more about changing the way the depot operates. It was not essential.  

Secondly, and more importantly, if a railway line to the airport is to be built, in five years we will need to build a 
new depot. If we build a new depot, do we need that expansion? Are we going to spend a whole lot of money 
only to find the work redundant within five years? In fact, I understand that the government has already wasted 
money on that site; there are already a couple of sidings in that area. They pulled up the sidings and replaced the 
wooden sleepers with concrete sleepers and, now, as part of the new projects, they are going to pull up both 
tracks and re-lay them. We have to ask what is going on in this government when they engage in that sort of 
waste of money—the old digging-up-the-road-five-times problem that people used to joke about in local 
government.  
We know from the budget papers that the government seeks to achieve its aims of having the Metro Area 
Express light rail built by the end of 2019—a broken promise—and for it to open in 2020; and for it to have the 
airport rail line open in 2020—another broken promise on what it told the people at the election. I challenge 
members on the other side to tell me what are the complexities they have discovered about the MAX light rail or 
the Perth Airport rail line that were not known before March this year, or should not have been reasonably 
known? If the government had a fully funded, fully costed rail line and light rail line it would have known all of 
the complexities. If they did not know, they would probably be the only people in Perth who did not know. To 
claim now that there are complexities that cause delay is absolute rubbish. The government was lying when it 
said it would have it by 2018, and the government knew it.  

The budget papers are useful. On page 74 of budget paper No 3, the long-term financial projections show that 
debt is going up significantly over the forward estimates. Budget paper No 3 also shows what the government 
will expect to spend in years five and six of the forward estimates for the light rail and the airport line. Those two 
projects alone, according to the cash flow in budget paper No 3, will require a billion dollars’ worth of 
expenditure, which is more than a third of the money currently allocated for the purchase of non-financial assets 
in the general government sector. In fact, the peak of the government’s money binge will be over $3 billion in 
any one year. So a billion dollars is needed for only those two projects. In the transport portfolio alone, if the 
government is to complete the Mitchell Freeway extension, it would need to find another $160 million-odd, and I 
suspect a large chunk of that would need to be in the fifth year of the forward estimates.  

Again, I would add, while talking about the extension of the Mitchell Freeway, the government told people 
in December last year that it would be completed by the end of this term of office. The government put money in 
the budget to try to create the illusion it would do that and that work would start this year. We now find that the 
government has delayed that project, according to these forward estimates, by a year. I suspect that the 
government will not have enough money, so that if it delays MAX again or the airport it might have enough 
money to finish this one off. If the government does not delay MAX or the airport, it will struggle to find the 
money to extend the Mitchell Freeway.  

What are local governments in the northern corridor told are the reasons they cannot proceed in the original time 
frame and why it has to be pushed back a year? They have discovered environmental issues. They are going up 
an alignment that has been known about for many years. For a year Hon Albert Jacobs, the now Minister for 
Environment, did community consultations, worked with Main Roads on the concept, developed a business case 
and developed everything about it, so how did he miss that? How incompetent was that? Is the government really 
suggesting that the current Minister for Environment could not tell what the environmental issues would be for 
the extension of the freeway? It is just an excuse, because the government does not have the money and it did not 
have a fully funded, fully costed plan. 
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The government has to find the money to finish off the work on the Great Northern Highway, from Muchea to 
Wubin. It needs to find almost $100 million for that. I suspect the government will need to find another 
$40 million on top of that. I discovered only the other day that the government is upgrading the highway from 
Muchea to Wubin—members who represent the Agricultural Region have a keen interest in this and are very 
excited that the federal government has stumped up 80 per cent of the money, or more if I include the money the 
federal government has already provided. The cost to upgrade that road, starting this year, is up to $400 million. 
It does not include plans for the New Norcia bypass. I am flabbergasted that the government will spend 
$400 million on the upgrade of the Great Northern Highway between Muchea and Wubin and not build the 
bypass around New Norcia! The members who represent that region and the region further north would be well 
aware, I am sure, of the beauty of New Norcia and the importance of getting the traffic out of that historic 
township, particularly those high and wide-load vehicles and the problems with those. That area has those 
beautiful old olive trees and historic buildings. This goes back to “Wonder Woman”! When Alannah 
MacTiernan was Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, and doing good things in this state, she started the 
work on the New Norcia bypass, but that seems to have fallen in a hole under this government. The fact that 
bypass was not part of the submission for Infrastructure Australia money is crazy. Seriously, if someone opposite 
could jump up later and explain to me how a thinking person could put together a proposal for $400 million of 
work on that road and not make the bypass a part of the work, I would love to hear the explanation. It strikes me 
as absolutely ridiculous. The government will need to find money for that. It will have to find half a billion 
dollars after the forward estimates for the Perth-Darwin highway. The government gave a commitment to 
complete the Swan Valley bypass. It has allocated only a small amount of money in the current estimates to do 
that job, so lots of money will need to be found for that project as well. That is just in the transport portfolio. I 
am sure money is needed in many other areas.  
There will be a constant need for not only new schools and hospitals, but also upgrades and replacements. I am 
sure members are aware that a lot of schools built back in the 1960s, 70s, 80s and 90s are now reaching the end 
of their useful life. Some Premiers in the early 1980s built schools on the cheap, and those schools are now 
falling apart and we will have to replace them. There will be real pressures in other areas of the budget, and I am 
waiting to hear this government explain how it will do it. I suspect that one way will be to suggest that we use 
more private capital. The only way the state government can use private capital is if the private capital can find 
an income stream that is separate from payments from the government. If the government wants to build toll 
roads, then private capital has a role to play in road building. I reject toll roads, but if that is what this 
government wants to do, by all means bring it in and we will have that debate and the opposition will vigorously 
oppose it. Unless the government wants a toll road, using private capital to build roads is not a funding source; it 
is a financing model. We need to be clear about that. The taxpayer still has to pay the bill. With the stadium, 
unless the government puts something in place that allows the private sector to generate income that is separate 
from getting paid by the government, it is simply a financing method and not a funding source. I personally think 
with stadiums that with a good public–private partnership the government might get the private sector to build 
some hotels and other facilities around the stadium that will generate a separate income. That is an option. But 
the actual day-to-day management of the stadium will need to be subsidised by the government. The airport rail 
line and MAX light rail projects will need to be subsidised by the government. The only way the private sector 
will be able to make money out of that is if it uses land around the area and captures some value that it can put 
into the cost of it. However, that will be in the up-front costs and I would ask why the government could not do 
that, because it has very good organisations such as LandCorp.  

We know that the government’s proposes to put two of the stations on the airport line on airport land. We would 
lose that opportunity to capture any value from the government-owned land surrounding the station to put back 
into the cost of construction of that proposal. Again, this government’s design for the airport rail line is flawed. 
This is probably not the appropriate time to have that debate, and I am sure we will have plenty of opportunities 
over the next four years to discuss why the government’s proposal for an airport line is a complete dog and is 
different from the proposal put forward by Labor as part of Metronet. I suspect that the Minister for Transport 
does not understand how transport and the integration of transport and land use works. In fact, a really good 
quote that has stuck in my mind is that a good transport plan is a good land use management plan. This 
government simply does not get it. Labor’s proposal, which might look similar superficially, is very different and 
I have absolutely no doubt that our proposal for the airport line will eventually prove to be correct and the 
government’s proposal will prove to be completely incompetent. Let us not accept the furphy that somehow 
getting private sector funding will be the solution. The private sector might finance it; it will not fund it. The 
taxpayer will ultimately fund these projects.  
I am pleased to note that at a recent conference the director general of the Department of Transport made the 
same comments that I am making today about the difference between a funding source and a financing method. 
We have seen examples on the east coast under the Liberal Party, particularly in Victoria, which has put together 
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proposals that effectively mean the government is paying a higher rate of interest than if it had done the project 
itself. That is the way some projects have been structured on the east coast.  
Another point that I made about this government relates to its short-sighted decisions in this budget. LandCorp 
provides a healthy dividend to the government every year from the work it does developing land. Of course, an 
organisation like LandCorp, which is constantly selling land, also needs to buy land that will eventually be 
developed to make a profit at some point in the future. For many years there has been a standing arrangement 
within government that LandCorp pays a dividend to government, but it then gets money back into its books to 
allow it to purchase new land to replenish the land it has sold, so that it constantly maintains a stock of land that 
is available for development. One of the things the government has done in this budget is to cut that allocation by 
$50 million. It helps today, but it will mean that in the long term LandCorp’s ability to provide that dividend to 
government will be reduced. In my view, it is an appalling situation.  

I started my comments by saying that this is a budget of broken promises. The Premier has been quoted as saying 
that we cannot expect a government to honour all its promises in the first year. That is true, but if they have a 
financial implication, we would expect that to be put into the forward estimates over the out years. We know that 
in the fifth year of the forward estimates there will be no capacity to add anything. If something is not in the 
forward estimates today, my view is it will not be in the forward estimates over this term of government. It is 
reasonable for members of this place to argue that if an item is not in the forward estimates of this budget, it will 
not happen. There is a long list. To be honest, I do not think I could possibly go through the list here today. 
“Brokenpromises.org.au” will become an ever-expanding website! It will need sections. We will have to break it 
up into broken promises by region or broken promises by portfolio because it will become such a big website. In 
fact, we might have to find a new place to host the website because it will have so much on it.  
I want to briefly talk about one of those broken promises. On the weekend I was exposed to the public reaction 
to local government reform. On Saturday afternoon I attended a rally in the City of Vincent. I was joined at that 
rally by Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson. It was a well-attended rally. It had a great community spirit. It reinforced 
the sense of community that exists in the urban villages that the City of Vincent is a combination of. There was 
genuine anger. I note that the local member for that area recognised that and said, “It’s only a proposal”, 
completely contradicting comments made by the Premier and the Minister for Local Government just two weeks 
earlier. I understand the Premier has now come around to the fact that it is just a proposal. I hope that means we 
will start to see some movement. If we are to have local government reform, I hope it is decent local government 
reform. The starting point I have is that amalgamations should not be the end of local government reform or the 
start of local government reform. There are many things that can be done to reform local government without 
amalgamations.  

I attended another function on the weekend. On Saturday night I attended the Western Metropolitan Regional 
Council’s annual dinner. WMRC is the waste management group that represents the local government authorities 
in the western suburbs—now often commonly referred to as G7 under the Premier’s plan.  
Hon Simon O’Brien: Were there any particular items for discussion around the table that night?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There were a couple of items for discussion.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: I thought you were flagging them.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I am not flagging them. I am building up to this one because I particularly enjoy 
this! I had a very lovely time, Hon Simon O’Brien. I caught up with many of my good friends who are civic 
leaders in that area. I genuinely like many of the people who represent that area. I have often said that I have 
never met a president of the Shire of Peppermint Grove who I do not like. In fact, every one I have ever met I 
have enjoyed the company of. I know that one of them used to be a fellow councillor with Hon Robyn 
McSweeney. We had a lovely conversation. 
Hon Robyn McSweeney: He would have said what a really nice person I am!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: He did. We both discussed what a nice person Hon Robyn McSweeney is. We shared 
our appreciation of Hon Robyn McSweeney!  

It was interesting that I was the only member of Parliament there. It was noted that I was the only member of 
Parliament there. No-one else from the North Metropolitan Region turned up. A couple of the local members did 
not turn up. It was commented on a couple of times that in the previous two weeks there had been a number of 
phone calls to apologise because, unfortunately, members were no longer able to attend the dinner on Saturday 
night.  

Hon Alanna Clohesy: Why was that?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Everyone was left a bit bewildered. They were very pleased that I turned up!  
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Of course, two things were on everyone’s mind. The first was solar panels. Members would be surprised at the 
number of councillors in the western suburbs who have solar panels on their roofs. It was a very hot topic of 
conversation throughout the evening. The second topic of conversation, of course, was local government reform. 
I cannot quite remember the number of councillors I spoke to who said words to this effect: “I looked the 
Premier in the eye before the election and he gave me a personal commitment.” It was not just the leaflet that the 
Premier sent out or the leaflet that he made Tony Simpson send out, and it was not just the comments that he 
made to the press gallery in Western Australia; they had a personal commitment from Hon Colin Barnett that 
there would be no forced amalgamations. These people are not Labor members or Labor Party supporters. I 
suspect, based on some of the conversations I had, that they may have voted Liberal in the past; they may even 
have been members of the Liberal Party at some stage.  

Hon Helen Morton: They may even have run against Liberals as Independents.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There were a couple of those as well.  

If someone runs for election on a “no amalgamation” stand and the Premier then gives a personal commitment 
by looking someone in the eye and saying he will not do it, is that okay? Is Hon Helen Morton saying that 
because the Liberal Party won, the Premier can break his promise? 

Hon Helen Morton: It was certainly not broken. Were you in the house when we had this debate the other day? 
There are no forced amalgamations. It would need legislation, and it is not there.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Helen Morton will recall that I told her of the derision of the year 12 students at 
Mount Lawley Senior High School about the Insurance Commission of Western Australia Amendment Bill and 
her explanation of how that was not a broken promise. I think the minister would find that if I had had that same 
conversation on Saturday night at the Western Metropolitan Regional Council dinner, they would have given 
that same level of derision to Hon Helen Morton’s comments just then. They sat and listened to the Premier. 
Hon Helen Morton and I were not there; they were. They listened to the Premier. They were all down there when 
the Premier told them they were going to amalgamate and that they had to do it his way or the highway. I do not 
think any of them were keen on amalgamations.  

Hon Michael Mischin: They were year 12 students and they happened to agree with you? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Michael Mischin was not even there. I think he would have been invited to this 
dinner.  

Hon Michael Mischin: Which one was that?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Western Metropolitan Regional Council dinner on Saturday night.  

Hon Michael Mischin: I had another commitment.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Everyone from the Liberal Party apparently did on that night!  

Last year they praised the Liberal Party for organising things for them, if I remember correctly. This year they 
noted the absence of Liberal Party members. In fact, at one point of the evening someone asked why I had not 
sought to move a toast to absent friends!  

Several members interjected. 

Hon Michael Mischin: I get more than one invitation a year, Hon Ken Travers; I cannot be everywhere.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No; that is true. I am allowing the leadership of the house to distract me again.  

This is a serious matter. I do not want it to become a joke. There are some serious issues. It was a hot topic of 
conversation. There is this whole issue about too many different rules and regulations. They made the point that 
even if the number of councils was halved, there would still be 14 or 15 different sets of rules across Perth. Why 
do we have local government? If we want one set of rules to fit all, let us abolish local government and have one 
set of rules to fit all! The reason we have local government is so that we can have local rules that reflect the local 
community.  

One issue that has been raised is that of crossovers. I said to a very prominent mayor in that area, “Why not just 
come up with a system where you say that this is the crossover rule for Western Australia and everyone has to 
abide by it? That achieves that goal. In fact, it is quicker that way.” The mayor said that their council has three 
different sets of rules for crossovers. I said that that was a bit excessive, but then the mayor explained why that 
is. Major roads have splayed crossovers that allow cars to come in and out very quickly, because that is what is 
needed for roads that have a high volume of traffic. But in some of the older areas, where a large number of cars 
are now parked on the streets, they take the splay off. What they were finding was that that was taking up too 
much of the on-street parking. Of course, for everywhere else, it is basically a choice between those two options. 
Often there are very good reasons for doing what they do. I think there are probably still some opportunities, 
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whether there are 15 or 30 local governments, to try to have some standard rules about crossovers. Everywhere is 
different; that is what we have to recognise. If members want just one system, let us get on and abolish local 
government.  
The thing that depresses me is that the money that was available for country local governments to amalgamate 
has been taken away. I know from my visits to Cunderdin, Quairading and York that those councils are keen to 
amalgamate voluntarily. They are frustrated that they are not getting the support they want from this government 
to get on with that amalgamation process. The irony of this government is that it is breaking promises it made 
not just to us; the Premier is breaking a promise that he made to people when he looked them in the eye and said, 
“I will not force council amalgamations”. Now he is clearly bullying them. If the minister thinks otherwise, let us 
have a clear commitment that amalgamations will still be voluntary; there will be no changes to the act and 
amalgamations will occur only if councils want to do it.  

The other thing I found bizarre was the local government boundaries proposed by this government. For instance, 
it has Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre and the University of Western Australia going into the City of Perth but 
not the land in between. That says to me that there is a real lack of understanding about the issues and about what 
the future will bring, because the land between the two is where the greatest pressure will be over the next 20 
years. My view is that those two areas will start to merge and there will be real pressure to put commercial, retail 
and high-density residential between the two as the knowledge economy expands in that area. To just take the 
institutions and not the land surrounding them is very silly and short-sighted. If the government were to change 
the boundaries in that area, that is what I would suggest. There are lots of little issues like that right across 
Western Australia, where the boundaries that have been drawn in my view make absolutely no sense in any way, 
shape or form.  

A big issue in the North Metropolitan Region is the broken promise by the Premier of there being no forced 
amalgamations of local government. I have talked about the failure in the northern corridor to deliver on the 
promise to extend the northern freeway. There is another promise that was made in the northern corridor, and 
this is an issue that seems to arise just before election time and then disappears until the next election. Whether it 
is a local government election or a state government election, the Liberal Party beats up this issue and then it 
drops away. In fact, the only state government that has ever put money into this issue was the Labor government 
back in 2004; we gave money that the council then did not spend. We started to agitate for it to be spent, and the 
council spent it after we lost office. I am referring to the Ocean Reef marina, which is a very hot and very 
popular issue in the northern corridor of Perth. The Mayor of Joondalup promoted the issue very strongly before 
the last local government elections. I noted the other day that this issue seems to be cranking up again; it is 
probably no surprise that local government elections will be held in October this year. During the state election 
campaign the member for Ocean Reef put out pamphlets in his local area and made statements to the local 
government. Labor was again saying that we wanted this project to be developed and that we were prepared to 
put money in to make it happen, because we were getting frustrated about the delays and we wanted the local 
council to get on with it. The response of the member for Ocean Reef was that rather than just give more money 
to the City of Joondalup to do plans, the state government would take over responsibility for progressing the 
marina’s approval. The government is going to take it over! It is not going to amalgamate the councils or 
anything else; it will just take the project off them. The member for Ocean Reef put out a flyer in his electorate 
suggesting this. I looked carefully through the budget for the money that will be required when the government 
takes over this marina project. It may not take it over this year, it may be in a couple of years’ time, although the 
whole point of taking it over would be to progress it. I could not find a single dollar to either assist the City of 
Joondalup to get on with the project or take the project off the City of Joondalup. In my view, this is again a 
promise to the people of the northern corridor that clearly has been broken.  

The overpass at Malaga Drive–Reid Highway is not a piece of infrastructure in my electorate—it is in the East 
Metropolitan Region—but many people from the North Metropolitan Region go through that intersection on a 
daily basis. In fact, when I visit my mother from my office, which I had to do after she had her accident, I go 
through that intersection. This issue is actually very important to the people in the northern corridor in my 
electorate. Again, a project that was promised has been pushed back by at least a year into that fifth year of the 
forward estimates. It is kind of like that railway station platform in Harry Potter that is there but is not there. It is 
another broken promise.  

I cannot find in the budget the money to keep the tier 3 lines open. Maybe it is hidden in the Public Transport 
Authority’s budget somewhere; it might be a combined item under asset investment. We know the National 
Party apparently now supports the maintenance of the tier 3 lines, although it wanted another inquiry before 
putting money into it. We know the Liberal Party promised just before the election that it would keep the viable 
tier 3 lines open. October is the deadline; they close in October. I hope we will not have the same debacle we had 
last year when the government waited until Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd and the other grain transporters had 
signed up their grain contracts and then announced that it was doing something to keep the lines open. Those 
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contracts will be getting signed now, so the decision needs to be made now as to whether the government is 
going to honour its commitment and put money into keeping those tier 3 lines open.  
I have already mentioned the other big broken promises. The Metro Area Express and airport rail link are clearly 
broken promises in terms of delivering in the time frame that was promised.  

I congratulate the Minister for Agriculture and Food on securing a package in tough times, although I note that 
there is not much for this year; it is all in the out years. I am more than happy to work with the minister to try to 
maintain that money in his budget over the next year, when the government will again be looking for cuts 
because it is projecting a deficit. Whilst I am very pleased to see money in there this year, I am worried that there 
might be an attempt to take it out in future years. Those of us in this house who want to see that money remain in 
the agriculture portfolio will need to be vigilant that it does not get taken out in future years.  
Just before I conclude I want to make a couple of comments about one other issue. I asked a question yesterday 
that related to a question I had asked the day before. I accept that members on the other side of this house can 
answer a question however they like. We have had many rulings from Presidents over the years that an answer 
from a minister or a parliamentary secretary is their answer. Even if they preface it with “The department of blah 
says”, it is still their answer and they are still accountable for it, so including those words does not change 
anything. On Tuesday I asked a question of the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport 
about when the timeslots for bookings of practical driving assessments had been made available to the public in 
the south west of the state. The answer was that the department could give me only an approximate time frame of 
when the bookings were made. The response was that “The Department of Transport advises” and that it was 
approximately four weeks. It surprised me because I know the department could give an accurate date. I am 
pretty confident its records would show the exact dates when those events occur. Also, if the department did not 
have those exact dates, I am not sure how it would arrive at the approximate date. So I asked a follow-up 
question about whether the answer was the exact answer provided by the Department of Transport, through the 
minister, rather than the minister’s office having changed it. I accept that the minister has every right to change 
an answer but the government does not have a right to change the answer and then tell the house that the answer 
it is giving is the answer provided by the Department of Transport. If it was not provided by the Department of 
Transport, the member was misleading this house. That is the first point I wanted to make. 

The second point is: why is the government not providing proper answers to questions if it has the capacity to do 
so? It goes to the very fabric of accountability in this place that if members and ministers have the capacity to 
give a proper answer, they do so. If it is a technical question about on what date a booking or timeslot was made 
available to the public, and the government has the capacity to answer the question, it should. If members 
opposite bothered to read their ministerial code of conduct they would see that it contains sections that require 
them to give proper answers to parliamentary questions. I hope the Leader of the House will take up this issue 
and try to ensure that ministers in the other place, through their representatives in this place, give a proper 
answer when an agency has the capacity to do so. My advice to members in this place is that if the answer has 
been changed in the minister’s office, they should not come into this place and say “The Department of 
Transport advises”, because that is wrong and misleading.  

Hon Peter Collier: How would we know it had been changed?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister would need to go to the minister who prepared the answer and make sure 
that minister knows that it puts the minister in this place in a difficult position. The minister in this place is 
accountable for the answer.  

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have not moved a motion of censure against the member or sought to have it referred 
to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges because I accept the Leader of the House’s argument 
that the parliamentary secretary probably did not know it had been changed. The answer I got yesterday when I 
asked whether it had been changed was a fob-off answer, which confirms in my mind that there is a very high 
probability it was changed. The point I am making is that the member needs to be more cautious of the answers 
the minister provides and to check them.  

Hon Peter Collier: Yes to all of the above. We have collectively as a front-bench team been fastidious in 
ensuring the answers are as accurate as possible. I can assure you of that. I talk to my cabinet colleagues pretty 
much every week about it.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: They still do not learn, do they? 

Hon Peter Collier: I don’t mean to be flippant. My only concern is if we get one like “the Department of 
Transport advises”, how will the parliamentary secretary know?  
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Minister, that is why I am not moving that the member be referred to the Standing 
Committee on Procedure and Privileges for misleading the house, but I am making the point that in this house 
the parliamentary secretary needs to be aware when he gets those sorts of answers from the minister and check 
whether they are from the department or whether it was changed in the minister’s office, because he has an 
obligation to make sure he is giving us an accurate answer.  
I understand the difficulties; I have been a parliamentary secretary. I worked with very good people such as 
Clive Brown, who was very good at saying, “You know the upper house; you run the show up there; you answer 
and get the questions the way you want.” He would sign off on them, of course, as minister, but he was very 
cooperative. But I know that another of my colleagues had to be constantly managing their minister in the other 
place and I know the Leader of the House has the same problem. I feel for the parliamentary secretary at one 
level on this issue. But my way of making sure I get proper answers in the future is by bringing it to the attention 
of the house and making clear that the answer given the other day was in my view misleading, because I am 
fairly confident the answer was changed in the minister’s office from what the department provided.  
Hon Peter Collier: I might have a chat with the member behind the Chair later to find a process that is more 
effective —  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I acknowledge that and I know attempts have been made. I think even Hon Simon 
O’Brian took it to cabinet meetings to try to get the process improved.  
Hon Peter Collier: Every week.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is the same recalcitrant performers, but at the end of the day all we can do is bring 
these matters to the attention of the house and make it clear we know these things are happening so that the 
Leader of the House is aware and can do his best to try to get proper answers to the questions we ask.  

I have concluded my remarks. As I said at the beginning, this is a budget of broken promises. I believe that the 
reality is that the financial circumstances of this state, all of the government’s own making, will mean that it will 
not be able to correct that over the next four years but it will continue to have to break more promises as we go 
forward. It goes back to its integrity in terms of its commitments it took to the election.  

In conclusion, I remind people that Labor had some ambitious plans for the state of Western Australia but we 
were also prepared to take the tough decisions. We went into the election campaign and announced the projects 
we would defer or cancel to allow us to get the priorities right for Western Australia. This government went to 
the election and tried to convince itself and the people that it could do it all. Unlike WA Labor, it was not 
prepared to take the tough decisions so it now has a problem of its own making.  
HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [3.17 pm]: I also take note of 
the tabled papers relating to this year’s state budget. It is fair to say that against a backdrop of a changing 
economy, a continuing reduction in goods and services revenue, a significant jump in population growth and a 
range of other factors, this year’s budget has delivered a range of significant and, indeed, positive 
announcements. These decisions will benefit Western Australians across the state, particularly in the areas of 
health, law and order, education and disability services. In saying this, I, like others, recognise that some very 
difficult decisions have had to be made. When we, however, look at issues surrounding the GST alone—
obviously this was a point of discussion earlier today in a motion moved by Hon Jacqui Boydell—we see an 
ever-parlous situation unfolding in this state. The minister’s budget speech tells how our share of the GST 
revenue in 2013–14 is falling to just 45 per cent of our population’s share, an all-time low for any state or 
territory, and, essentially, a loss of some $477 million in revenue. This downward trend is expected to continue 
and the Treasurer has previously stated that in 2016–17, if things do not change, our GST share is projected to 
fall to just 7c for every dollar of GST raised. This means that WA is forecast to receive just $500 million in that 
year. As the Treasurer also stated in a press statement last week, the bottom line is that WA will receive 
$2.4 billion less than we received last year. In spite of that, and this has been said, the government has and is still 
delivering a surplus. We are also delivering some $14 billion for front-line services this financial year and that is 
very important. Spending on health is up to $7.2 billion; spending on education is up to $4.4 billion; and 
spending on law and order activities in the related portfolios of that critical area is around $2.6 billion.  
There are some important projects being funded across the East Metropolitan Region, which I represent. For 
example, some significant transport infrastructure projects have been committed to, such as $342 million 
towards the $1 billion Gateway WA project; $432 million, over four years, for the Metro Area Express light rail 
project; and additional capital expenditure to support construction of part of the Perth–Darwin highway. 
Although Hon Alyssa Hayden is away from the chamber on urgent parliamentary business, I am quite sure that 
when she gets her opportunity to make a contribution to this debate, she will go through that funding in more 
detail. Members will also recall that in my contribution to the Address-in-Reply debate a month or two ago I 
talked about two road improvements, both of which are detailed in the budget papers. The first is the 
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construction of the dual carriageway on Gnangara Road, as well as the construction of an overpass at the Malaga 
Drive–Reid Highway intersection, which Hon Ken Travers just referred to in his contribution. With respect to 
that project, I understand that although no final decisions have been made, Main Roads is currently exploring 
options to see whether those works should be done at the same time as the construction of three interchanges on 
Tonkin Highway, at Benara Road, Morley Drive and Collier Road, funding for which is also detailed in the 
budget papers. It seems sensible for Main Roads to look at those options, given the breadth of the works that will 
be undertaken in that neck of the region, and I will certainly continue my discussions with the transport minister 
about the timing of all of those projects, especially the Malaga Drive–Reid Highway interchange project, 
because this government is very much committed to delivering it. It is not, as was suggested by Hon Ken 
Travers, a broken promise.  

I turn to some other areas. One aspect of health spending in our region is the commitment of $146 million to the 
Midland public hospital. The simple fact is that Swan District Hospital has served our community very well for 
many years; indeed, I was born there, and there are probably a couple of other members in this chamber and in 
the other place who have also been to Swan District Hospital for whatever reason. However, the reality is that 
the new hospital currently being built in Midland will provide a range of new health services such as 
chemotherapy, high-dependency care and coronary care. It will have a much larger emergency department. It 
will have some 307 beds. As a local member I am particularly delighted at how well and fast construction is 
going. It seems just like yesterday that I joined my East Metropolitan colleagues including Hon Helen Morton, 
who is in the chamber, around August last year to see the turning of the sod marking the start of construction. 
Less than a year later, in July, I joined Hon Alyssa Hayden and the Minister for Health. We donned our boots, 
fluoros and hardhats and visited the site to mark the latest construction milestone. It is fantastic that less than a 
year after construction commenced, 30 per cent of the hospital is already complete and is actually ahead of 
schedule. The southern clinical block has already reached full height, the northern ward block structure has 
reached the second of five storeys and the related roads and car parking areas are also significantly advanced. It 
must also be remembered that this hospital, along with the associated private hospital, which will also be part of 
the overall campus, will be the first major hospital facility to be built in the region for more than 50 years and it 
will deliver free public health care to approximately 29 000 inpatients each year. Despite the continued 
negativity of those opposite in relation to this development, the Midland public hospital when opened—late 2015 
is the expectation—will be very much welcomed by the East Metropolitan community, particularly those living 
in and around the Swan region. 

I am also incredibly supportive of the government’s decision to enable all schools to make the transition to 
become independent public schools if they so wish. An extra $18.2 million has been provided in this year’s 
budget for that purpose and I think that is fantastic. We have many independent schools across the East 
Metropolitan Region, and Ballajura Community College and Ballajura Primary School, which are part of a 
cluster, come to mind immediately when we mention independent public schools. Those schools have flourished 
under this new system and now that this initiative has been opened up, I am quite sure that many more schools 
will take up the offer. Of course, that funding is on top of other funding for infrastructure at our schools in 
Byford and for the finishing of parts of Governor Stirling Senior High School and, I think, Bullsbrook District 
High School. 

I also touch on a few matters relating to the important portfolios of science and police. With respect to science, I 
listened closely to some of the comments made by Hon Kate Doust in her contribution to this debate. I quote her 
words from the uncorrected Hansard of last Tuesday. She said, “the Premier has been cherrypicking what he 
wants to do in the area of science”. It is not correct for her to say that. In the five months since the election, the 
government has made a number of very important decisions in this critical portfolio. First and foremost we have 
seen the establishment of the new Office of Science within the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, which 
took effect on 1 July. That office is also home to our Chief Scientist, Professor Lyn Beazley. This decision by the 
government has been very warmly welcomed by the science community and that sentiment was reiterated very 
strongly at a round table with a variety of science leaders that the Premier convened at his office about a month 
or two ago. Those science leaders came from academia, industry and the government and non-government 
sectors, and they felt, and this has continued to be put to me, that the move to make an Office of Science is a 
very positive step forward. We are also, of course, the only party to commit to the new Western Australian 
Museum, funding which is around $428 million. That step is often conveniently forgotten about by the 
opposition and, indeed, it does not support the project. I find that particularly disappointing because a museum is 
much more than just a couple of interesting artefacts—although some people might think it is—that people take 
their children to go to see or that they visit on a school excursion. There is a lot more to a museum than that. 
Some of the key areas of interest that the Western Australian Museum focuses on are zoology, anthropology, 
archaeology, history and our planetary sciences. When I was environment minister I established the Threatened 
Species Council to work towards a more coordinated and targeted approach to threatened species conservation 
across the various environment portfolios. In establishing that council, I felt it was important that the Chief 
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Scientist be involved and also very much that the WA Museum be involved. That provided clear recognition of 
the important work that it does on threatened species and conservation. In support of the commitment to our new 
Museum, the government is providing $6.5 million this financial year to upgrade the Welshpool collections and 
research facility. I admit that I have not been to this centre but I understand that it houses around 4.5 million 
artefacts and that the upgrade is particularly critical to the overall success of the Museum project. 

As mentioned in the minister’s budget speech last week, $18 million will be spent by the International Centre for 
Radio Astronomy Research over the next four years. As was mentioned in the minister’s speech, this will help to 
ensure that our state maximises the benefits that flow from our involvement in the Square Kilometre Array. Hon 
Kate Doust talked about that project. For those members who are not terribly familiar with this global project, I 
wish to point out that it is incredibly important not only to our state, but also to Australia as a whole. I want to 
thank ICRAR, particularly its director, Professor Peter Quinn, and the chairman of the board, my good friend Dr 
Bernard Bowen, for the very informative briefing on the project that they provided me at their offices recently. 
Professor Quinn will tell me if I am wrong, but this project is expected to be fully operational by 2024. The SKA 
will certainly be the world’s largest radio telescope, made up of thousands of receptors—around 3 000 dishes. I 
am told that the total collection area will be about one square kilometre, giving 50 times the sensitivity and 
10 000 times the survey speed of the best current-day radio telescopes. I am advised that it will extend at least 
3 000 kilometres from the central core region. With all of that information, astronomers are certainly expecting 
to gain some remarkable insights into the early universe, including the formation of the first stars and galaxies.  

ICRAR is not the only aspect of the SKA that is supported by the government. The Pawsey Centre, which is 
based in Kensington, is home to new supercomputing facilities. These facilities will support the SKA project as 
well as geosciences and other data-intensive science. I had the opportunity to visit the Pawsey Centre with the 
US Ambassador to Australia in July. Whilst I do not understand all the computer jargon and talk, it was very 
impressive. Managed by iVEC, a scientific joint venture involving the CSIRO and the four WA universities, it 
has been supported in part by both the state and federal governments. The Pawsey Centre’s supercomputer is, 
amongst other things—I mentioned the other areas in which it is working—critical to the processing of radio 
astronomy data from the Australian SKA Pathfinder and the Murchison Widefield Array radio telescope, both of 
which are SKA precursor projects located at the Murchison Radio-Astronomy Observatory in the state’s 
midwest.  
I turn to other science-related areas. Today I was fortunate enough to join the Minister for Health at the Queen 
Elizabeth II Medical Centre for a major announcement relating to health research. On behalf of the Premier, I 
had the absolute pleasure of awarding a grant to the McCusker Alzheimer’s Research Foundation, to the 
Australian Neuro-Muscular Research Institute and to the Ear Science Institute Australia. These three grants, 
worth a total of $7.2 million, will go towards the construction and fit-out of the Western Australian neuroscience 
research institute, which will be built at the QEII Medical Centre site. I think construction starts next year. Once 
completed, these three organisations will co-locate to this new space. That will obviously enable even greater 
research collaboration and resource sharing. After talking to those involved in each of those organisations, I 
could see that they are really excited about the prospects for what can be achieved by that co-location. All 
members of this chamber would think that the establishment of such an institute would be enormously beneficial 
for those people who are affected by a neurological or related disease.  
Additionally, the Minister for Health announced the future health initiative, which will receive a boost of an 
additional $30 million in state government funding over four years. This new funding comes on top of the 
$58 million already committed to health and medical research over the next four years, bringing the total state 
government investment to $88 million. That essentially equates to an increase of more than 50 per cent. As the 
minister explained at the event this morning, the funding structure of the future health initiative will also provide 
incentives for corporate and philanthropic contributions for health and medical research by preserving their tax 
deductibility in order to boost the fund and therefore supplement the government’s investment.  
Finally, I turn to Scitech and the comments that were made by Hon Kate Doust. I make it very clear to all 
members of this house that this government strongly supports Scitech. To suggest anything otherwise is 
somewhat mischievous. During the election campaign the government committed $15 million plus land on the 
Burswood peninsula for a new home for Scitech. This commitment has been reinforced with Scitech since that 
time. I understand that the Premier has confirmed that the Department of the Premier and Cabinet will be 
working closely with Scitech on this relocation initiative.  

Hon Sue Ellery: Is the $15 million in this budget?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I will come to that. Like all grants, a formal request and a plan will need to be put 
forward by Scitech. I am told that that is underway and that the process of preparing that submission is 
happening now. That relates to the $15 million. In the past few months, the Premier has also signed a new 
funding agreement of $41.5 million over five years, or around $8.3 million a year, for Scitech. To even suggest 
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that there may be a wavering of the government’s commitment to Scitech is wrong. I can tell Hon Kate Doust 
that it certainly will not be this Premier who—I am again quoting from the uncorrected Hansard—“kills off 
Scitech”. That certainly will not be happening under a Liberal–National government and certainly not under 
Premier Colin Barnett.  
Hon Sue Ellery: Is the money in the budget or not?  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I have explained the process. A commitment has been made. A submission needs 
to be put forward, and that is happening now.  
Turning away from the science area, finally I want to talk about something that straddles the services and 
portfolios of police and youth; that is, the announcement in the budget of an additional funding commitment of 
more than $10 million over three years to upgrade police and community youth centres, more popularly known 
as PCYCs. Members on this side of the house would be well aware of my very strong support for youth 
programs right across the state that provide meaningful and positive activities for young people, particularly 
those who are at risk. Of course, PCYCs are one such example. I am not alone in this; Hon Phil Edman is in the 
chamber at the moment and we all know about his very strong commitment to PCYCs, particularly in the 
Rockingham area. As members of Parliament, we all need to remember that the vast majority—I think around 
98 per cent—of young people are doing the right thing. They are involved in their communities, they are 
studying, working and training and volunteering their spare time for good causes. Young people are making a 
very positive contribution to our community. However, it is recognised that a small minority is not, because of a 
range of factors. That is where PCYCs and other youth organisations and groups can have a real benefit. 
Although I have not had a lot to do with the Federation of Western Australian Police and Community Youth 
Centres itself, I have certainly had opportunities to visit PCYCs both as a local member and as a former Minister 
for Youth. I have spoken to officers who have been involved in various projects and seen the fantastic work that 
they do, much like the work that officers do in the Police Rangers, which is part of the Cadets WA program. I 
met Hon Dave Grills prior to his coming into this place through his involvement in Cadets WA.  
I remind members that last year the Minister for Police, Liza Harvey, announced a review that was conducted by 
Peter Browne, a former director general of education, to look into the nature of the relationship between WA 
Police and the PCYC federation, the administrative structures and their capacity to deliver programs for youth 
offenders and those at risk. That report contained, I think, 48 recommendations that support the development of 
PCYCs. They deal with a range of matters, including the structure and administration of PCYCs; importantly, 
the role of police or youth liaison officers, as I think they are referred to Royal Life Saving in PCYCs; and their 
location. One of the most important recommendations, from my point of view, dealt with the ongoing 
relationship between WA Police and the work of the PCYCs, in particular that police officers or youth liaison 
officers be permanently stationed at PCYCs that are located in high crime areas and that police continue to be 
actively involved in the programs being delivered across all the PCYCs around the state. I do not mind saying 
that I have always been strongly supportive of that view. I certainly agree that police should not have been 
responsible for organising recreational activities at PCYCs that were not related to their work with young people. 
I also agree that police do not have to be stationed at a PCYC every hour of every day of the week. Indeed, I 
recognise that some of the great work that those officers do is done offsite and in collaboration with other 
organisations. When I talk about that, one project that comes to mind is the River Connections project, which is a 
joint project between PCYC and a fantastic organisation that I have spoken about on a number of occasions in 
this place, Native Animal Rescue, which is based in Malaga. That is a fantastic program run in conjunction with 
the PCYC.  
I do feel, however, and this has obviously been part of the outcome of that review, that it is appropriate and 
indeed incredibly beneficial that officers retain their base at a PCYC. When officers go back to the PCYC and do 
their paperwork and all those sorts of things, young people, whether they are deemed at risk or not, who want to 
participate in PCYC activities see those officers around and have the opportunity to talk to them. I think that that 
is critical. It is my very strong view—perhaps as the daughter of two retired police officers it would be 
somewhat unsurprising that I have this view—that police can and do have an incredibly important mentoring 
role in our community. Young people, whether they are identified as at risk or as youth offenders or not, can 
learn a lot from our police. Obviously, there is a separation; officers are seen as the upholders of the law. That is 
quite appropriate and that respect should be given. I always find it very concerning and upsetting when respect is 
not given to our police. However, I think it is important for those young people to know not only that they can 
talk to an officer, that the officers are approachable and are there to support them, but also that the officers are 
there to teach them right from wrong. That in my view is invaluable, particularly for those young people who 
may not have the best role models, if I can put it that way.  

At the event I attended this morning with the Minister for Health, I was fortunate to have a conversation with the 
Western Australian of the Year, Professor Bruce Robinson. He kindly sent through to me an article that he 
recently wrote for The Weekend West titled “The powerful role of men in young lives”, which is in relation to the 
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University of Western Australia’s fathering project. In saying what I am about to say, I obviously recognise that 
not all police officers are men and that the invaluable role of mothers and women in children’s lives can never be 
underestimated. But in looking at the important role that men can play in children’s lives, which is very much in 
line with the work being done at UWA, I will quote a section from Professor Robinson’s article, because I think 
it is important and it does come back to some of the issues that I am talking about and why PCYCs and the 
involvement of police is important. Professor Robinson states — 

Many kids don’t have access to a father or have a father who is just not interested in learning how to do 
a good job of fathering. 
So we focus a lot on the concept of father-figures. Many people describe having had a father-figure who 
made a big difference in their lives, such as a grandfather, stepfather, uncle, older brother, father-in-law, 
schoolteacher, youth leader, sports coach, pastor or family friend. 
Research has shown that children with an active father-figure are at less risk of psychological and 
behavioural problems. It is the case that if these father-figures show an interest in the children, help 
them to feel special, express unconditional love and can give safe, authentic love and respect to kids, it 
can inspire those kids for the rest of their lives. 

Father-figures matter where dad is still around but they are especially important where there is no dad. 
And when dad is still “around” but not interested, or is even a negative influence on a child, then a 
father-figure can become a vital confidant, confidence builder and affirming influence. 
Many men are, or can be, father-figures. In reality a father-figure is any man who has significant 
contact with young people. 

I am not suggesting that a youth liaison officer will be seen as a father figure, but these comments on how a role 
model, either male or female, can be a vital confidante, a confidence-builder and an affirming influence can only 
have a positive influence on young people, particularly those who may be struggling with low self-esteem and 
dealing with a range of issues. That is the importance of programs like police and community youth centres, 
youth organisations, drop-in centres and youth workers. Members in this house should recognise that all of the 
people who work in that area do an important job.  

As I mentioned at the beginning, I am really pleased that the government has committed more than $10 million 
to refurbish and update PCYCs across the state. In addition to direct support to PCYCs, the Liberal–National 
government has provided for the growth of WA Police, with an additional 550 police and auxiliary police 
officers. I am told that 30 of these officers will be dedicated youth liaison officers who will join the existing 
20 youth liaison officers to work with youth offenders and youth at risk, through PCYCs, schools, clubs and 
other places where young people congregate. That is a very good thing.  

With all of that in mind, I will go back to the beginning of my contribution. Although this budget has been 
delivered against the backdrop of a changing economy, a continuing reduction in GST payments and other 
factors, the sheer breadth of projects and initiatives that will be realised across the Western Australian 
community is significant, and many of them—I have touched on some of them—are very positive. I commend 
the Premier, the Treasurer and ministers on the release of the budget and I look forward to the delivery of a 
number of these initiatives in the near future.  

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [3.51 pm]: I rise to respond to the tabling of the budget 
papers. It was only 10 days ago that the budget was introduced in the other place. It has not been all that easy to 
get across the detail in such a short amount of time. However, thanks to a very active media, which has had a 
good look at this, and sectors like the Western Australian Council of Social Service, interest groups like the 
RAC, and constituents who either work within organisations that have been directly affected or have lobbied for 
some funding in this budget, I have been able to prepare some comments in response to the budget from the 
Green’s perspective—the world view that I have, if you will.  

Looking at the budget from my world view, we live in a society, not an economy. We need an economy that 
serves people—not just people, but nature and all the elements in nature. It is not the other way around. Let us 
not fall into this trap of fiscal management that overrides the basic human need to care for one another. This is a 
common theme in our Budget Statements, because now is the time, when the economy is tight, that it is 
important to care for people and how they are coping in this time of change. We need to plan for a secure future. 
We need to spend a bit of money to protect the nature around us—the natural world that sustains us. If our 
economic tools are not getting the outcomes we want—making us happy, safe, healthy, better educated and 
fulfilled—then it is time that we changed these economic tools. The budget is a statement of government 
priorities. It shows us what the government values.  

[Interruption.] 
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Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Sorry, Madam President. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy): Hon Lynn MacLaren has the call. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: It is a little difficult to compete with the internet, but I will do it! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: It is okay; your time on the clock has stopped—just continue.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I was just noting that the budget reflects the government’s values, but it really should 
be the community’s budget. These are tax moneys that we put into government. The overriding question should 
be how this budget affects the community, and that is the filter I have applied here.  
One of my key concerns about any budget is whether it makes us a more caring, happy and prosperous 
community and whether it looks after the precious places, plants and animals that we all love—not only the 
natural world and the environment in which we grow our food and in which we live, but also the built 
environment. When I look at this budget I ask whether it delivers these things in a fiscally responsible way. It is 
clear the WA economy is in transition and we have to move away from this dig-it-up, cut-it-down and ship-it-
away mentality. We can prepare for the new economy. Some of the biggest pressures we feel come from a city 
with inadequate infrastructure. The Greens support borrowing for infrastructure that will ensure people will not 
be left behind in a strong economy in which the gap is cavernous between those who are doing well and those 
who are doing it tough. In that regard, I welcome the government’s commitment to the big rail projects, but 
along with most of the opposition, the Greens question the delay in funding the promises that have been made. 
Certainly, when voters approached the ballot box they believed that the Metro Area Express light rail system 
would be delivered. They did not believe that it would be put off; they believed it was fully funded and fully 
costed. That was a realistic belief, because that is what the leader of the Liberal Party said when running for re-
election. Now that is obviously not the case. We can invest in infrastructure and we can do it now, but 
unfortunately this budget does not illustrate the degree to which it was promised in the lead-up to the election.  
My comments about this budget focus on priorities in my South Metropolitan Region and also my parliamentary 
portfolios, which, on behalf of the Greens, I take on. At some point in time, Hon Robin Chapple will address his 
portfolio areas, so I do not want to touch too much on them. They include items like agriculture, Aboriginal 
issues, the Mining and Pastoral Region and energy, which is a very, very important budget item. I will talk a 
little about environmental protection, transport, planning, housing and social services. I question whether the 
priorities in this budget are the right ones. This is not new and members have heard this before. At the end of the 
thirty-eighth Parliament I questioned expenditure for the development at Elizabeth Quay when so much more is 
needed in public housing and when, as it was reported just this week, basic services in the outer metropolitan 
region need more expenditure on things like GPs, public transport in the East Metropolitan Region, and more 
frequent and reliable public transport. That is where that investment is needed most desperately, especially for 
those families who are doing it tough on a low income in low socioeconomic circumstances. We should spend on 
public transport, because that reduces not only the cost of living, but also the impacts of congestion. The impact 
of poor environmental management and not investing to reduce the impacts of congestion will increase spending 
on health, and diminish the quality of life throughout Western Australia and, indeed, I can make the case that if 
we add carbon emissions, will reduce the quality of life across the planet. It risks the water that we drink and the 
air that we breathe; it robs from future generations and squanders the abundance of natural resources—all the 
flora and fauna that are unique to us, that we enjoy and that nature offers freely. We cannot afford to squander 
that wealth. 
We cannot afford to under-invest in environmental protection. In the city, under-investment in environmental 
protection makes it more difficult for us to fight off the developers that it seems are intent on covering every 
regional open space; we have seen this a lot in the South Metropolitan Region. We are trying to save the class A 
reserves from housing developments because of the pressure to increase the density of our city. In my own area, 
the class A reserve at East Fremantle Oval is under imminent threat. Community organisations, with the support 
of the council—finally—have come up with a plan to better utilise that class A reserve.  
That is the kind of protection that we need for our environment; it might take some expenditure on the part of the 
government to secure public open space for people who wish to take recreation and to keep our city green. We 
know that it benefits our health and wellbeing if we have a city with parks close to us. If we develop housing 
infrastructure on that oval and on the Ferndale Oval—another place in the South Metropolitan Region that is 
under threat—then we will risk forever damaging our city and making it much more difficult for future 
generations to enjoy the health that we have today. 
If we look at this budget in that regard, the Conservation Council of Western Australia, which is the peak body 
for environment organisations in this state, lost heavily in 2011–12, it only had a controlled grant of $90 000 in 
2010–11, and since then, in this budget’s forward estimates there is nothing—nothing for a peak environmental 
organisation in our state budget. That is a concern to us all. The whole sector is in trouble. The Conservation 
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Council was obviously making very good use of that $90 000 because it managed to deliver tremendous 
programs; but it does make us feel that the conservation movement has been cut adrift. I would like to see the 
government address this. 
Further, the department of climate change—which has been subject to quite a bit of scrutiny from this 
chamber—has been, as far as I can tell, whittled down to two officers and I believe that they do not have any 
program funding. These are the things that I will be highlighting in budget estimates in order to find out if our 
worst fears are true. At a time when we need to put maximum resources into coping with climate change, our 
office for climate change has been all but destroyed. I also looked at the budget to see what the investment in 
adaptation strategies for the impact of climate change was. Members would be aware that I have a bill on the 
notice paper calling for coastal planning that would require expenditure to complete the coastal vulnerability 
assessments. There is nothing in this budget specifically allocated for coastal adaptation strategies like that, but I 
want to ask the government if there is an intention to do that—maybe it is in program funding. That is the kind of 
detail that I am looking for in the budget. 
We also looked to see whether there was any funding directed at infrastructure programs and strategies to 
improve the efficiencies of water usage. We know that water charges have gone up by 21 per cent. The pressure 
is on to use our water efficiently, but what assistance is available from the government to ensure that we do that? 
There are household programs for efficiency, but how much is invested in those programs to reduce the amount 
of water we use? It is not just residents who need to reduce the amount of water they use, but commercial 
enterprises, businesses, and industry which—as far as we know—gets a nice subsidy from the government in 
cheap or free water.  
In addition, the Conservation Council, which has been concerned about the fate of the environment and 
community grants program, did not have its fears allayed. In fact, it was unceremoniously axed. The grants 
scheme that funded hundreds of conservation projects around the state is now unfunded. We have seen that in 
The West Australian this week. This scheme should have been worth $5 million over the forward estimates—that 
is just $1.5 million a year. The council has been doing a tremendous job in mobilising thousands of volunteers in 
hundreds of projects around the state, assisting local governments with their parks and gardens programs and in 
our nature reserves. In the scale of this budget $5 million seems to be a small amount of money, but it is 
completely gone. The government should take a look at that, and the community outrage that has been expressed 
at that decision. It seems not just mean, but it affects the health and wellbeing of our cities and our environment; 
it is cost-effective to have all those volunteers out there planting and working on land care. There is a costing of 
how much additional work it would take if local government had to employ people to do what volunteers do, and 
we know that local government itself is struggling. I will give a couple of examples of these kinds of projects. It 
worked on biodiversity, conservation, sustainable catchment management, rescue of injured fauna and Bush 
Forever sites. It was not just for major conservation organisations; it also helped private landholders protect high 
value areas. The total funding in this area alone was $200 000. In 2011, the program directed $26 000 to the 
Bannister Creek catchment group for restoration and weed management in the Nicholson Road bushland—Bush 
Forever site 456.  
Local government also benefited; for example, $20 000 to the City of Canning for continued restoration of 
Queens Park Regional Open Space. Community building exercises were also funded with that; the Montessori 
School at Landsdale received $1 650 for bushland weed control—that did not just have benefits for land care and 
community building, but it was a learning experience for children and sometimes those experiences are 
invaluable. It also improved the local environment, thus giving them a connection with the land that they live 
near. 
I recently learned that there are also cuts to environmental sustainability education across the state. Apparently it 
was moved from the then Department of Environment and Conservation to the Department of Parks and 
Wildlife, but in so doing, several positions were axed. One of my constituents provided a quote, which states — 

The demise of environmental education seems to be systemic and reflects the current government’s 
downgrading of anything to do with environment and conservation. 

Seven officers who supported teachers in this state to deliver their curriculum in both state and independent 
schools—a requirement of the education department—were cut from the conservation community education 
branch of the then Department of Environment and Conservation. There are only two programs remaining—the 
Bush Rangers and EcoEducation. The rest, Ribbons of Blue, Airwatch, Play Space Education and the manager 
who looks after all those programs have been cut. The positions of the manager and full-time educator at the 
Perth Zoo have also been cut in this budget.  

Our concern and commitment to the environment is definitely under-invested in this budget, and the Greens 
intend to make a loud noise about that in the years to come in the hope that it can be improved in the next 
budget, if not before.  
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The impacts of climate change are disproportionately felt by people on low incomes in regional areas and in 
developing nations. The WA Civil Society Climate Roundtable lobbied during the state election with a simple 
four-page flyer. It asked for some policy directions in energy production, supply and use, transport in the built 
environment, climate adaptation, and food security. We will be putting this filter up against the budget to find 
out what it got. However, I draw members’ attention to the roundtable members’ concerns that the WA 
government’s response to climate change has been inadequate to date and that its current policies leave Western 
Australian communities vulnerable to climate impacts and fail to capitalise on significant opportunities to reduce 
carbon pollution and develop clean industries in WA. The significance of that is that the people who are doing it 
tough do it tougher because of these policies.  

The Greens believe that we need to prioritise bringing down the cost of living. That is one way the state 
government can use its considerable funds to help Western Australians cope with these changes. It will require 
more investment in energy infrastructure, alongside programs for energy efficiency. A similar focus is required 
on programs to improve the efficiency of water use. Hon Robin Chapple will go into greater detail on those two 
points.  
I want to talk about the Western Australian Council of Social Service’s take on the cost of living. WACOSS 
points out that the small increases in fees and charges add up and that once added up they are above inflation. 
That is likely to impact significantly on the cost of living for those on fixed and low incomes, particularly given 
rising public transport costs. They go up from the current 31 per cent to 40 per cent over four years. It is difficult 
to imagine that we could do that to people who are already struggling to make their rent.  
Average families have benefited from wages increasing faster than living costs. Those on low incomes, however, 
who spend a much higher proportion of their income on essential goods and services, are facing increasing 
financial stress. The increases in costs above inflation have a disproportionate impact on people who are on 
welfare payments. WACOSS in its pre-budget submission and post-budget analysis has stated that nothing in the 
budget addresses the underlying problems of financial hardship. There is a need to reintroduce a program similar 
to the hardship energy efficiency program to help address energy consumption and lower utility bills. We have 
had this program in place before, but we need an expansion of it, and what we had was less.  
There is also no mention in the budget of an increase for financial counselling services for the metropolitan 
region. There is a small increase of $200 000 for the Rural Financial Counselling Service WA in 2013–14—that 
is in spite of the considerable funds, as we heard from Hon Darren West, being spent in the regions. People are 
waiting longer to see a financial counsellor, which only keeps households in financial stress longer and makes it 
harder for a counsellor to help. At the WACOSS post-budget briefing it was mentioned that it is hard to go to a 
counsellor when a person has only so much money. There are only so many different things that a person can do 
with that money. At the end of the day, if a person does not have enough, all the counsellor can do is teach them 
how to maybe put a little bit aside and eat rice more times a week than they would normally, but it is not the 
considerable financial relief that people on low incomes need.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  

[Continued on page 3520.] 
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