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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 31 October on the following motion moved by Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Environment) — 
That pursuant to standing order 69(1), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 469A–D 
(budget papers 2017–18) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 7 September 2017. 

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan) [3.17 pm]: I appreciate being given the call to say a few words 
on the tabled papers relating to this year’s state budget. As other members on this side of the house have already 
indicated, this first budget of the McGowan Labor government is filled with smoke and mirrors and certainly 
a number of broken promises to the people of Western Australia who voted for this government only a few short 
months ago under a very real assumption that, if elected, the Labor Party would deliver the world, all without 
increasing taxes and charges on householders. The government went to the 2017 election with very clear policies 
on taxes and charges on Western Australians. The message was clear and very simple. According to the now 
Premier, there would be no increase. I will refer to one of the many press articles that appeared throughout the 
election campaign when the now Premier was asked directly about this particular issue. I refer to a particular 
pledge that he made. An ABC news article dated 21 February—so it was well into the election campaign—is 
headed “WA election: Labor pledges no new taxes, Premier still looking for action on GST floor” and states — 

WA Labor has pledged not to impose any new taxes or tax increases on West Australians if it wins 
government in next month’s state election. 
Labor leader Mark McGowan made the commitment just 24 hours after announcing a tax hike on foreign 
investors buying property in the state. 
Mr McGowan said Labor would release all of its revenue-raising measures before polling day, but 
stressed people in WA were already paying enough tax. 

They are obviously not direct quotes, so it could be that the now Premier’s comments were taken out of context. 
I will now quote the Premier directly. He said — 

“There will be no new taxes on West Australians, full stop. If we are elected, there will be no new taxes 
on West Australians or increases in taxes on West Australians. If we’re elected, full stop,” he said. 
“There’s already been three increases in land tax in the last four years. There’s been increases in stamp 
duty over the course of the Barnett Liberal–National Government ... people can’t withstand more tax 
increases of that nature.” 

Mr Deputy President, that was the very first of many broken promises. The Premier said there would be no new 
taxes—full stop. You cannot get much more categorical than that. The new Labor government’s first budget has 
shown it up for what it is: a government, as I have said, filled with hollow promises, spin, and an amazing ability 
to do backflips that could get it into the next Olympics. Despite the promise of no new taxes, the budget presents 
proposed increases to payroll tax, changes to the gold royalty rate—which we have already dealt with in this 
place—and increases in household fees and charges, including significant increases in power and water charges 
that will directly hit the pockets of Western Australian householders. That is a direct affront to the claims that were 
made by the now Premier when he was Leader of the Opposition. Again, it was not four years ago that he made 
these statements; it was on 21 February 2017 and a number of other times throughout the election campaign. 
In 2017–18, household fees and charges will increase by $440. They will increase by a further $271 in 2018–19; 
by $204 in 2019–20; and by $178 in 2020–21. All the while, debt will continue to increase over the next four 
years. As we know, and as we have come to accept on this side of the house, the government will continue to  
blame the former government. I find that interesting because I also note the plethora of press statements that come 
out from ministers in this place and the other place that indicate they are quite happy to cut ribbons for a variety 
of projects and announce initiatives that were put in place and funded by the former government. A number of 
projects have apparently now magically become the brainchild of the Labor government. As I have mentioned 
before in a contribution in this place, the Forrestfield–Airport Link is an example of that. The funding came 
through the former state government and from the commonwealth. Construction commenced under the former 
state government and yet, according to the now government, the Forrestfield–Airport Link is its first Metronet 
project, as though the project has only just started. That is one of many examples that I expect we will continue to 
see over the next four years as this government takes credit for those initiatives it thinks are worth taking credit 
for. I wonder whether all members opposite will be there when Perth Stadium opens. I reckon they will all be 
there. None of them will miss the opportunity to have a photo taken to put on their Facebook pages or in their 
newsletters and all that sort of thing. They will all be there! 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
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Hon DONNA FARAGHER: They will all be there.  
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I wonder whether they are going — 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: The member can yell all she wants, but I can yell louder if she wants me to! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: The minister was right there; we could not get her out of there! 

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: We invited the minister. I wonder — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, please! Sorry if you could not hear me. Hon Donna Faragher is getting too 
much assistance from members on both sides of the chamber, so she is going to talk to me. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. All I will say is that if somebody wants to yell, 
I can yell louder if I need to. 

Hon Peter Collier: Can you screech though? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: No, I do not do that. 

I will be interested to see whether the former Premier of the state is given the courtesy of an invitation to the 
opening of the stadium when it takes place. Will it not be a great stadium for the state of Western Australia? The 
government continues to blame the former government for a range of matters, yet the simple fact is that the 
Labor Party knew the position of the state’s finances and the woeful GST situation as it relates to this state. 
However, armed with that knowledge, the Labor Party still went out and promised the world. Everywhere it went, 
a funding commitment was given. In the East Metropolitan Region, it was hard to keep up. I now have a list of all 
the Labor Party’s commitments; it is a fairly extensive document. There were big announcements and small 
announcements, but they all added up to $5 billion in unfunded election commitments. 

The government has outlined a number of so-called budget repair measures but the simple fact is that these 
combined measures, including the proposed changes to payroll tax and the increases in household fees and charges, 
will not cover even the interest charged on the debt. The budget also makes a number of assumptions in a number 
of key portfolios to give weight to the government’s apparent ability to undertake significant expenditure restraint 
across the forward estimates. What do we see as a result? We see little to no expenditure growth in the forward 
estimates across a range of key portfolios—that includes the education portfolio. This year, funding for education 
increases by around $200 million but then the figure flatlines in the forward estimates. Surely government 
members cannot be saying that between 2018–19 and 2020–21 there will be no need to increase expenditure in 
this key portfolio. 

Hon Peter Collier: That’s assuming student numbers go down, which would be the first time in about 30 years. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I will take that interjection, Hon Peter Collier. During the estimates committee, 
I asked the Minister for Education and Training and her department to explain this apparent flatlining. The 
response from the minister was that the government was locked into funding models driven by student numbers 
and industrial agreements, and that she was therefore confident future budgets would meet the requirements. If we 
are to accept that answer, I also ask: What about all the other projects and initiatives that are supported and funded 
within the Department of Education? Are they safe from future budget cuts in the out years? I would argue that is 
less certain, and that is something that I and the Liberal opposition will be following very closely over the next 
four years. Hon Peter Collier was an outstanding Minister for Education. In his contribution to the tabled papers 
a couple of weeks ago, he articulated very eloquently that the former Liberal government left the government with 
a completely reformed education system. One might say that it is the best in the nation. It is not perfect; no system 
is ever absolutely perfect, but it is certainly a very good system. 

Between 2007–08 and 2016–17—our last budget—the education budget increased from $2.84 billion to 
$4.84 billion, which amounts to a 70.3 per cent increase yet the minister says the flatlining in the forward estimates 
in the education budget is going to be okay. Funding per student in 2016 was the highest in the nation. We 
introduced a new funding model for public schools and we established a highly successful independent public 
schools initiative, which is now being progressively taken up across the nation. I will come back to that in 
a moment in my contribution. Between 2009 and 2016, we opened 32 new primary schools, nine secondary schools 
and replaced 15 schools. Between 2017 and 2020, 14 primary schools and eight secondary schools will also open, 
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which this government will again no doubt take credit for. I would argue, as I have said, that no system is ever 
perfect. Whether it is the education portfolio or the disability services portfolio, which we were talking about 
earlier today, no portfolio and what sits behind it is ever going to be perfect and there is always more that can be 
done to improve a system. I believe, however, that our record in government was clear. The level of funding was 
unprecedented and significant reform was undertaken. There were no teacher shortages and schools started the 
school year with a teacher in front of every single classroom. The same could not be said of the former government 
and, indeed, the now Premier, who was the former education minister, who was not able to assure parents that they 
would have a teacher in front of the classrooms their children were attending. Teachers’ base salaries are the 
highest in the nation and education assistant numbers also increased. 
I want to go back to the IPS system. There has been a bit of commentary in the past few weeks about the 
independent public schools initiative. There is absolutely no doubt that the independent public schools initiative 
has been incredibly successful in this state. The minister said today in answer to a question that I asked yesterday 
that 524 schools are now independent. The minister has also indicated that she supports the independent public 
schools system, which I am pleased to hear, but she needs to continue to demonstrate that. I think all members 
would agree that when they go to schools within their electorates that have become part of the IPS system, they 
are told that it certainly has been a very positive change in their school and the school community. The autonomy 
and flexibility that comes with IPS status has transformed many schools. The ability for principals to select the 
staff who best meet the needs of their students and schools is critical. That is something that is regularly raised 
with me, not only now as the shadow Minister for Education, but also as a local member. In the East Metropolitan 
Region there are a lot of schools and over the past 12 years I have met with many principals and many school 
communities. Giving principals the autonomy and ability to select teachers and administrative staff who best meet 
the local needs of the school community has made all the difference. The principals and school boards know what 
their school, their community and, most importantly, their students need. 
In the last month or so there has been a policy change. I have asked some questions of the minister in this house 
during question time and in estimates, and the policy change is this: essentially, the minister has said that she is 
not changing the autonomy and ability of principals to select their own staff—I would agree with her on that; the 
policy does not change that position—but the policy change now requires IPS schools to consider permanent staff 
who are requiring redeployment or placement. That suggests that IPS schools currently cannot take or consider 
teachers and other administrative staff from that pool, if I can call it that. My advice is that that is not the case. 
IPS schools absolutely consider staff who fit within that pool and absolutely select staff from that pool, but they 
also have the flexibility to look beyond that pool, and that is a central tenet of the IPS system. The minister has 
said—she has not given a time line—that over the next little while the policy change will be monitored. In fact, 
a key part of the policy change is that principals who do not select a person who has been referred to them will 
have to write to the department advising why they were not selected. I see some challenges with that. The minister 
has said there is no recourse for principals who do not choose those staff members, but I suppose the key challenge 
is whether this is the thin end of the wedge and the start of further changes to the IPS system, which has been 
incredibly successful. 
I take the minister on her word. She says that she is supportive of the IPS system. She said in answer to a question 
yesterday that she has discussed with the department a new round of expressions of interest from non-IPS schools 
to put their names forward for selection to become an IPS in the future. It is disappointing that has not occurred 
for the 2018 school year, but I understand from the answer yesterday that she is looking at that now extending to 
2019. That is a good answer—she is looking to do that—but she certainly needs to make clear that there will never 
be any further changes to the IPS system that would restrict a principal’s ability to select staff. She needs to rule 
that out. She has said it, and I will take her on her word, but I also have to say that the policy directive that has 
been sent out from the department is a little less clear. I have seen that directive. It certainly does say that 
consideration for success of the policy change will be undertaken in the second half of 2018. At that point the 
department will identify “if further measures are required”. I suppose I am concerned about those words “if further 
measures are required” and what that actually means. 
I also want to reflect on the government’s decision to amalgamate the Department of Education, the Department of 
Education Services and the School Curriculum and Standards Authority. I indicate to the house that this has been 
met with some concern. I have asked the minister a series of questions in the house on this matter. Notwithstanding 
that the minister has suggested no legislative change is required, there is certainly some debate—if the minister 
were here; I appreciate that she is on urgent parliamentary business—and I am sure she would accept that the 
questions I have been asking are effectively about the appropriateness of the director general of the Department of 
Education also taking on the role and responsibilities of the former Department of Education Services and SCSA. 
In that regard, I am referring to the CEO role. I would certainly argue that it is not in the spirit of the School 
Education Act that the three positions be served by one person. I want to refer to a review that was undertaken by 
the former government when Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich was minister; they were dark days but we will go back to them 
for a moment. The review was conducted by the Department of Education Services and titled “Review conducted 
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in accordance with section 36(1) of the Curriculum Council Act 1997: report” and tabled in this house on 
17 October 2006. In its introductory remarks it states — 

In December 2002, the report of a functional review of the efficiency of the delivery of government 
priorities commissioned by the Gallop government recommended that all agencies in the Education and 
Training portfolios be amalgamated to form one department. 

In the event, the departments of Education and Training were amalgamated in 2003 to form the 
Department of Education and Training, but the Curriculum Council and the Department of Education 
Services continued to operate as separate entities. 
The amalgamation of the latter two agencies with the Department of Education and Training would have 
required amendments to the School Education Act 1999 and the repeal of the Curriculum Council Act. 
Apart from that consideration, emerging policy called for the separation of provider and regulatory 
functions and there was a concern that the independence of the Curriculum Council might be 
compromised by an amalgamation. Consequently, in 2005 the government decided not to further 
contemplate amalgamation. 

There is also a footnote that states — 
The School Education Act 1999 provides that the same chief executive officer as the one who administers 
its other Parts cannot administer Part 4, which contains the Act’s provisions for non-government schools. 
From the commencement of the Act in 2000, Part 4 has been administered by the chief executive officer 
of the Department of Education Services. 

I have asked a question of the Minister for Education and Training about this particular issue and she has 
indicated—obviously based on advice from her department, and I appreciate that—that there is no need for 
legislative change, albeit a report that was tabled when Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich was minister actually states that it 
does. The minister also refuted the claims that the amalgamation will reduce the current level of separation between 
government and non-government schools and the parts that are relevant in the act to the functions of the former 
Department of Education Services. I agree, as the minister has pointed out in answers in this place, that she is the 
Minister for Education and Training for all schools, government and non-government, that she will continue to 
make all decisions on funding for non-government schools, that she is the decision-maker on advanced 
determination and that she will also approve the standards for non-government school registration. She is correct 
and I have not asked questions about those parts of the act because it is quite clear in the provisions. But what she 
has failed to respond to are questions about the regulatory aspect, such as issues surrounding the registration of 
non-government schools and inspections. In all of my comments I have not suggested in any way that the director 
general of the Department of Education would act in an inappropriate way; I am certainly not suggesting that. She 
is an excellent director general and she obviously served our government incredibly well and continues to serve 
the current government. However, I think that this decision has the potential at some future time, whoever the 
director general is, to put them in a difficult position at times. I hope that is not the case but only time will tell. 
However, there is always a risk that a conflict of interest may arise, and I refer back to the report that I have already 
commented on. That report clearly shows that the act, when it was first developed, was drafted with the view—
I have even gone back and looked at the Hansard when the bill for the School Education Act was going through the 
houses of Parliament—that there should be two separate chief executive officers, and I am talking particularly about 
the government versus non-government school sector. That has been changed under this new regime. The minister 
has indicated that maybe some delegations will be put in place and that functional reviews are still being undertaken. 
However, I raise this matter not to be antagonistic, but because they are valid issues that need to be raised. I hope 
that the minister looks back at the reviews previously undertaken to ensure that an appropriate separation between 
the respective roles remains, including with respect to the School Curriculum and Standards Authority. 
Closer to home, I want to raise a couple of issues involving the East Metropolitan Region. At the beginning of my 
contribution I mentioned that funding commitments were made during the election campaign left, right and centre 
on a range of projects, big and small. Across the East Metropolitan Region in the past few months, cheques galore 
have been presented, and we have heard them mentioned in this place as well by members representing the fine 
East Metropolitan Region. Some election commitments still have not been seen, and I am watching that closely, 
but there have certainly been plenty of cheques presented and photo opportunities. However, I want to remind the 
house of the comments made by the now Premier during the election campaign. I will again refer to the article in 
the ABC online news that states — 

Labor adamant plans fully costed 
But Mr McGowan insisted his party had fully and credibly costed its plans. 
“We have set out a comprehensive plan as to how we will fund our promises. And we set out a whole 
range of savings initiatives,” … 
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That is not quite accurate. There has already been a little bit of talk about the Morley–Ellenbrook rail line today 
and there will be another opportunity to talk about it next week during the debate on the motion that we were 
dealing with earlier today in this house. Certainly, criticisms have come from the other side about the former 
government on this matter, but I would say that for years the member for West Swan and her friends were handing 
out toy trains in the electorate and spreading stickers stating “Just Build It” or something similar, yet the first 
opportunity to show their absolute commitment to this project would have been in this year’s budget, I would have 
thought. Do we see any funding for the construction of this long-awaited rail line in this budget? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: No; I am talking, not the minister. We have not seen one single cent! 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Members other than Hon Donna Faragher will get the call when they seek 
it, but for now Hon Donna Faragher has the call. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. According to the Premier, and I refer again to the 
direct quotes in that ABC online news article, they had all the plans. Everything was costed. I would argue 
therefore that the Labor Party could be trusted; it was very sure about it. I am going to take that on face value. The 
Labor Party had eight years to do the maths, but did it do it? No, clearly not. The budget shows one of two things: 
either no business plan was undertaken by Labor for the Morley–Ellenbrook rail and it just made up some figures, 
or its costings were wrong. That is one that we will be following very closely. 
Another example is the relocation of Midland train station. As a member for East Metropolitan Region, I would 
argue that the relocation of Midland train station, particularly closer to the wonderful hospital that was built under 
the former Liberal government, would be a good step forward. The Labor Party made a pretty big promise about 
this issue during the state election. I refer to an article that appeared in Echo News that included a picture of the 
member for Midland and the now Premier on the platform at Midland train station with a train behind them. It is 
a good shot. The article is titled “$76 million for two new train stations”, and reads — 

Midland train station and bus port next to the hospital, and the train line will be extended to Bellevue as 
part of the Metronet rollout, if WA Labor are elected in March. 
The Midland train station and bus port will be relocated east, towards Cale Street, with construction 
starting in the first term of a McGowan Labor government at a cost of $79 million. 

It continues — 
This week WA Labor has announced the new Midland train station would go ahead and it has pinned its 
Metronet costings on a range of funding sources, including the cancellation of the Perth Freight Link 
which would save $900 million. 

If I am to read this correctly, the Labor Party was pretty clear on its costings—it was going to cost $79 million. 
Construction would start in this term of government and that is how much it would cost. Given that it was that 
sure, I would have thought that when I opened the budget papers, I would find an allocation of $79 million for the 
relocation of Midland train station. That is a reasonable assumption, yet to my surprise — 
Hon Jim Chown: And great disappointment. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Yes, and to my great disappointment, there was no $79 million. The Labor Party 
made it very clear to the people of Midland and its surrounding communities who use Midland train station that it 
would cost $79 million. Someone must have done the costings, but they must have got it wrong. 
I then had a fairly interesting exchange during estimates with Hon Stephen Dawson, who was representing the 
Minister for Transport in this house, and his advisers. Press statements referred to $28 million for planning, but 
we flushed out that only $2 million has been set aside for the new train station, and the other part is for the purchase 
of land for Bellevue station. I am talking specifically about the relocation of the train station. There is no 
construction timetable and no funding timetable. All that has been funded in this budget is $2 million out of the 
$79 million that was promised. If members do not believe me, I will refer to the uncorrected copy of the estimates 
hearing on 18 October. The exchange picks up with me asking — 

Can I confirm that $28.2 million has been set aside for that project and that that is just for planning? 
Mr KANNIS: There has been an allocation of $2 million to the planning of the Midland station relocation 
and the extension of the line to Bellevue. 

It goes on — 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Can I get some clarity here, because my understanding from a budget press 
release is that it was $28 million, not $2 million. 
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Mr KANNIS: Just to clarify, the $2 million that I suggested is for planning but there is a provision also 
for the purchase of land at Bellevue to accommodate a future station in Bellevue. 

It goes on with me stating — 
During the election campaign, the then opposition announced that the cost of relocating the Midland train 
station and the extension to Bellevue would cost $79 million and that works would commence in the first 
term. Why is that not reflected in the budget? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is not reflected because the planning has not been completed yet. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Were the figures incorrect by the then opposition or was it just made up? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Those figures that were used in the then opposition’s documents were the 
best available information that was gleaned from a range of things, including former Treasury briefings 
or former budget estimate hearings such as this. So they were the best available information at the time. 
This project has not been properly funded yet, and until we know what it is going to cost we cannot tell 
you exactly what the figure will be at the end of the day. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: So the minister therefore cannot tell me when construction is going to 
commence? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No; my advice is that we cannot tell you that at this stage. 

It continues with me saying — 

Just so I am clear, only a very small percentage of that $101 million is earmarked for Midland train 
station. That will go nowhere near to the original commitment by the then Labor opposition of $79 million 
for the relocation of Midland train station. That is not in the budget. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Mr Kannis, can I ask you to respond? 

Mr KANNIS: There is no capital cost in the forward estimates or in that $100 million for the relocation 
of Midland station. 

There was a very, very clear commitment to the people of Midland and surrounding communities who would have 
quite appropriately thought that funding of $79 million would have been set aside in this budget and the forward 
estimates for the relocation of Midland train station and its extension, yet we have now found that only 
$2 million—because, in fact, the government has not done a business plan—has been set aside for this project. 

Another area that is causing some concern in my electorate and beyond—I appreciate that the minister is in the 
house at the moment and I am slightly reassured by some of her responses to questions that I have asked in this 
place—is the lack of funds allocated to urban land care natural resource management projects in this year’s state 
budget. I asked a question of the Minister for Agriculture and Food a couple of weeks ago and was informed that 
royalties for regions funding of $6.2 million a year had been confirmed in the budget to support regional NRM 
initiatives. In addition, consolidated account funding of $1.6 million has been allocated in 2017–18 for 
metro-based NRM activity, with further funding to be considered in future budgets. Further questioning of the 
minister established that the $1.6 million that she referred to as an allocation for 2017–18 was in fact already 
allocated to projects, that being $800 000 to meet the funding commitments from the previous year and 
$800 000 for successful 2017 applications. I appreciate that at the time the minister indicated that announcements 
would be made on the successful 2017 applications very soon. I am presuming it is therefore not far away as she 
indicated that that would be happening shortly. The funding allocation $1.6 million is effectively what the former 
government had already approved, so it is not something new. The key concern raised with me, which was effectively 
confirmed by the minister, is that currently no funding has been allocated between 2018–19 and 2020–21. The 
minister indicated that applications may be called for in May or June next year but that that is subject to funding 
and clearly there is no guarantee that there will be funding for urban landcare projects in the future. I appreciate 
that the government has put funding into some really important environmental projects, such as river restoration 
and rehabilitation. I think that is primarily through the Minister for Environment’s portfolio, but that does not take 
into account on-ground national resource management landcare projects such as bushland restoration, weed 
management and other examples in metropolitan Perth. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Member, we will be endeavouring to ensure that we have some allocations so that 
a round of funding can be made next year. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I appreciate that, and that is what I acknowledged when I commenced my comments 
with regard to this issue, and I appreciate the minister’s interjection. I certainly gathered from her response that 
she was looking to see that that will occur, but the funding is not there, so any reassurances from the minister that 
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she is absolutely aware of those concerns and will be looking to make announcements with respect to funding next 
year will be very much welcomed by the community. Over the years, as both a local member and a former 
environment minister, I have seen the great work done by urban landcare groups, as I am sure other members in 
this place have, irrespective of the party or the electorate they represent. I refer to groups such as the South East 
Regional Centre for Urban Landcare, with which I have had a good association over the years, and Perth NRM 
and others. They are essentially groups made up of volunteers who are committed to conservation, to making 
Western Australia a better place to live, and to creating a better environment for both current and future 
generations. 

I quite genuinely raise those concerns. I do not always take the interjections of the Minister for Agriculture and 
Food, but I take her interjection that she is endeavouring to ensure that further funding allocations will be provided. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I just say that the actual practical, on-the-ground work that is done by so many of the 
groups who actually get out there and deal in a physical way with the invasive species is really important. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Yes, we are in agreement on that. The minister’s positive comments will, I think, 
be welcomed by those who are genuinely a little concerned as to what the future holds. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I understand that. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: That is why I raise the matter now. 

There are a number of other speakers who still want to make contributions before the budget papers no longer have 
priority, so I will conclude my comments effectively where I started. This budget is filled with smoke and mirrors. 
It has certainly shown the government for what it is. There is a continuation of the $5 billion in unfunded election 
commitments, but there is no real budget repair and there is certainly a greater burden on WA households—
a burden that the Premier quite forcefully insisted during the election campaign that he would not add to. His 
statement was that he was not going to do it, full stop. Six months after being elected, the government can blame 
all it wants, but this is the government’s budget. It shows that the government is not committed to real budget 
repair and that it really is not tackling the issues that need to be tackled in this state, yet it is still quite happy to 
hand out cheques left, right and centre. If this is the government’s best go at a budget, heaven help us over the next 
four years. 

HON JIM CHOWN (Agricultural) [4.05 pm]: It is a pleasure to rise today and give a reply to the government’s 
budget. In the years 1860 to 1890, the American Wild West, as it was known, was moving from settlements to 
small towns. From the Appalachians to the Rockies, these settlements were developing from small outlying areas 
to towns and communities. These communities grew and began to take on commercial enterprise, to some degree, 
in their isolation. Of course, when there are communities such as these, people seem to want to take advantage of 
them, and out of the eastern US came salesmen. We have all seen these salesmen depicted on television at times, 
with their wagons and their entourage behind them, banging their drums and selling everything from baldness 
cures to elixirs of life purported to cure all sorts of ailments. On occasion, when they were challenged by locals, 
they would bring out documents or people to verify that what they were selling was absolutely correct. Of course, 
a lot of these documents were written by de facto men of letters—ostensibly professors from universities such as 
Harvard et cetera. The local population, in their ignorance and knowing nothing else, believed them. They became 
known colloquially as snake-oil salesmen. I note that Wikipedia defines a snake-oil salesman as “someone who 
knowingly sells fraudulent goods or who is a fraud, quack, or charlatan”. I think that is a pretty good summation 
of what a snake-oil salesman is. 

It is interesting to note, as I have said previously, that prior to 11 March this year, the Labor Party went out and 
virtually told the community at large a pack of lies about what it could achieve in government. For example, it said 
that the sale of Western Power would cause price gouging across the community. It said that the 51 per cent sale 
of Western Power, as advocated by the Barnett government, would ruin everybody, that the price of electricity 
would go through the roof, and that commercial enterprise would take advantage of people. Interestingly, the 
Labor Party has now fallen on its sword in that regard. In fact, power prices have increased by at least 11 per cent, 
and the Treasurer has said that by this time next year we will see an increase of up to 16 per cent. He is also on the 
record as saying that he believes that by the end of the term of this government power prices could increase by as 
high as 20 per cent. I think that is quite outrageous. I have never in my lifetime seen a political party go out and 
talk to a community on issues that are of great concern and then so blatantly, without any regard for honesty or 
honour, turn its back on the community with the excuse that it was not aware of the state of the books. Quite 
frankly, the Treasurer has the whole Department of Treasury, and unless he sacks them all and gets some new ones 
in, I would suggest that Treasury inform the Treasurer on a regular basis—because that is its job—about the 
monetary position this state is in. 
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While we are talking about the Treasurer, I note that prior to the election there was a lot of noise about Roe 8, 
which, in my opinion, was an outstanding piece of infrastructure.  In fact, Infrastructure Australia had the BCR for 
that project as one of the highest in the nation; I think it was around 3.8. Quite frankly, if Metronet gets a BCR of 
above one, I will be very surprised. A BCR is a benefit–cost ratio, for those people who are not aware. Roe 8 would 
have changed the landscape of Perth from a traffic congestion perspective. For example, it would have enabled 
heavy transport to move from Darwin to the port of Fremantle without having to stop at a stoplight anywhere. That 
would have been accomplished after the Midland–Darwin highway had been finished up at Muchea. The cessation 
of Roe 8 by this government was an absolute tragedy for Western Australia. I am absolutely amazed by the number 
of people who said on talkback radio after the McGowan government came to power that they did not want to vote 
for the Liberal Party and the Barnett government, and that is fine—everybody is allowed to vote for who they 
wish—but then those same people said that they wanted Roe 8 to go ahead. 

Hon Kyle McGinn: How many said they did not? 

Hon JIM CHOWN: A very small minority said they did not.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon JIM CHOWN: It was a very small active minority of people who were concerned about the Beeliar wetlands, 
incorrectly I might add. Their protests made headlines every day, but the Barnett government ignored them and 
still went ahead, as it should have done, because it could see the benefits of that piece of infrastructure.  
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: It was a stupid project. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: The minister can have her opinion, but I know I am right and she knows I am right.  
That moves me on to the port of Fremantle and the absolute rubbish that this government, the Labor Party, carried on 
with pre-election and post-election. This government says on a regular basis that it has no money—that the Liberal 
government spent it all because it was irresponsible in its spending. I will get on to that later in my address today. 
I note an article written by a person whom I believe to be the best journalist in Western Australia, Mr Paul Murray. 
What Mr Paul Murray writes in The West Australian on a regular basis is very balanced. Paul Murray researches 
correctly and he must have a very good team of research people who are balanced. I will quote from an article by 
Mr Paul Murray that appeared in The West Australian of 16 September 2017. This gives an example of what this 
government is actually about. I quote — 

The McGowan Government this week set up a taskforce with $6 million from its first Budget — 
That is $6 million — 

to look into building a project that a previous taskforce just two years ago said wasn’t needed until 2038 at 
the earliest. 
… 
“The Westport Taskforce will deliver the Westport: Ports and Environs Strategy, using a team of experts 
from key government agencies responsible for planning, transport, environment, jobs and finances,” — 

That is quoting Rita Saffioti. Further, the article states — 
That’s the same sort of team that sat down in August, 2014, at the behest of Fremantle Ports to examine 
the need for an outer harbour in Cockburn Sound. It just didn’t have a fancy name. 
… 
“Together, they will develop answers to key policy questions surrounding the location, size, operating 
model and timing for a future port,” … 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: This was all dreamt up — 
Hon JIM CHOWN: I find it incredibly interesting here, minister, that Mike Nahan, the then Treasurer, said — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Jim Chown. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. The article continues — 

What is going to happen if Labor wins,” Nahan taunted. “You’re going to kill Roe 8, and you’re never 
going to build that outer harbour.” 

Ben Wyatt replied — 
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“If I can borrow your terms, Mike. If we win in 2017 —  
And the Labor Party has — 

and we don’t get that (the outer harbour) under way, I will resign.” 
I expect the Treasurer to resign pretty soon, because in reality there is nothing in the current budget about an outer 
harbour—nothing. The Treasurer said, “If we do not get the outer harbour under way.” The outer harbour is a pipe 
dream. That is the reality.  
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, let us moderate the language, members. Noting the time, I will introduce 
a popular idea and leave the chair! 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 5192.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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