
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 26 May 2011] 

 p4114b-4126a 
Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Ben Wyatt; Ms Adele Carles; Mr Albert Jacob 

 [1] 

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) RECURRENT 2011–12 BILL 2011 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) CAPITAL 2011–12 BILL 2011 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 

Resumed from 25 May. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [11.35 am]: I rise to speak in the budget debate. I begin by referring to 
some remarks made by the Premier a fortnight ago. He made some comments about homeownership, and talked 
about young people or people getting into the housing market for the first time lowering their expectations. I 
thought his remarks were fairly insensitive and ill-informed, particularly in light of his comments that people can 
get into the market to buy a new home for $200 000. From the hill, he gave his emperor’s advice to all the people 
who want to buy their first home. He said — 

Be realistic about your expectations and be prepared to buy a fairly humble property first off and 
gradually work your way up as you go through life and your income increases. 

… 

I say to young people ... get into home ownership and be realistic about what you can afford at this 
stage in your life. 

First, his advice is insensitive, and second, ill-informed. I have not seen evidence of young people or other 
people trying to get into the housing market having unrealistic expectations, and I think that that was also the 
general reaction of the public. We would think that the Premier would practice what he preaches to people in the 
broader community about managing their expectations. I refer to comments made by the Premier in the Hansard 
of 23 March about his new office in Hale House, across the road from Parliament House, appropriately named 
the Premier’s palace. He said — 

… the cost of refurbishing Hale House is estimated at $17 million. That is it! The alternative, as I said 
in question time, would be to lease two floors of accommodation comparable with the current Premier’s 
office, which would probably have a value of around $2 million a year. It is better that the state actually 
owns buildings in which it is accommodated, and it seems pretty sensible to me that we should have a 
decent Premier’s office and a decent cabinet room. 

Further in that debate he went on to say — 

Another point is that the government of the day had no choice.  

That is a direct quote. Finally on this point the Premier had this to say — 

Therefore, the Premier’s office and the cabinet room had nowhere to go. We had a choice of renting 
similar and expensive accommodation in the city and refurbishing it, or restoring a government-owned 
heritage building and making that the permanently owned office for the Premier and the cabinet of the 
state. 

Therefore, the Premier told the Parliament two things. First, the cost of refurbishing Hale house—the Premier’s 
palace—for occupation by him and the cabinet would be $17 million. Second, he told people of Western 
Australia that there was no choice. He said, “We have to leave the Governor Stirling Tower; we have nowhere 
else to go. Is it not reasonable that we move my office and the cabinet offices into this new $17 million 
premises?” If what the Premier had said to the Parliament were true, it would perhaps have a bit of validity. 
However, it was not true. The Premier has misled the house again. He has misled the house about both the cost 
of the premises and whether or not there was an alternative to them. Bearing in mind that this is the Premier of 
the state, I made a freedom of information request to Treasury for documents related to this matter in order to 
find out the truth about the Premier’s statements. Lo and behold, I received a letter from the Department of 
Treasury and Finance dated 30 June 2010 and signed by Tim Marney, Under Treasurer of Western Australia. 
The letter is from Tim Marney to Mr Peter Conran, the Director General of the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet, and it says this — 

Dear Peter 

… 

Our proposal for the Premier, the Ministers in Governor Stirling Tower, and your department is outlined 
in the diagram attached. 

It goes on to say — 

These relocations will enable us to commence refurbishment in mid 2011, and then relocate some 
Ministers in Dumas House to other floors—so we can establish new accommodation for the Premier on 
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floor thirteen. We feel that floor thirteen could also be used for Cabinet meetings and a media centre. 
Floor fourteen could be used as a State Reception Centre.  

Let me read that out again so members understand what the Under Treasurer advised the head of the Premier’s 
department —  

These relocations will enable us to commence refurbishment in mid 2011, and then relocate some 
Ministers in Dumas House to other floors—so we can establish new accommodation for the Premier on 
floor thirteen. We feel that floor thirteen could also be used for Cabinet meetings and a media centre. 
Floor fourteen could be used as a State Reception Centre. 

In other words, there is direct evidence from the Under Treasurer, one of the most respected public servants in 
Western Australia, that there was an alternative option and no doubt a cheaper option than the Premier’s palace. 
It was a cheaper, affordable, high-quality, good option for the Premier’s office and a cabinet room and a state 
reception centre in a publicly owned building known as Dumas House, over the road from the Parliament. It 
directly contradicts what the Premier had to say in this house, that he had no choice in relation to where to locate 
his office, the cabinet room and the state reception centre. It directly contradicts it. 

Bear in mind that government-owned Dumas House is having $56 million spent on it. It has had $26 million for 
a refit, $21 million to make sure it is compliant with modern safety standards and so forth, and $9 million has 
been spent on remedial works. It is already having $56 million spent on it to make it suitable for government 
ministers to go in it. Yet we find the Premier of the state does not want to go into that building. We find the 
Premier of the state ignores Treasury’s advice on where his office, the cabinet room and the state reception 
centre could go. The public of Western Australia is being ripped off to the tune of $26.9 million for the 
Premier’s fantasy of his own palace over the road from this building because he did not want to go into a 
building with his other ministers. I can understand why he may not want to go into a building with his other 
ministers. I can understand why he might want to keep some distance from his ministers. As is well publicly 
acknowledged, he stands a little bit above them. I think it is pretty obvious from the rolling of eyes during 
question time that often he regards them with a little bit of contempt, but that is no excuse for this incredible 
profligacy, this incredible waste of money in building his own palace when he had alternative, government-
owned office accommodation available to him. There is no excuse for that. Furthermore, it is no excuse for 
misleading this Parliament about that matter, which he directly did in Hansard. What is more, he misled the 
Parliament about the cost. On 23 March, 2011 he said —  

… the cost of refurbishing Hale House is estimated at $17 million. 

That is it. If we look at budget paper No 3, “Economic and Fiscal Outlook”, page 181 states — 

To accommodate the relocation of the Office of the Premier and Cabinet Services, the Government will 
spend $17 million … on Hale House for construction and site costs and some fit-out … and up to 
$8.5 million for planning and contingency fees and remaining fit-out costs. 

It is $17 million plus $8.5 million. Then what do we find? Page 135 of the same document states — 

An additional $1.4 million will be spent over two years …to relocate the Department of Education from 
existing accommodation at Hale House. 

If all those figures are added up—the planning, contingency and fit-out costs, $8.5 million; the construction and 
site costs and so forth, $17 million; and the relocation of the public servants in there who work with disabled 
children, another $1.4 million. Therefore, when the Premier tells the Parliament the cost will be $17 million, it is 
not true. It is $26.5 million, according to his own budget.  

The Premier has misled this Parliament in relation to two matters. There was an alternative option. He could 
have gone into Dumas House with his other ministers. He did not want to do that. Between receiving the Under 
Treasurer’s letter in the middle of last year and making his announcement earlier this year, he decided that he 
would not accept that advice and he would go for a far more expensive option costing the public, not $17 million 
but $26.9 million extra. What arrogance and pomposity! He has all the hallmarks of Louis XIV; he thinks he is 
the Sun King and he can just create palaces and buildings to suit himself. No wonder he is commonly known 
around Western Australia these days as the Emperor, when he creates an unnecessary palace for himself and then 
does not tell the truth about the cost of that palace. The arrogance and pomposity of the Premier is absolute. 

I have thought about the Premier and what his excuse might be. He cannot get away from misleading on the cost, 
he cannot get away from misleading on the fact that there was an alternative, but he might say that the 
government is putting other agencies into Dumas House, so therefore the Premier could not go in there, and 
needed to get a different group of accommodation. The Premier was going to make those other agencies, those 
public servants, have to suffer and go into a building with some of his ministers, while the Premier would go 
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elsewhere. That might be his excuse, but where it falls down is that some other government agencies are going 
into the leased Optima Centre in Herdsman, near the office of The West Australian. That is where some other 
government agencies are going. Elements of the Department of Treasury and Finance are going there. The 
Department of Training and Workforce Development is also going there. The entire department is taking up 
more than two floors of that massive building. It is moving out of another government-owned building, the 
Department of Education building, “Silver City” in East Perth. A government agency is being moved out of a 
government-owned building; therefore, costing $10 million to move into the Optima Centre, when that space 
was basically available for any other government agency that the Premier is moving into Dumas House. That 
space was available. The Premier’s incompetence, mismanagement, obfuscation, misleading, lack of truth-telling 
in relation to this issue has been breathtaking, and he needs to be held accountable for that. 

The people of Western Australia are suffering from massive increases in their cost-of-living pressures. They are 
suffering from in the biggest increase in state debt in the state’s history, and here is the Premier going about his 
own office accommodation in such an appallingly profligate way. That is what this government has done. The 
Premier needs to be held accountable for that. That is wrong, it is inappropriate, it is arrogant and it is pompous. 
What is more, the Premier did not tell the truth to the Parliament of Western Australia. For that, he should be 
condemned. The letter from Tim Marney is all the evidence that is needed in regards to this matter. 

The last excuse the Premier might try to use is, “Oh well, we moved other agencies into the Department of 
Education building in East Perth, and therefore we save money in that way.” On 13 April 2011 I asked the 
Minister for Education: what are the savings from moving other offices from outstations into the Department of 
Education building in East Perth? The minister replied that the annual total rental and outgoings for the leased 
premises—the savings from moving offices at 8 Bennett Street, East Perth, into the Department of Education 
building—was $208 000. The government is spending $10 million for the Department of Training and 
Workforce Development to go the Optima Centre, and it is saving $208 000 in rental outgoings from moving 
other outstations of the Department of Education into “Silver City” in East Perth. What sort of management is 
that? It is appalling management—absolutely appalling management. It pales next to the Premier deliberately 
misleading this house on two important matters. There is no excuse in relation to this matter. All we really know 
is that the Premier thinks he is so important that he needs his own office complex and palace—that is all we 
know—and that he wanted to have it separate from the rest of his ministers for obvious reasons. 

I turn to another topical issue; namely, the issue of gifts. I have not spoken on that in this place at any great 
length. However, during last night’s news and on the radio this morning I heard the Premier speak on the issue. 
My questions in this place discovered that over eight months $800 000 worth of gifts were given to senior public 
servants and ministerial staffers, $745 000 of which was for 250 flights and attendant accommodation for senior 
health department officials, including doctors and the like, to travel to not only exotic locations such as Paris, 
Milan, New Orleans, Stockholm, Tokyo and London—you name it; dozens of places—but also all over the 
country, including business class accommodation and everything thrown in for trips to Sydney and Melbourne. It 
was all sponsored by the pharmaceutical companies from which the Department of Health purchases 
pharmaceuticals. I raised the issue thinking it an issue of significant probity; that is, the government has a health 
department budget of $5 billion or so and spends an enormous amount with pharmaceutical companies. I thought 
there might have been some reaction about the probity of that, yet I heard the Premier say on television last 
night, “I am going to crack down on those chocolates and I am really going to get into those bottles of wine. The 
chocolates have got to stop. Those chocolates going to those public servants—that is just completely 
inappropriate, and those bottles of wine—well that is inappropriate as well!” I think the Premier got the wrong 
end of the stick. The real issue is, of course, the massive scale and number of gifts, and sometimes the expense, 
and who it is providing them to the department. We now learn that the Minister for Health found out about this 
in August last year, funnily enough because of the questions I asked in this house. What has he done since then? 
Gifts received in seven of the eight months covered by my most recent questions were received since the 
minister found out. That is, hundreds and hundreds of flights have been undertaken and accommodation utilised 
since the minister found out about this problem, and what has he done in the interim? Nothing. Yesterday, the 
poor bunny, Mr Snowball, taking his lead from the Premier, said that he was going to crack down on the 
chocolates and wine. He said that he would crack down on the chocolates and wine because there is no way we 
can have health department officials eating chocolates; it is highly inappropriate. But what is he doing about the 
flights and accommodation? Obviously, once again taking his lead from the Premier, nothing! He is doing 
nothing in relation to them! I think there is a serious question about probity issues. It might also be noted that if 
the Premier is upset about wine, he should check his own department, because officials in his own department 
are receiving bottles of wine. Perhaps the Premier ought to look a little closer to home, if gifts of wine are what 
concern him the most. 

The final issue that I want to deal with today is that of royalties. The Premier and this government have pushed 
an issue in this budget that has, I must say, worked a treat for them in that it has taken attention away from the 
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massive increase in state debt and the massive increase in the cost of living for families. The government has 
taken on a battle with the commonwealth over royalties. I think that the state has the right to lift royalties in the 
way that it did. I might say that I think the state should have consulted with the people paying those royalties 
before it did so. I think it a bit arrogant not to at least consult with the companies paying those royalties, bearing 
in mind that they are not all big companies like BHP Billiton Ltd or Rio Tinto. A lot of iron ore miners are not in 
the same position as those big companies and I think the government should have consulted with them. 
However, the state has the right to raise royalties. I think the commonwealth response has been over the top and 
that some of the language it used was not appropriate. The commonwealth took the bait hook, line and sinker. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: At the same time, I cannot help thinking that although the response was not particularly 
bright, there is a little risk to the state in that only a month or so ago the Prime Minister announced a review of 
the GST, to be conducted by a former New South Wales Premier and a former Victorian Premier. There might 
be a little risk because from budget indications, a lot of the state’s future hangs upon that review. The state’s 
approach to the commonwealth on royalties might prompt Mr Greiner and Mr Brumby to not be as agreeable in 
the review as I would hope they would be. The government needs to bear that in mind and work with that review 
committee to ensure it understands the state’s position. It also needs to work with the commonwealth to sort out 
this matter of royalties. However, some of the language has been, quite frankly, ridiculous. I have a copy of The 
Australian, dated yesterday, in which the Premier of Western Australia is quoted on matters of the GST and the 
deal negotiated by his Premier when he was Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party, 11 years ago. He is reported as 
saying about the GST that — 

“If it falls down to 33c as the Treasurer and state Treasury are predicting, the relationship between 
Canberra and Western Australia becomes secondary to other relationships. Our links with southeast 
Asia, China and Japan actually become more important to us than our links with Canberra.” 

Frankly, how ridiculous! What is he? The Manchurian candidate? Seriously, can members imagine reading in the 
Great Hall of the People that the Premier of Western Australia thinks the relationship between the People’s 
Republic of China and its politburo is more important than the state’s relationship with our own federal 
government? To use a term the Premier overuses, how un-Australian! How un-Australian to say that our 
relationship with the Chinese will become more important. It ignores the fact that GST is but one component of 
the revenue the state gets; the other component is, of course, all of the commonwealth–state agreements in each 
of the major portfolio areas and the direct capital grants that the state receives, yet the Premier completely 
ignores that. I suggest to both sides, state and federal, that they calm some of the rhetoric and work together. I 
also suggest to the commonwealth that it has been sucked in by the Premier. He is a wily customer. He has been 
around a long time—some 20 or so years. He has had his ups and downs. He was on his way out and then he 
came back, and good luck to him; he became the Premier of Western Australia. But he is a wily customer. He 
has been through the wringer, the same as John Howard—and he was a wily customer.  

The Premier needs to answer a few questions about the mining resource tax. I know from reading some of the 
articles in The Australian that he was in the picture at an early stage. I am aware that at 5.00 pm on 17 or 18, or 
perhaps 19 April last year, the Premier was in meetings, in Wayne Swan’s office, with Ken Henry, Tim Marney 
and Wayne Swan. He was fully advised about the then resource super profits tax. Further meetings were 
scheduled with Ken Henry, Tim Marney and some senior commonwealth bureaucrats, including a fellow by the 
name of Ray or perhaps another fellow by the name of Parker. There were also meetings with the head of the 
Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet and the head of the Premier’s department, Peter Conran, and 
Terry Moran. I know that all those meetings took place. I also know that the then Prime Minister, Kevin Rudd, 
had a number of conversations over the telephone with Mr Barnett about the then resource super profits tax—the 
now mineral resource rent tax. I know that federal Treasurer Wayne Swan, and Kevin Rudd and Colin Barnett 
met in Mr Barnett’s office to discuss the tax. There was a heavyweight interrelation between the parties last year 
during the conversations and dealings about working together on the then resource super profits tax. I want to 
know what was discussed. I know the Premier is wily; I want to know whether he led the commonwealth down 
the path of thinking he would be supportive. I want to know whether he said he would work with the 
commonwealth and not actively oppose the tax, but only make observations. I think the Premier needs to explain 
exactly what his role was early on, before he realised that opposing the tax would be politically advantageous. I 
also want to know why the Premier did not tell the public at the time about all those interactions between him, 
Kevin Rudd, Wayne Swan, and senior state and commonwealth bureaucrats. I want to know all those things—
why all that went on and why the commonwealth might have thought the Premier would somehow be 
supportive.  

Of course the Premier of Western Australia is important in this debate. As we all know, minerals predominantly 
come from Western Australia, so the views of the Premier of Western Australia would be very important in this 
whole debate. I can see why they went to all the trouble they did. It is obvious Mr Rudd and the Premier of 
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Western Australia had a good working relationship. I cannot help but think, in the light of hindsight, Mr Rudd 
might have wanted to reconsider some of his relationships, that one amongst others. Mr Rudd and Mr Swan 
might have thought that somehow the Premier was somewhat supportive because of all that interaction. The 
Premier needs to tell us what went on at that point and why he engaged in that level of consultation with the 
commonwealth. Having said that, the commonwealth’s response was over the top. It needs to pull back on some 
of the rhetoric and realise that Western Australia is a sovereign state. We carry a lot of the load for the 
commonwealth and the people of Australia. We need to be rewarded appropriately with the revenue we produce 
as a state to ensure our success continues.  

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [12.00 noon]: A government that claims a mantle of strong financial 
management does not bring down a budget that claims two separate sets of accounts. A government that claims a 
mantle of strong financial management bases its expenditure on what the revenue actually is, not on what it 
would like the revenue to be. A government that claims a mantle of strong financial management does not 
increase expenditure by 36 per cent over three years. A government that claims a mantle of strong financial 
management does not increase debt levels to areas so risky that there is no room for another world economic 
event that may impact the state’s revenue sources. A government that is so blasé about honouring its own 
election promises does not deserve and does not have the moral authority to serve a second term in government. 
That is what this government has now lost. Its complete and utter disregard for its own election commitments 
mean it has lost its moral authority for a second term, and it does not even know!  

I dare say there has never been a Treasurer who has got to his feet in this place and presented two sets of 
books—one for the bank and one for the tax man. One says debt will be $22 billion and the other says debt will 
be $18 billion. What an extraordinary turn of events! The Treasurer has bought into the Premier’s style of 
accounting. He has accepted, endorsed and signed off on the Premier’s style of accounting. We have already 
heard from the member for Rockingham that the Premier cannot be trusted when it comes to financial 
management. The Premier is the man who, when the issue of the floor in the GST was raised in the Parliament in 
the late 1990s, said, “It’s not an important issue; we can talk about that later.” 

I do not like the fact that I pay a huge amount of tax, but do I spend on the basis that I would like to receive more 
money back in my hand? Do I go out and say, “No, I’m not on that tax rate, I’m on a lower one; therefore I 
would like more money in my pocket”? “I may not be getting it, but I don’t spend that way.” That is not the way 
a government should manage its accounts. Everyone accepts that the GST is a debacle. Everyone accepts that 
Colin Barnett’s GST deal is unfair to Western Australia. But the reality is that we spend according to our 
revenue base and revenue projections. We do not create a new set of books—an alternative set of figures—and 
say, ‘That’s what we would like it to be, therefore, rating agencies and banks, don’t worry about what the debt 
levels say, focus on what we hope it to be at some point in the future.” What an absurd approach to financial 
management for this state. We face a 36 per cent increase in expense growth over three years. There are some 
advocates for small government, but I tell members what: they do not exist any more, not when the government 
increases expenditure by a third in three years.  

I want to come back to debt because the government has placed this state in an enormously risky financial 
position. Debt levels are at $22 billion, $4 billion alone in the upcoming financial year, all based on the hope, 
wish and a prayer that world events—whether Chinese, United States or European debt—will have no impact on 
our economic growth across the forward estimates. Now, maybe that is not a bad assessment to make, but I tell 
members what: when debt is at that level there is no wriggle room in the event finances start to look shaky. Last 
year I made the point, in a lengthy debate in this place on state debt, that where debt is being held in government 
is also starting to change. When the member for Cottesloe became Premier there was no net debt in the general 
government sector—none. Under the forward estimates in last year’s budget, by 2014 up to 28 per cent of net 
debt will be held in the general government sector. Now, based on one set of the government’s books, net debt 
being held in the general government sector is increasing to over 31 per cent. That means we are using debt for 
core service delivery. We are starting to see debt increases in education, police and child protection. That is what 
is driving a larger and larger percentage of the debt growth—not the projects that the Treasurer and the Premier 
talk about, not these grand projects the Premier likes to open at the very least; we are starting to see 31 per cent 
of debt held in the general government sector.  

We know the Premier knows what this ultimately means because, back in 1991, he said in this place — 

I put to the House that what follows is that as debt servicing costs grow this Government, or a future 
Government, will have no choice but to cut expenditure. That cut will typically be in the social areas. 
That will be the only choice available. That is the budgetary problem of a growth in debt.  

The government itself may trumpet this budget as a people’s budget but we know the Premier: when it comes 
down to it, if the floor is not delivered, if the second set of accounts contained in the budget do not come to 
fruition and the debt level actually reaches $22 billion, what we will see is cuts to social services; not, as the 
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Treasurer said, a wind back of infrastructure spending. The money the Premier is putting into social services will 
be cut back to protect the debt position of the state. We know that is the reality. He knew that back in 1991, and 
he knows that now. As published in The West Australian of 4 September 2010, the Premier stated — 

“In reality you don’t have to pay back the debt, what you have to do is make sure the debt is (under) 
control and as a guide I’m intending keeping our total level of net debt below $20 billion,” …  

A number of misrepresentations were made in that comment in September last year. Firstly, ultimately we have 
to pay back the debt. Any moron knows if money is borrowed, it has to be paid back. Secondly, it is under 
control. The government knows its debt level is not under control. The reason it knows that is because it has had 
to produce two sets of books—one saying debt is at $22 billion, breaching the Premier’s commitment that is not 
even a year old. In September last year he made the commitment that debt will not balloon out past $20 billion. 
He therefore produced another set of books saying, “It’s okay; when we get our 75 per cent floor in GST”—the 
deal the Premier should have negotiated in the 1990s—“debt will only be $18 billion”, despite the fact this whole 
suite of commitments across the forward estimates have not yet been brought to book. It is completely ludicrous. 
I am stunned that the Treasurer, in his first budget, would agree to sign off on such an appalling way to manage 
the state’s finances.  

I also made comment about the moral authority of this government in light of its blasé commitment to its own 
election promises. We saw an example of that today in The West Australian. The member for West Swan has 
raised time and again the Ellenbrook train line. It is officially gone. A commitment that helped deliver the 
member for Swan Hills to this place is now gone! It is not even in the forward estimates. I read media reports in 
Geraldton saying people there are most put out, member for Geraldton, that there is no money for the completion 
of the 330kV Pinjarra–Geraldton line, despite the fact the Premier goes on about the importance of magnetite in 
the Mid West and the Oakajee port.  

I am disappointed that the former Minister for Water is not in the chamber as I am about to mention the 
desalination plant in Karratha. How quick a commitment can be broken! How quick a government can shoot out 
a media release, and here it is, dated 25 October 2010. There are three mug shots: the Premier, the former 
Minister for Water, and the Minister for Regional Development. In announcing the desalination plant that media 
statement reads — 

“However, the only option that would deliver a major new water source in the timeframe required was a 
seawater desalination plant and it has the advantage of being climate independent.”  

It went on to say — 

“The Government has been working for some time on the development of a new desalination plant as 
one of the options and is sufficiently advanced in planning to be confident of commissioning in the first 
quarter of 2013,”  

Yet, here we are, barely six months later, and that has gone. It is no longer a priority and no longer a 
commitment by this government to the people of the Pilbara. I have not heard a word from the member for North 
West about that broken promise. The promise about Royal Perth Hospital delivered the member for Mount 
Lawley into the Parliament. That has gone! The Under Treasurer pulled the pants down on the Premier a couple 
of years ago about the funding for that. 

The promise of a 60c gross feed-in tariff became a 40c net feed-in tariff and is now a 20c net feed-in tariff before 
it slowly disappears out the back door under the somewhat useless guidance of the Minister for Energy. Many 
opposition members have pointed out the broken promises on fees and charges. Nowhere in the rhetoric of the 
Liberal Party did I see that electricity bills would rise 57 per cent in three years. Nowhere did I see that the 
increase in water charges over three years would be up near 40 per cent. That was not mentioned. As the Premier 
says when he is talking about his 33 per cent return on the goods and services tax, we cannot expect the state to 
be able to respond to that sort of withdrawal of revenue. The Premier cannot expect pensioners and families 
across Western Australia to respond in such a short period to what is a blatant attack on their own budgets. That 
is why this government does not yet know and has not yet woken up to the fact that it is rotting from the head 
down. It has broken its promises and lost its moral authority, yet it continues on, arrogantly dismissive of the 
concerns of the people of Western Australia.  

I want to make a couple of quick comments on the Australian dollar. When we first went into opposition and I 
became shadow Treasurer, I spent a lot of my first year observing the way the Treasury and the government 
assessed the Aussie dollar. Treasury put out a very good discussion paper on the exchange rate and that 
ultimately led to a change in the way that the government assessed the Australian–US exchange rate. That was a 
good change to the long-run average with, basically, the spot price turning to the long-run average across the 
forward estimates. For the life of me, I do not understand how the government got to a US97.5c exchange rate 
for 2011–12. The Aussie dollar has been trading above $US1 since late last year—not US97.5c. Let us look at 
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the figures from Macquarie Bank, Morgan Stanley and others. Morgan Stanley forecast a peak at $US1.12 over 
the next 12 months, coming back to $US1.05. Bloomberg does not have it come back under $US1 until well into 
2012. RBS Morgans has the dollar going up to $US1.20 before coming back, but maintaining well above $US1 
for the next 12 months. Yet this government has assessed our dollar at US97.5c.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: It is even worse because the year-end average for the 2010–11 year is 98c and the estimate 
for 2011–12 is 97.5c, so it is lower than the current financial year!  

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is correct, and I thank the member for Cannington. We have this situation in which we 
are expected to believe that the Aussie dollar is already on its downward trend. We have talked about the impact 
of China on the Aussie dollar and commodity prices. We know all that! What has not been so closely followed in 
this place has been the impact of the United States. Are we expecting the US exchange rates to rise significantly 
over the next 12 months, or indeed the next two years? No, we are not. I dare say that there will be more 
quantitative easing in the US and huge deficits in the US over the next couple of years. That will keep the 
Australian dollar strong. Yet the problem that the government has is that at the same time as it is saying that 
everything has changed and the structure of our economy is fundamentally different, it is not altering the way it 
is assessing these things. The government is not asking the Department of Treasury and Finance to do its own 
assessment of the dollar. It is simply looking at the spot price and averaging that out over forward estimates. I 
understand that the government has to have some process, and I understand the difficulty of assessing that. 
However, now is the time: the Aussie dollar has changed dramatically; it is no longer, as it once was, closely 
linked to the 10-year US bond rate. It is different. Things have changed because the nature of the world economy 
has changed, and that is unlikely to change over the next two years. The government is simply refusing to 
acknowledge that when it comes to this budget. They are my last general comments on the budget. 

I am stunned that the Treasurer would adopt the Premier’s financial management in this budget, and I want to 
quote the Treasurer. I have referred to 36 per cent expense growth over three years, and clearly the government 
is worried about that. We have another 7.9 per cent coming in 2011–12. In the budget speech, the Treasurer 
states — 

Expense growth in 2011–12 includes the impact of higher recurrent Royalties for Regions spending, 
additional funding for the not-for-profit sector, higher operating subsidies to the electricity utilities, the 
transfer of assets associated with the Ord–East Kimberley Expansion Project, and funding for the latest 
round of voluntary separations. Excluding these factors, expenses are estimated to increase by 4.9 per 
cent in 2011–12.   

Now we have the two sets of books that the Treasurer runs. The Treasurer comes in and says, “If we take out all 
the expensive stuff that we are spending money on, our expense growth is only 4.9 per cent.”  

What the hell is going on in the financial management of this government? It is simply absurd for the Treasurer 
to think he can come in here with some sort of spin, like some suffering business with an administrator appointed 
that says to the bank, “It is okay, this is a debt level,” and then run off and say to the tax man, “Gee, debt is 
terrible.” We have two different figures for expense growth. What is going on? This government inherited the 
best set of finances that any government has inherited over the last 30 years in Western Australia and it has gone 
about dismantling the practices in managing the state’s finances and leaving to government members in this 
place—the member for Cottesloe will be gone from this place shortly—a $22 billion debt that will ultimately 
mean cuts in social services, as pointed out by the Premier back in 1991. It is time for some of the ministers in 
the cabinet to start assessing what that may ultimately mean for Western Australian taxpayers in the future, 
because it is not a good sign.  

I want now to come back to specific comments about education. Never before has so much been expected from a 
minister who has delivered so little. The member for Churchlands used to sit high up there on her perch 
pontificating, rather sanctimoniously, about the performance of the Labor ministers in the Gallop and Carpenter 
governments, so upon joining the Barnett-led government and becoming the Minister for Education, never 
before was so much expected from a minister. She was the bastion of accountability—right up to the moment she 
became accountable! Her performance as education minister over the last two and a half years, both in this 
chamber and outside, has been nothing short of a disgrace. Her sense of urgency on a range of different issues 
impacting on the education sector, parents, families and students has been absent. She has shown no sense of 
urgency. Time and again during the short time I have been shadow education minister I have come in here and 
she has simply refused to answer questions. She gets up bewildered that she has been asked about an issue, is 
unable to answer it and sits back down under instructions from the Premier sitting to her right. On the issue of air 
conditioning in Building the Education Revolution buildings, the minister sat for a year before parents and 
citizens associations across this state beat down her door. She finally came out, blinking in the lights of the 
media, to make a decision.  
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The issue of year 7s in high school was raised by the minister two years ago. The minister created the 
uncertainty. What do we have now? In October last year she said, “I’m two to three months away from a 
decision.” Here we are and the minister did not even say this week that a decision may be made in this calendar 
year. One of the first issues I pursued as shadow education minister was the Aboriginal tutorial assistance 
scheme. The reason I pursued that was I believe it is a good program that results in more Aboriginal kids 
graduating with their WA certificate of education. It assists Aboriginal kids across Western Australia who are 
struggling with their grades at the various levels. We have seen a remarkable increase in the number of 
Aboriginal kids graduating with their certificate of education. The reason I pursued that issue was that it became 
apparent that the upper secondary years, years 11 and 12, which are a crucial two years, had not received their 
funding. We were a quarter of the way through the academic year, and they had not received funding for the 
tutorial assistance scheme. I raised the issue with the minister and what did she do? She got up and blamed it on 
the commonwealth and then made the announcement that funding has been increased from 33 weeks to 40 
weeks. That is good; it covers the whole year. It is a pity we are nearly 25 per cent of the way through the year. It 
has become apparent that it was not the commonwealth’s fault; it is indeed the Minister for Education’s fault that 
funding was not flowing.  

I put another question to her. She came in and apologised and said, “Yes, that is right”, but she refuses to 
confirm that the funding had not been increased to 40 weeks. What do we find when the budget comes out? We 
find out that the minister has made a 25 per cent cut to the Aboriginal tutorial assistance scheme. Previous years 
the funding was for 33 weeks, but the minister has cut it to 25 weeks, a 25 per cent cut, on the back of the fact 
that she waited till the academic year was 25 per cent over before she made the announcement of those cuts. 
Aboriginal kids are now getting less tutorial assistance despite the minister railing in here year after year about 
results in Aboriginal education. I want to quote the then Independent member for Churchlands on 2 June 2005, 
referring to Aboriginal language and numeracy — 

This is probably the most urgent issue facing the Department of Education and Training. 

What has the member done since she became Minister for Education? She has cut funding and she has not 
delivered any results.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Western Australian College of Teaching is no mystery to the Minister for Education. 
She was closely involved in the drafting of the legislation and drafting her own legislation when the Premier was 
the Minister for Education. The minister knows what is in the detail of the Western Australian College of 
Teaching Act 2004 and the problems in that legislation. She has had the “Review of the Western Australian 
College of Teaching Act 2004 Report” since June last year. She has had that report for a year. One of those 
recommendations would have dealt specifically with the problem confronting over 70 teachers now on leave 
without pay. Those teachers, who were foundation members of WACOT, now find themselves forced to go back 
to the beginning of the application process. On page 86 of that report one of the recommendations deals 
specifically with that issue. Where is the minister’s response to this report? She has had the report for a year. Her 
response has gone through the same black hole in the ministerial office as the year 7 issue, the air conditioning 
issue and the ATAS issue. What is the minister’s position on all these issues? I made the comment yesterday that 
if the minister does not get on to this matter, WACOT faces an existential threat.  

If members look at the table on page 10 of the report, they will see that a survey was done of teachers as part of 
the review. Nearly 1 000 teachers responded to the survey. Regardless of the purpose of the legislation, 
87 per cent of teachers thought the most important role of WACOT is to “promote importance of teachers”. The 
net number of teachers satisfied with WACOT’s performance in that role was 13 per cent. Only 13 per cent of 
teachers thought that WACOT is doing a good job. The comments say that WACOT is not relevant to the role of 
teachers and should be disbanded, yet year after year we seem to have this situation in which teachers find 
themselves completely and utterly left out in the open and must go back and apply again. They are excluded and 
get a phone call to say, “You are not registered. Get off the school property or you will get a $5 000 fine”. Every 
one of those teachers impacts on classrooms of kids. Where is the minister on that? Where is the minister’s 
response to this WACOT review? She has had the report for a year. It is time the minister made her comments 
very clear. She needs to either explain why WACOT will continue in its current form or bring amendments into 
this place to make WACOT do what it was intended to do. The Minister for Education was very involved in the 
proposal for teacher registration.  

I questioned the minister the other week about the school salary pool. She had no idea, or a complete reluctance 
to answer the question. We are effectively seeing a cut of 18 per cent to the school salary pool, which is the 
money that principals have for discretionary spending. For example, a teacher may want to get a school breakfast 
program or a specific literacy program going. The money comes from the school salary pool for those sorts of 
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projects. The minister is seemingly unaware—I do not believe that she is unaware—that she has cut that pool of 
funding by 18 per cent. That is simply not acceptable. If the minister is going to come in here and say, “The 
independent public school scheme has been such a huge success. Look at all these applications. Schools are not 
being forced to apply for independent status”, she should not then make it more and more difficult for public 
schools to come up with their own innovative local ideas, which the school salary pool is there to support. The 
minister should not force schools to think that the only way they will get this sort of discretionary funding is if 
they apply for independent public school status. That is not schools coming along and making their own 
applications on the merits; it is simply out of desperation as the money to run their own locally identified and 
locally run programs starts to dry up.  

I come back to the Aboriginal tutorial assistance scheme. As I pointed out, this was a very substandard 
performance from the minister, particularly in light of the comments about results in Aboriginal education that 
she made over many years sitting in this place as an Independent member. I put a number of questions on notice 
about ATAS, one being whether the corporative executive of the Department of Education had received any 
submissions on upper school ATAS. What answer did I receive from the minister last Thursday? No, the 
corporate executive received nothing. Imagine my surprise when I went back to my electorate office on Friday 
and found the return of an FOI to the Department of Education containing none other than submissions to the 
corporate executive about the funding of upper school ATAS. On the one hand I have the minister telling me one 
thing in the Parliament and confirming that in questions on notice when she has had the chance to research the 
matter, and on the other hand the department through the FOI process is good enough to provide me with those 
very submissions that the minister denies existed. I note the submission dated 4 April 2011 to the corporate 
executive, being Sharyn O’Neill, David Axworthy, Juanita Healy and Kim Wards—senior people in the public 
service in the Department of Education—from Robert Somerville, the former Director of Aboriginal Education. 
The government has sacked him, removed that role, and moved him on. The submission states — 

CURRENT SITUATION 

… 

Funding for 2011 was submitted to the Deputy Director General on 14 December 2010.  

The minister came in here and said that she was still waiting on census results. The department had been 
providing submissions for funding for upper secondary ATAS in December last year! It had gone into the 
minister’s office. She was rushing around looking for cuts and upper secondary ATAS was front and centre. Yes, 
I am upset by this, simply because she is cutting a good program—was intending to cut it until exposed—that 
was achieving results, despite the fact that she had spent years as an Independent member of Parliament pursuing 
results in Aboriginal education. I quote the minister again on 2 June 2005 — 

All members should demand that the government make literacy and numeracy for Aboriginal children a 
top priority until the attainment levels of Aboriginal children equate to those of non-Aboriginal 
children. It may take a long time to reach that stage, but we must keep trying until we make a 
difference. This Parliament should demand that the government re-examine the area and allocate 
appropriate funding and effort until the attainment levels of Aboriginal children reach those of non-
Aboriginal children.  

It is interesting to note that in the same submission to the corporate executive that the minister denied even 
existed, the point is made that — 

There has been no per capita increase in the Aboriginal Education ATAS budget since 2008.  

It is amazing what happens when an Independent member absconds to the executive government; the standards 
she previously set in Aboriginal education suddenly, in the face of a three per cent efficiency dividend, slip down 
the way. The minister has targeted cuts to the most vulnerable students in our society. If it was not for the fact 
that she was exposed for her hypocrisy on that issue, I daresay that those cuts would have been finalised and 
upper secondary ATAS would not have received one penny; it certainly would not have received the increase to 
40 weeks a year that the minister said she would provide. The minister makes the odd flippant remark, “You 
have a lot to learn about education, member for Victoria Park.” Yes, I do; I have been in the job for three 
months. I would hope that I have a hell of a lot to learn about the administration of the Department of Education 
and education support services. What I do know is that this minister has comprehensively failed in her duty to be 
a proactive minister, be on top of her brief, be involved in education, and ensure that those students who are not 
up to scratch are getting the services that they need to perform. 

We are seeing a minister who has been completely and utterly captured by her department. This minister used to 
sit up the back of the chamber and rail against the former Labor government. All I get in answers to my 
questions on notice is rubbish. I asked her how many Aboriginal kids in years 8 and 12 have completed school. 
Her answer was “define ‘completed’”. Back in our days we answered those questions. The minister has not 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 26 May 2011] 

 p4114b-4126a 
Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Ben Wyatt; Ms Adele Carles; Mr Albert Jacob 

 [10] 

performed. She has announced her retirement. She has less than two years to take a strong and proactive role in 
education in Western Australia. A lot of decisions will still be hanging around waiting to be made when the next 
minister comes into this place. Students in every electorate of the members of this place will suffer while this 
minister continues to blunder along, procrastinate and refuse to deal with the reality that things are not all right. 
Independent public schools are not the only answer to every question that is put to her in education.  

MS A.S. CARLES (Fremantle) [12.31 pm]: I welcome the opportunity to comment on this budget. The 
electorate of Fremantle provides an interesting case study on the impacts on the booming economy and allows 
some valuable insights into the two-speed economy of Western Australia and the impacts that it is having. The 
escalating international demand for WA’s minerals has seen a dramatic ramping up of mineral production and 
exports that has outstripped the ability of our regional ports to handle them. In the past 18 months a number of 
companies have sought to bend government policy on bulk mineral exports by experimenting with proposals to 
ship these bulk minerals out of the port of Fremantle. Despite Kwinana being the appropriate port for bulk 
commodity exports since the 1950s, the upgrades at Kwinana and other ports have not been able to maintain 
pace with the surge in mineral exports in recent years, which has created this bottleneck. As a result, more 
exporters are looking at Fremantle for purposes for which it was not intended.  

First we were subjected to the disastrous Magellan Metals lead carbonate experiment. It was disastrous because 
this company continuously breached the ministerial conditions set by the Minister for Environment, yet it still 
seems to have its sights set on the port of Fremantle for future lead carbonate exports. We have just had the 
threat of bulk iron ore exports through Fremantle and now there is a proposal for the bulk export of mildly 
radioactive rare earth through Fremantle to Malaysia. This has sparked international protests. The economic 
pressures are forcing companies to try to fit a square peg into a round hole, and the negative impacts of these 
proposals will fall squarely on the people of Fremantle if we allow them to take place.  

The Fremantle port is continuing to grow as our economy strengthens, with annual growth rates in container 
trade averaging around eight per cent per annum. With this growth, trade and associated traffic at the port and 
surrounds could nearly double in the next decade. Traffic congestion associated with truck movements from the 
port has reached a critical point in Fremantle. It is one of the biggest issues facing my electorate and it looks sets 
to worsen without intervention. It has become clear that a second port to the south is needed to alleviate the 
pressure on Fremantle, and a comprehensive freight rail network needs to be planned, too, for the future.  

Another aspect of the dark side of the mining boom has been the problems it has brought to the housing sector, 
with rental prices skyrocketing in the metropolitan area to the point where some people are simply being forced 
onto the streets. They are literally being priced out of the property market. I know this is the case because my 
office deals with many people desperately seeking accommodation for themselves and their children. I am not 
talking about the stereotypical homeless person with substance abuse issues or mental illness; I am talking about 
single parents with children who are forced to sleep in their cars. I welcome the announcement of $5.4 million in 
the budget for the creation of a homeless shelter in Perth. As homelessness is such a big problem in my 
electorate, I urge the government to plan for a second homeless shelter in the electorate of Fremantle. The 
impacts of homelessness in Fremantle have literally spilled out onto the streets recently, with antisocial 
behaviour by congregations of homeless people on the rise. Businesses are contacting my office, sending me 
photographs of homeless people sleeping in the doorways of their businesses. As it is getting colder, this is 
increasing as people are coming into the City of Fremantle seeking whatever shelter they can get. It is an 
absolute tragedy. A homeless shelter for Fremantle would go a long way towards breaking this pattern of 
homelessness, despair, alcohol abuse and antisocial behaviour. I call on this government to seriously consider 
funding this proposal. A tiny fraction of the $442 million state budget surplus could be used to create a second 
homeless shelter near Fremantle which, with appropriate services, would greatly reduce the suffering of 
homeless people and contribute to a reduction in the antisocial behaviour that is becoming really prevalent on 
our streets. 

I have said a lot about the dangerous state of the Fremantle traffic bridge. An engineers’ report commissioned in 
2004 said that it is at risk of collapse. The dredging of the river over many decades has lowered the riverbed by 
three metres and left the main support pylons for the bridge only partially embedded. This has made the bridge 
extremely susceptible to collapse in the event that a vessel on the river were to collide with the pylons, with the 
potential for over 200 fatalities, according to the report by Shawmac Pty Ltd. As we are all very well aware, the 
potential for a vessel to collide with a bridge in Fremantle is very real, as it happened on 3 May this year. The 
collapse of the bridge could endanger river users and vehicles on the bridge and create a range of secondary 
emergencies, which I do not think the government is aware of, such as gas pipelines, power lines and fuel oil 
pipelines on the bridge rupturing, creating gas and oil fires. If members in this place think I am painting too 
dramatic a picture, they should read this report for themselves, because this is what the engineers say could well 
happen. The potential for fatalities, oil and gas fires and environmental impacts are all described in detail. The 
inconvenient truth is that this bridge is a ticking time bomb and it must be replaced.  
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I was pleased to see the increased funding for public transport in the budget but I was also disappointed that 
there is still no provision for light rail. Light rail is the transit system of the future and our car-dependent cities 
urgently need to develop alternatives for mass transit. In the next 10 years oil production will have peaked and 
we will be constrained by our dependence on automotive transport systems that will be subject to soaring fuel 
prices. We need to be making provision for systems that allow us to break our dependency on cars. I have 
developed a light rail plan for my electorate of Fremantle, linking the proposed Cockburn coast development 
with its 10 000 new residents to the heavy rail at Fremantle. This plan utilises the contaminated land at the 
former South Fremantle land tip site as a transport node and light rail station and follows a route along Hampton 
Road, reducing traffic congestion and linking a range of public services such as schools and hospitals with the 
historical and tourist precincts. I would like to see this proposal evaluated and implemented to ease congestion in 
Fremantle.  

John Curtin College of the Arts is a premier public school in my electorate striving to boost the prospects of 
some of the state’s most gifted and talented students in dedicated arts disciplines. It is the only selective arts 
college in Western Australia. The simple fact is that this school is in poor repair and it is struggling to cater for 
the specialist needs of its gifted students. For example, the gifted and talented education music students make do 
with a demountable annexe placed on the school as a temporary structure more than two years ago, and it is still 
there. This demountable houses three concert bands, one orchestra and small ensembles, not to mention all the 
GATE music students. Up to 60 students are in there at a time. I have been told by the teachers that because it is 
a demountable without appropriate acoustics, it breaches sound regulations and they have to wear earplugs. What 
a complete disgrace. Most of the school buildings date back to the 1950s and were not built for the purpose of 
teaching students in WA’s specialist arts college. They were not designed to cater for gifted and talented 
students. They were not designed for the technology age that our children are being raised in. It is a testament to 
the staff that the college delivers the excellent outcomes that it does under these difficult conditions. This 
outdated college needs an overhaul. We need to be inspiring these students, selected as some of the most creative 
in Western Australia, with an artistic sense of space. I invite the Minister for Education to look at the design of 
the Central Los Angeles High School, a school of visual and performing arts, to get an idea of what I am talking 
about. I am talking about a visually creative arts space—an inspirational space to nurture and develop the 
creativity of our gifted kids. We need to think outside the box. I see a role for the Minister for Culture and the 
Arts to play, too. These are the students who feed into the Western Australian Academy of Performing Arts and 
who will provide the creative juices for Western Australia’s future arts community. It is in all our interests to 
deliver these selected arts students the best education we possibly can.  

I urge the government to take a close look at John Curtin College of the Arts and create an iconic school with 
newly built facilities that will cater for the progressive programs it is delivering. Those programs require modern 
technology such as editing and television studios, rehearsal space, recording studios and new science 
laboratories. New buildings will be even more important if the year 7s integrate into the college in the near 
future. I urge the government to drag the college out of the 1950s, just as it is doing with Applecross Senior High 
School. That public school has received $56 million for an overhaul in this budget. I take nothing away from that 
school; I congratulate it for securing the funding. That is the scale of investment that is needed to bring John 
Curtin College of the Arts into the twenty-first century. It has been in the queue for a long time and surely its 
turn has arrived. I call on the government to take this matter seriously, to be proud of the only specialist arts 
college in this state and to create an atmosphere that inspires these gifted kids who will feed into our future arts 
community. 

The former Labor government’s decision in 2004 to endorse the Reid report signed the death warrant for the 
Fremantle Hospital’s emergency department. That decision is only just starting to hit home in my electorate, and 
the Liberal government has continued with that plan. Under the plan, Fremantle Hospital loses its tertiary status 
and its emergency department. That is hardly a good outcome for my constituents. Fremantle is unique. It is 
Western Australia’s port city and tourist destination. Accidents happen at the port. What will happen to a wharfie 
who is crushed by a container or someone who is involved in a boating accident in the harbour? A boating 
accident was reported in The West Australian just today. What will happen if there is a traffic accident on the 
bridge or, God forbid, the bridge collapses? What will happen if an incident occurs at a Fremantle nightclub or 
someone has a heart attack in Fremantle? I could spend all day coming up with emergency scenarios. My point is 
that when time is of the essence and someone’s life depends on getting emergency treatment and every minute 
counts, the new health system will fail the people of Fremantle. More than 40 000 people a year attend the 
emergency department in Fremantle. Do members really expect that all those patients will go to Fiona Stanley 
Hospital? At its worst, this decision means that it is highly foreseeable that people in Fremantle seeking 
emergency treatment could die as a result of the government’s decision. An ambulance from Fiona Stanley 
Hospital will have to be driven from Murdoch to Fremantle to pick up the patient. That will take about 20 
minutes if there is no traffic on the road. The ambulance will then have to be driven back to Fiona Stanley 
Hospital, which is another 20-minute trip if there is no traffic. It will probably take an hour to get an emergency 
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patient from Fremantle to Fiona Stanley Hospital. When every minute counts, this will be a disaster. My 
Fremantle constituents only stand to lose by this decision. I believe that the losses could be even greater than the 
former Labor government and this government have gambled on. Surely in a civilised society like ours we 
should place a greater value on human life than on the bottom line. I call on the government to rethink its health 
plans and to keep the Fremantle emergency department open. I make this call because the people of Fremantle 
deserve no less. 

I will turn briefly to other statewide issues that deserve some mention in this place. It is disappointing to see that 
the state government has reduced the residential net feed-in tariff from 40c per kilowatt hour—the current rate—
to 20c per kilowatt hour. The feed-in tariff scheme has been successful. The demand from householders has been 
greater than anticipated, yet the government is cutting it back. This is a great policy that is working. We should 
be celebrating the uptake of the photovoltaic systems, keeping the financial incentives in place to assist 
householders with their escalating power bills and helping them to reduce carbon pollution.  

I have spoken many times in this place about the management of our native forests. The state budget shows once 
again that the Forest Products Commission is something of a black operation. There are no details about the 
trading status of the statutory authority, its financial benefits or its profitability. All we are told is that the FPC 
will be upgrading its computers. Big deal! I am not interested in that. I want to know about the value of our 
native forests. This is the same sort of non-disclosure that happened last year. Meanwhile, our native forests 
continue to be logged, clear-felled and woodchipped without accountability. It is the right, not the privilege, of 
all Western Australians to be informed about the management of our common asset—our native forests. I find it 
absolutely incredible that forest coupes such as Arcadia and Chester are still on the chopping block of the FPC, 
given the parlous state of the agency. It is well known that the Arcadia coupe is inhabited by rare mainland 
quokkas. The community has been saying for years that it should immediately be added to the adjacent 
Wellington National Park. It makes no sense for the government to keep the Arcadia and Chester coupes on the 
block. We need to look at the economics of carbon accounting and at the ecological benefits of our forests. I call 
on the government to bring to an end once and for all the involvement of the FPC in native forests and stop the 
scam, and to refocus the FPC on the management of plantation timber, which can meet all our future timber 
needs. 

I will briefly comment on the apparent lack of action by the government on the draft legislation to protect 
Margaret River from coalmining. Every day the government delays on this issue causes real hardship for the 
people of Margaret River. The indecision affects business investment and confidence in Margaret River, and has 
placed the plans of many in the region on hold. We hear so much in this place about the need for a climate of 
certainty and stability for industry to make sound investment decisions in Western Australia, yet it seems that 
this requirement for certainty is not extended to the people of Margaret River. They need legislation that will 
protect them from the wide range of impacts that can be expected from coalmining operations. We know what to 
expect from these mines because it commonly occurs in other coalmining areas. The people of Margaret River 
can expect visual blight from coal dust, groundwater contamination, surface water contamination, ground 
subsidence and the possibility of rock fracture in the bed of Margaret River itself, leading to a possible 
catastrophic drainage of that river system.  

The people of Margaret River are not prepared to accept these risks. They want this government to rule out 
coalmining through legislation that protects the current land users in that region. Strong protective legislation 
must also outlaw the operation of coal seam gas activities in that region. The devastation being wrought by this 
industry on prime farmland in Queensland and other states should send a very grim warning to this government. 
Our water supplies are increasingly precious. Any proposal by a mining company that threatens our water 
supplies should be opposed. Numerous mining leases in the region could be activated at any time. The 
community cannot be subjected to an endless series of battles. I call on the government to expedite the 
introduction of that legislation to protect Margaret River from the coal industry and the coal seam gas industry 
once and for all. 

MR A.P. JACOB (Ocean Reef) [12.48 pm]: I thank members very much for the opportunity to address 
the budget today, and I thank the Treasurer for the budget. The electorate of Ocean Reef did particularly well in 
the Liberal–National government’s first two budgets, having met all our election commitments. I 
therefore approached this budget with a degree of trepidation, knowing that those commitments had already been 
met.  I was very pleasantly surprised when I saw that the widening of the Mitchell Freeway north, which was one 
of my key requests, had been addressed in the budget. The Acting Speaker (Mr A.P. O’Gorman) knows about 
that issue because he also addressed it in his response to the budget. I refer in particular to the addition of a third 
lane running from Hepburn Avenue to Hodges Drive. I believe that is not only a transport issue, but also a work–
life balance issue. Those of us who drive to the northern suburbs—I know that the Acting Speaker is in this 
situation—easily spend up to 20 minutes of our working day sitting in a traffic bottleneck, particularly the 
bottleneck at Hodges Drive. The result of these works coming through—of course, this year’s budget just makes 
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a start on them—will easily mean an extra 20 minutes of family time that northern suburbs residents can enjoy at 
the end of each of their working days. That is just one of the big ticket items in this budget that the electorate of 
Ocean Reef, and indeed the northern suburbs as a whole, will benefit from.  

Another benefit I take this brief opportunity to mention is the Joondalup Health Campus redevelopment, which 
continues to roll out. I believe another $64 million is devoted to it in this year’s budget alone. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 4152.] 
 


