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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) RECURRENT 2009–10  
(SUPPLEMENTARY) BILL 2010 

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) CAPITAL 2009–10  
(SUPPLEMENTARY) BILL 2010 

Cognate Debate 
Leave granted for the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent 2009–10 (Supplementary) Bill 2010 and 
the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 2009–10 (Supplementary) Bill 2010 to be debated cognately. 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 16 March. 

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [2.52 pm]: I am not the opposition’s lead speaker on these bills; that 
is Hon Ken Travers, who is away from the chamber on urgent parliamentary business, but I intend to make my 
contribution in his absence. The custom of the house when dealing with bills of this nature is either to support 
the bills and not modify them or to oppose them. In the debate on these types of bills, members are given a great 
opportunity to review the performance of the government from a fiscal perspective and, in this case, from both a 
capital expenditure perspective and a recurrent expenditure perspective. It is then up to individual members to 
decide whether they agree with the priorities of the government and accept its explanations for the expenditure 
and funds being sought. 

The explanatory memorandum for the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent 2009–10 
(Supplementary) Bill 2010 states — 

This Bill is largely a machinery Bill and reflects recurrent expenditure excesses for new items created 
during 2009–10, and expenditure overruns as a result of policy decisions or unavoidable cost increases 
against existing items during the course of 2009–10. 

The notion of unavoidable costs is particularly important. That is where the emphasis was placed in the very 
short second reading speech. It states — 

This bill seeks to appropriate out of the consolidated account the sum of $820 365 527 … 

It then reaffirms —  

These payments, which were of an extraordinary and unforeseen nature, were made under authority of 
the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Act 2010. 

It raises the question of what is unforeseen and what could reasonably have been foreseen. One example is the 
unforeseen costs due to the flooding in the north of the state. From the perspective of the Mining and Pastoral 
Region, I will deal with some of the things that I believe the government should have foreseen and some of the 
things that were not foreseen, and then I will ask some questions about schedule 1 that the Minister for Finance 
might care to answer. 

I will deal with the recurrent bill first. In schedule 1 on page 3 of the bill, under the heading “Premier; Treasurer; 
Minister for State Development”, there is an amount of $191 000 for the aerial shark surveillance program. I 
understand that that program was in the main budget. Of course, the minister might be able to answer this 
question in his response to the second reading debate, and then I will not have to ask it during the committee 
stage. Can the minister give the house an explanation of why that money was required? Was there a requirement 
for more flights as a result of more shark activity or was the type of aircraft changed? It could simply have been 
due to the price of fuel, but I would like to understand from a fisheries perspective the particular reason for that 
expenditure. Furthermore, the government is seeking $48 764 000 for royalties for regions. I am not quite sure 
that I have got my head around that. I read the recent document on royalties for regions expenditure. I have been 
led to believe, after talking to people in my electorate, that they are having difficulty expending the money and 
grants that have been allocated to them. They have also been told that there is plenty of money in the kitty. It 
seems extraordinary, then, that this bill is seeking to appropriate more funds. It is contradictory to what the 
people in my electorate have been telling me. They are having trouble simply getting people on the ground to 
build the infrastructure projects that they have asked for, as is everyone else, while at the same time some 
pressure is put on them over the amount of money that has been allocated. If the minister can give a general 
explanation of that, that would be good; otherwise, we will move into the committee stage to discuss the details.  

Also listed under Treasury and Finance are the Water Corporation, the state water strategy rebate scheme and 
state development. The government is seeking $2 445 533 for the rebate scheme. I have a question about Pilbara 
Cities. On all the evidence that has been presented to me, there seems to be a major water problem in this state. 
We are talking about recurrent expenditure now, but sometime in the last six months the government announced 
that it was building a desalination plant in the Burrup Peninsula to supplement the water supply. That is a big 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 24 March 2011] 

 p2034b-2043a 
Hon Jon Ford; Hon Ken Travers 

 [2] 

issue and is due mainly to the expansion of the resources sector. The government has a policy to develop 
Karratha and Port Hedland in particular as regional cities. As we have learned more about the water shortage, I 
would have thought that more funds would be allocated to the Water Corporation to assist it to plan for water 
shortages as more and more projects come on stream. We can find out through the approvals programs how 
much water is required for those projects. About 27 proposed uranium mining projects are on the books, most of 
which are in the Mining and Pastoral Region; I do not know of any outside that region. In the Pilbara and to the 
west of the Pilbara there seems to be significant prospecting activity. However, I cannot see any money in the 
bills to help plan and deal with the issue of water. My question is not about the rebate scheme but about why 
there is no money to assist in that important infrastructure spend. We do not seem to have heard any solutions 
from the government. The government has indicated generally to the Parliament and to the public that it is 
developing these strategies. I would have expected to have seen some money in the appropriation bills for those 
services. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I am jotting down the things that the member requires further information on and I look 
forward to responding to him and providing that information, if I can, in the second reading reply or in the 
committee stage. There is just one thing though. You can raise anything you like in this debate, but if it is not in 
the bill, I fear that I might not be able to address it. The matter the member just raised is perhaps a question for 
the Minister for Water because it is not in the bill that I have the honour to manage now. I want to meet the 
member’s needs but I hope that his expectations do not exceed my capacity. 

Hon JON FORD: I thank the minister for his interjection. I understand that a number of members want to speak 
to this and that the debate will not finish today. I am taking this opportunity to raise these matters in the hope that 
the minister will address a couple of those issues. He is correct that that puts him in an unenviable position. He 
might be able to answer those questions but if he cannot, he can, as he has just indicated, let me know and I will 
address my question to the appropriate minister. I am looking for only a general response. In regard to this matter 
the minister might say that the government has allocated sufficient funds in the recurrent expenditure on research 
for Pilbara Cities that have not been expended and that is why it does not appear in the appropriation bills. The 
minister might also say that my expectations are unrealistic because the government has allocated the funds. 
Alternatively, he might say that because he has not yet had the opportunity to talk to the relevant minister, I will 
need to address the matter directly with that minister. 

The government is seeking $193 million for health. Hardly any explanation for that is needed because we know 
that the health budget is burgeoning. However, I would like some detail about why that money is required. When 
looking at the midyear review, we would expect a blow-out in the health budget. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Which item was that? 

Hon JON FORD: It is on page 3 of the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent 2009–10 
(Supplementary) Bill 2010 under “WA Health”. 

The government is also seeking about $2.6 million for the Department of Indigenous Affairs. I have an interest 
in this — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Do you have the tabled paper from this morning? Just make sure that you have it because 
you might find it of assistance. 

Hon Ken Travers: You do now. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You can’t complain about the prompt service, can you? 

Hon JON FORD: No; it is very good. The tabled paper brings me to a point of expectation because I can see the 
detail of the WA health contribution to the hospital fund. 

Historically, successive governments have underaddressed the issue of malnourished children in my electorate. 
Unfortunately, it is common to find children who live in communities in my electorate who are suffering from 
malnutrition. That was the situation before I became a member and it continues to be an issue. I have seen some 
improvement in a reduction in domestic violence but that is primarily because there has been a greater police 
presence rather than an increase in service delivery. We have heard from the commonwealth and the state 
government, in this chamber and in the other place, about providing to people who live in regional remote 
communities extra funding to target health outcomes and the protection of children. I would be much happier if 
we had discovered, during the months since the initial budget was approved, that the government required 
another $50 million, $100 million, $150 million or $200 million to put in place programs to deliver better health 
outcomes for kids in the Mining and Pastoral Region. I would be very pleased to support that. In fact, I would 
not be making any criticism of the government for not having picked that up in the original budget, because we 
learn as we go along. Unfortunately, there is not any extra money in the budget to deal with the long-term impact 
of not only the fairly regular flooding that occurs in the Fitzroy Valley and through to Kununurra, but also, in 
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particular, the extreme flooding that is occurring now. That will have a major impact on the health and education 
outcomes for the children in that region. As a result of that flooding, the kids in the Warmun community have 
been spread out; some have gone to Kununurra, some have gone to the west Kimberley, and some have gone to 
the Northern Territory. That means that those kids will escape the network that is designed to capture those kids, 
provided they stay in the one place.  

What I am not seeing in programs—in fact, I have never seen it—is mechanisms that will capture those kids who 
fall through the gaps. One of the reasons kids fall through the gaps is that they are mobile. They are mobile not 
only because of customary practice, but also because of the domestic violence, and the just outright violence, in 
their communities, which forces them to go out and about. There are discrete programs to deal with that issue. 
However, I have not seen a broad strategy that deals with that issue. Therefore, I did have an expectation that 
some extra money would be allocated in this budget for health outcomes to assist those kids.  

I now move away from the remote communities to Pilbara Cities. If the stated aim of the government is that 
50 000 or 60 000 people will be living in those communities, the government will need to provide additional 
money in the budget, not only for planning issues, but also to attract and retain speech therapists, dental 
therapists, physiotherapists and the like to provide the ancillary health services that will be required. If there was 
suddenly a sevenfold, eightfold or ninefold increase in the population in Karratha, we would expect that rather 
than engage in a quite modest redevelopment of Nickol Bay Hospital, the government would undertake a major 
redevelopment of Port Hedland Hospital. The Minister for Regional Development is talking up expectations 
about the development of that region and about the future population of that region. I would have thought, 
therefore, that more funding would have come through in the budget, both recurrent and capital, to improve 
health outcomes in the north west. There may be a reasonable excuse for not capturing that in the budget, 
because the resource sector is growing at such a rapid pace, and the companies in developing their projects are 
holding their cards close to their chest, even while they are complaining that the government of the day is not 
supplying the necessary infrastructure. However, the government knows what is on the books, and it should be 
doing some forward planning. The hospital infrastructure in Karratha will not meet the predicted population 
numbers that the Minister for Regional Development has talked about. Therefore, I would have expected, if the 
government was genuine about Pilbara Cities, that there would have been a significant increase in the budget to 
deal with the planning for that model. 

Another issue is the patient assisted travel scheme. I am surprised that there is no specific allocation in the 
recurrent budget for PATS to cater for the rapid increase in population under Pilbara Cities that the Minister for 
Regional Development has talked about. The minister has even called on the military to set up a base in the 
Pilbara to diversify the economy. That is a great idea. Perhaps the minister is expecting that the military will 
bring a hospital with it, as it did in Townsville. Townsville is a good example of how successful that sort of 
development can be in diversifying the economy of a city. PATS will not be able to cope with that level of 
expansion. What we need to hear from the government, when it talks about its dedication to Pilbara Cities, is the 
time frame within which it expects these things to occur, so that we in this house can make a value judgement 
about whether the infrastructure and the recurrent expenditure that will be required to meet that expectation is 
being planned for. I have a healthy level of cynicism—it is shared by other members in my region—about 
whether the government is really committed to the concept of Pilbara Cities. If the government is committed to 
Pilbara Cities, it should show us the money. We need to remember that the basis upon which royalties for 
regions was promoted—I do not think anyone believes this anymore—was that it would supply money above 
and beyond normal government expenditure. Surely the government is not saying that royalties for regions will 
be used as a strategic fund to develop Pilbara Cities. Indeed, if the government does have a strategic plan for 
developing the north west to that level—I support that, by the way—we need to know what pathway the 
government will use to get to that goal. That does not seem to be reflected in this budget. It is certainly not in the 
appropriation budget. Perhaps it will be in the next budget. 

Another issue in the north west is the high level of domestic violence. However, there is a dearth of refuge beds. 
That is mainly because of the way in which the north west has developed. The Pilbara Cities concept will be a 
good measure, because it will at least focus resources and enable them to be developed more effectively, because 
the more people there are, the greater are the economies of scale. In Newman there are eight or 12 beds in the 
women’s refuge. However, if a woman who is suffering from domestic violence has a male child who is aged 13, 
I think it is — 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Fourteen.  

Hon JON FORD: If the woman has a male child who is aged 14, or older, she cannot access the refuge. The 
department then has to find accommodation for that woman outside the refuge, normally a hotel if she cannot be 
taken out of town. To take her out of town, to move her to another place, we could be talking 400 kilometres. As 
the community deals with this problem in a more open fashion, it is important to remember that it is not 
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restricted to Indigenous people; it is alive and healthy, unfortunately, in the broader population. The problem is 
further compounded by the fact that in a lot of cases, the woman who is offended against does not have any 
power over the accommodation because the house is leased by the company to the employee and that is often the 
bloke—the perpetrator. It costs about $250 000—at least it did a few years ago and I dare say rents are higher 
now—in recurrent funding to staff a women’s refuge, and I have not seen that money allocated in these bills or 
in the main budget.  

As I said, I accept that there are difficulties and budget priorities in these bills, but if we are to have the Pilbara 
Cities concept, what is the government’s plan for services for people who suffer from domestic violence or who 
need protective services for children? Of course, that applies to the courts and the police, but I do not see any 
recurrent forecast that meets that need; it is more to cover escalation of rising costs or to deal with policies that 
have resulted in a modest increase in services in particular areas. If the government is keen on and committed to 
the Pilbara Cities concept, my expectation is that there will be planning for that. Therefore, we should start to see 
fairly significant increases in those resources in the out years of the budget. Surely if we are planning a city of 
50 000 to 60 000 people, simple statistics show that we will need to increase those services because they 
currently will not meet those requirements. All the things that go into building a city need to be addressed and 
planned for, and that is what we need to hear about rather than constant rhetoric and the occasional media 
statement such as, “We need to bring in the army.” 

Another issue that has not been allocated for in the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 2009–10 
(Supplementary) Bill 2010 is how we will effectively deal with power supply. It seems to me that we are already 
at the stage in the development of the north west—certainly on this side of the house we have made up our 
minds—that we must seriously consider an integrated power system. If we are talking about a population of 
about 50 000 to 60 000 people in the city of Geraldton and northern Geraldton, what will we do about power 
supply? As we know, power in the north west is a by-product of the resource sector; Rio Tinto supplies power to 
Karratha and Dampier—members can see the power station at Dampier—and a subcontractor to BHP Billiton 
supplies power to Newman, and so it goes on from town to town in the Pilbara. It definitely lends itself to an 
integrated power system. There are all sorts of efficiencies in that; if one town’s power supply goes down for 
whatever reason, it can be made up for in an integrated system because there is built-in capacity to take up the 
slack. As I said, we have not seen that forward planning for Pilbara Cities. Again, the government needs to tell 
the people of Western Australia and explain to their representatives in Parliament the time frame for Pilbara 
Cities. There is nothing allocated for that in these appropriation bills. Although I have not had time to go through 
the statements, the breakdown, in detail, in general terms I have not seen the plan behind the rhetoric. 

I better be careful here. We have heard about the Anketell development. I will just make a general comment 
because the minister is right; he is not in a position to answer questions. The Anketell development is a major 
initiative. It will be another major port and is essential if we are to de-bottleneck the resource sector in that area 
and deal with the supply of resources and the rapid expansion to meet that demand. What sort of town will it be? 
It will have an industrial area and that sort of layout. How much will be common infrastructure; that is, what is 
the commonwealth putting in, but more importantly, how much will be paid for by the people of Western 
Australia? What is the project time frame and where is the allocation in the budget? With the way everything has 
been moving so rapidly in the resource sector, those sorts of concerns, strangely enough, can come from behind 
and hit us in the back of the head because we have been used to slow development. Until about 10 years ago we 
were used to having one more project here and another project there. What we see now is project after project 
rapidly developing over the top of each other. Therefore, I have an expectation that there would be some 
development costs—namely, the identification of project costs and recurrent costs for the sort of planning that 
we need. The Minister for Planning the other day announced a localised planning scheme in Carnarvon, but we 
have not heard how it will be funded and worked out in detail. Again, these things get to the stage that they 
become cases of “show us the money”. 

I am very interested in how the development commissions will work. I know Hon Wendy Duncan has been 
doing some work on assessing how they will go in the future. One issue that we always see is an escalation in the 
rents for staff housing. Accommodation is an important factor in the attraction and retention of people working 
in the development commissions, and I have not seen an allocation for that. We can deal with it in two ways: we 
either put in capital expenditure or raise recurrent expenditure to cover that escalation in rents. I suggest it will 
probably need a capital injection because it is very hard to get any accommodation in Port Hedland or Karratha, 
in particular, or Newman for that matter, either from a commercial property perspective or in a domestic living 
arrangement because demand is so high and rentals are very prohibitive.  

I had an expectation after the Gascoyne floods that something in the bill that we are dealing with today would 
deal with flood mitigation. In both categories—recurrent and capital—the timing of the floods in the Gascoyne 
has been a disaster. It is never a good time but it was a disaster in particular for the agricultural businesses in 
Carnarvon. It is also not so good up in Kununurra. There have been longstanding issues with flood mitigation, 
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particularly in the Weaber Plain area, such that I have not seen what I think is sufficient money in the budget, 
and certainly not now within this appropriation. The minister is right in saying that I have to ask those questions 
of the particular minister but it is a good time to raise those important issues when we are dealing with this bill.  

Industry development is another part of the Pilbara Cities concept. In diversifying that economy, we have heard 
talk about trying to attract the military. We have heard about capacity building with regard to industry and what 
we can do to develop that capacity many times in this house. One of the innovative things that the Queensland 
government did in state development was attract and employ people called industry interpreters. These people 
were highly qualified at the big business CEO level. They were paid salaries commensurate with what they 
would get in the private sector. They have a twofold job. One is to identify business opportunities worldwide that 
can be attracted to the state and the other one is to build the capacity of the public service to deal with that level 
of financial business. The best example of how effective that can be is what we saw in Queensland with a large 
section of Boeing being moved into the Brisbane surrounds. A business plan needs to be developed for Pilbara 
Cities. There is no point attracting 50 000 or 60 000 or more people if we just rely on the resource sector. Whilst 
20, 30 or 40 years seems like a long time to us because none of us will be in this place in 50 years’ time, unless 
the retirement age goes very, very high, we will see all that investment go down the drain because people will 
move to where the jobs are.  

There is plenty of energy in the north west, not so much water but it can be dealt with provided we invest 
strategically in that. As the mining sector declines, water usage will decline and more water will be available. 
There are opportunities that need government support to attract them and develop them in the regions. It would 
be good to see that laid out in a plan for the future of the north west. We have had a lot of conversation and 
dialogue in this place about business capacity on the Kwinana strip, whilst ignoring the Goldfields, the Pilbara, 
the Kimberley, the Gascoyne and Esperance. Esperance is another area that begs development of high-tech what 
I call “inside industry”. The state has a fair whack of raw resource, a lot of it unexploited from the electronics 
perspective, and we have a good functional port. Esperance seems to me to be a good place to look at a business 
case for attracting and developing that type of business whereas in the north west I see the opportunity to build 
and develop businesses initially associated with the resource sector—that is, parts manufacturing for 
components, particularly electrical components, rewiring and reworking, electrical components and componentry 
in gas turbines, although Perth might be better placed for that. There is certainly no impediment other than the 
supply train, which could be addressed with strategic government investment to attract those sorts of businesses 
that will survive beyond the resources boom in Western Australia. 

I suppose the same could be said with regards to capacity building in Kununurra and the Ord scheme. Both sides 
of this house have worked diligently to develop the Ord and we are trying to look for competitive products. I 
understand that at the moment the only competitive agricultural product up there with any sort of real feature on 
current economies is Bt cotton. One thing we have learned is that we have to avoid monocultures because when 
they go away, like sugar did, the local economy is left in tatters.  

One of the biggest impediments to growing a diversity of food in the north such as melons, citrus fruit, stone 
fruit and the like, apart from insects—I have eaten melon, star fruit and all sorts of things from up there—is the 
length of the supply chain and getting those products to the eastern states or Asia. There has to be a strategic plan 
and pathway to how we can address those issues. When there was a lot of discussion some time ago about the 
Murray–Darling basin collapsing under the strain of a lack of water, it was said to me that that would be the only 
way the sums would add up to develop the Ord River into the food bowl that some people like to talk up. The 
government needs to go beyond talking about expansion of the Ord River and tell us what the pathway is to 
develop that into a diverse economy otherwise we will do exactly what we did with the dam: we have built the 
dam in the hope that a viable business option will come, and we will then invest millions of dollars and raise the 
expectation of local people, particularly Indigenous people, that somehow there will be economic opportunity for 
them, only to see the same old things occur. It is very, very important that, from an agricultural perspective, the 
Ord River is developed into a broad economic base.  

The other thing I have not seen with the development of the north west in particular—I am focusing on that area 
because the government has talked about Pilbara Cities—is a social housing template or timetable on how we are 
going to provide affordable housing for people in the north of the state. It is a significant spend. It seems to me 
that in this place we talk about 20 new houses in Port Hedland for doctors—that decision was made by the local 
government—and 10 new houses for public housing in Derby and the like. We need to talk regionally. We will 
need 5 000 or 6 000 houses if we are talking about a city of between 50 000 and 60 000 people. We need those 
houses both for social housing and to accommodate the extra service delivery providers that will be needed. We 
need to deal with the backlog and the forecast.  

There is an opportunity to put together a joint tender with the resources sector by adding all their housing 
requirements to ours, and to allow the public to invest in that housing as well. We would then get huge 
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economies of scale, with contracts of 10 years and beyond for those tenders, which would mean that companies 
would be prepared to push down prices and also entertain full-time employment for the people who will be 
needed to build those houses. They will not do that unless they see strategic investment by the government of the 
day to deal with the housing issue. We should not deal with Karratha and Dampier as separate entities; we 
should deal with the whole of the north west.  

If we are talking about the Pilbara Cities model, what are we going to do with places like Tom Price, 
Paraburdoo, Newman and Pannawonica? Are we saying that we should withdraw services from those towns and 
encourage companies to move their people into a much broader and more diverse community? Should we make 
those smaller towns outposts? If people moved to a bigger centre, they would then have the opportunities and 
amenities that a city can bring. Or are we still going down the same model of a not-so-good first aid post or 
hospital in Paraburdoo and Tom Price and a not-quite-adequate one in Newman? We need to talk to the 
community about the plans. I can talk about them, but I am not in government; the government needs to talk 
about them. The government needs to show that it is planning that way so that these things do not simply appear 
in the budget.  

The last thing I will talk about is the response to emergencies, part of which is the provision of temporary 
housing. Warmun and the Fitzroy Valley are areas that flood extensively. Major flooding occurs in the Fitzroy 
Valley every seven to 10 years. As I said earlier in my speech, people are moved out of the community to get 
away from that water, but we do not actually have a coordinated response plan for that. It seems to me that it is 
high time that, from an emergency response perspective, we had rapidly deployable housing or temporary 
shelters for the people who are displaced from these areas, along with all the support services and reverse-
osmosis units for water or some other water supply. There could be emergency bores in the high country that 
would be used only when it is wet. We need to be able to supply support services to those regions. One of the 
shortfalls I see in the government’s response—I am not being critical of it—is that one of the constraints 
agencies have to deal with in responding to these matters is the capacity to get their people up there and to 
allocate sufficient resources to assist those people. What we see now in worldwide responses to emergencies is 
that units go into cities like Christchurch or countries like Japan and they are completely self-sufficient. There is 
enough evidence of those sorts of crises in WA to build in the capacity for our volunteers and emergency 
response service providers to move around the state without constraint. Money needs to be allocated to that.  

I make those few comments, and I have asked a few questions of the minister. I welcomed the opportunity to talk 
to the bills. I will listen to the debate with some interest, and particularly to what other regional members see as 
being the challenges in their seats. I will listen with some interest to the progression of the bills.  

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [3.47 pm]: For those members who may not understand what we 
are dealing with, we are completing the loop for the appropriations and expenditure for the 2009–10 financial 
year. We initially passed the 2009–10 budget towards the end of the 2008–09 financial year. Towards the end of 
the 2009–10 financial year we passed the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2010, because the government 
had exceeded the additional three per cent allocated under the Financial Management Act as an ongoing 
appropriation for the purposes of the Treasurer’s advance. We are now finally appropriating the money that was 
spent in the 2009–10 financial year that was not appropriated earlier. Those who follow the budget closely would 
understand that the bills we are dealing with today give only a final net figure of how much is due to be 
appropriated for each agency. The Minister for Finance last night provided to me, and this morning tabled, a 
more detailed explanation of the excesses and new items that go to making up these budget bills. I must say that 
it is a bit like a game of snakes and ladders; within each agency there will be items for which more than expected 
has been expended and other items for which less money has been spent, and this has been netted off. What we 
are going to appropriate with the passage of these bills is a final net figure. However, we need to look into that 
detail to understand the Barnett government’s priorities. I think it also highlights everything that is wrong with 
the Barnett government. Firstly, it demonstrates that we are living in a rich state and it highlights that we can do 
better. Think about it: money is coming into the coffers and we can make choices about where we spend that 
money. During an adjournment debate earlier this week, I demonstrated quite clearly that the revenue this 
government receives has climbed throughout its life. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Did you just? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I challenge the minister to come in here and demonstrate otherwise. The minister was 
not in the house, but off on urgent parliamentary business at the time I made my adjournment speech. It is 
unfortunate that that was the case, because I tabled some graphs and pointed out that when the minister 
responded to a question last week he focused on state taxation. I pointed out the many other elements that go 
towards the total of state revenue. Those other areas of state revenue, such as the doubling of the amount 
received by way of royalties, add up to a total revenue for Western Australia and this government in the billions 
of dollars over and above what was predicted in the midyear review. 
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Hon Simon O’Brien: I read the Hansard, and you challenged me to come back. I might do that. But that is not 
what we are debating now. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, that is right. This is not about revenue, but expenditure. It shows that the 
government is able to increase the expenditure and therefore the question is: in a rich state, can we do better? I 
would make the case that we can. During the Committee of the Whole stage, it will be interesting to look at the 
detail in this bill and what it demonstrates. People will ask: Why are we spending this money? Why is the 
Barnett government seeking to spend this money on these issues? Is this a sign that Colin Barnett is arrogant and 
out of touch? And I would have to say that it is. And people will also ask: why was this never included in the 
original budget? And some might ask about net savings. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, if she has not already looked at 
that, will find it fascinating. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I have seen mental health. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The health department is making savings on the WA suicide prevention strategy—
something I would have thought would be an absolute government priority, but it is not. 

What does this add up to? What does this highlight? It highlights that Premier Barnett has a very weak team of 
ministers behind him who are not able to get across their briefs, and who are not able to bring their ideas to the 
expenditure review committee, but instead wait until there is a crisis. Or, when they have the money and 
everybody says yes it is a priority, they cannot drive their departments to spend the money in an appropriate 
fashion. 

Hon Ed Dermer: Does that explain why they have so much to hide? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is exactly the case. 

It is fair to say that most people recognise that the Premier is a reasonably competent minister of the Crown. I 
would make the case that he is a fair, albeit mean and nasty, Premier. He is not without intelligence. He is 
surrounded by a weak team. He has one very clear weakness: he is too arrogant to recognise his weaknesses and 
the weaknesses of the team around him. That is the problem. That is what this bill highlights. It highlights the 
problems of the government in very many ways.  

These budget bills also recognise that if we compare what the Premier has said in the last 12-month period with 
what he is demonstrating in these budget bills, it can be seen that this government is led by a Premier who will 
say anything he needs to and who will come up with any excuse, but does nothing. Yesterday was a classic 
example of that. We have heard about the “Palace on the Hill” that the government wants to build across the road 
from Parliament House—the Premier’s palace. This Premier is going to build a compound for his ministers so he 
can very quickly pull them in from Dumas House. He does not want them in the same building, but he wants 
them close by so that when he needs to tell them what they need to do, his staff can ring them and tell them, 
“The Emperor is ready to see you now”. The ministers can walk down to the palace, through the compound, 
arrive at the palace gates and pass the security guard. If the security guard is worried that it is one of the 
troublesome ministers, he may quickly lock everyone into the safe room. They might do that for us. 

Hon Ed Dermer interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will leave Hon Ed Dermer to question that in his speech. 

What current example that highlights what is wrong with these bills did we see yesterday? We saw a Premier 
revealed. A couple of weeks ago when the Premier announced he was going to build the new “Palace on the 
Hill” he told us that it was going to cost $17 million. Then on top of that there is of course the compound for 
ministers at Dumas House. That adds up to somewhere not far off the $100 million mark for the whole gamut of 
buildings. But what did the Premier tell the people of Western Australia when he announced his palace? He said 
that it was going to cost $17 million. Yesterday, we found out that it will cost at least $25 million. He tried to get 
around it by saying that he had included a caveat about design questions. The reality is that the agencies knew 
what the figures were and the Premier chose not to tell the people what those figures were, and he thought that 
he would get away with it. That is the sort of Premier we have: he will say anything and think that he can get 
away with it. He actually thinks that he is an emperor, that he controls the media and that these things will not be 
brought to account. I think the Under Treasurer uttered one of the greatest lines I have ever heard when he made 
it clear to the members of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations that a ministerial press 
release is not a government decision. There may be a press release from a minister, but if it has not gone through 
cabinet processes and been formally recorded as a cabinet decision, it is not a government decision and therefore 
it is not included in the books for the state. That is the way this government operates, so when members see an 
announcement from this government about anything, they must check the facts and then check their wallets! 
Members know that if there is a chance for the Barnett government to put its hand into the public of Western 
Australia’s pockets and get some more money, it will be in there as quick as a flash. We only have to look at the 
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fees and charges it has raised across the state of Western Australia. I am not just talking about the 46 per cent 
increase in electricity and the increased water charges. It is everywhere. It is fees. It is charges. It is fines. This is 
a government that is happy to increase charges and fines. The government did not increase fines to achieve a 
better outcome for the state of Western Australia, but because it wanted to put its hands in our pockets and pick 
them for whatever money it can find. Colin Barnett is responsible for some of the most savage increases in the 
cost of living imposed by any government in Western Australia that I can remember. Under the last Labor 
government, the rate of fees and charges was kept below inflation for the full eight years of our term. What has 
the Barnett government done? It has consistently put them up. An ordinary working family in Western Australia 
is about $1 400 a year worse off than it was at the time of the last election. And it is going northwards. It is going 
up. There is no attempt by the Barnett government to protect Western Australia from these savage increases. It is 
not even saying that there is a part of the community that can afford to pay these increases, but that there are 
other parts, including the pensioners and the less well off amongst us, who cannot afford these increases, so it 
will charge those Western Australians who can afford it and protect those who cannot afford it from these savage 
increases. No, we do not see any of that from this government. It has chosen to focus on families. It has focused 
its savage increases on family bills and has removed government payments that assist families, such as the $200 
It Pays to Learn allowance. I and members on this side of the house say to the Barnett government: enough is 
enough. It has to stop it, not just because it will go blind, but because the people of Western Australia cannot 
afford it. The people of Western Australia cannot wait for the next election to get rid of this lot, because they are 
likely to be bankrupt by then. Many people in Western Australia are doing very well at the moment because of 
the boom, but another group is doing very badly at the moment. Members opposite can laugh, but that group is 
missing out on the benefits of the boom. The benefits are not being shared with them by the Barnett government. 
Those people are suffering. The Minister for Child Protection used to be in touch with the people. I suggest to 
her that she not follow the path of her Premier and become arrogant and out of touch. She needs to get out there 
and understand the pressures that families are now facing. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Did you just say that Hon Simon O’Brien would go blind? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I said that the government would go blind. I was talking about the whole government, 
minister. If it does not stop this incessant increasing of fees and charges for families, it will go blind. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: And that’s what I was laughing at. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am glad that the minister was not laughing at the concept that some people in society 
are doing it very tough at the moment. They are doing it very tough because of the fees and charges that the 
government of which she is a minister of the Crown —  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Your own members behind you are laughing their heads off because of the statement 
you made about Hon Simon O’Brien going blind! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I feel supremely confident in the support of my colleagues. I am not sure that members 
opposite should feel as confident in the support of their colleagues, and I will give members an example. I was 
going to raise it later, but I will do it now. My initial point was about a weak minister. One of the items that we 
will deal with is the Department of Education. This bill seeks to give the department an extra $67.6 million in 
funding because it blew its budget. It was unable to deliver on the three per cent efficiency dividend, it was 
unable to control its expenditure, and it blew its budget. 

An interesting thing happened to members of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. 
The Under Treasurer, rather than providing written answers to some supplementary questions that we had asked 
in January, asked to come before the committee to give a verbal response to those questions. I thought at the time 
that that was very odd. I know he is a busy man, and I do not want to take up his time unduly. I would have 
thought that providing a written response would have been quicker than preparing for and appearing at a hearing 
of the estimates and financial operations committee. During the questioning, it became very clear to me why he 
was there. I will put to the house my suggestion for why he was there. I think the Treasurer sent him there to give 
a message certainly to one of his cabinet colleagues and, by implication, to a couple of others who cannot control 
the expenditure of their agencies. The Treasurer could not publicly rebuke the Minister for Education; that would 
be unheard of. But he could send his Under Treasurer to appear before a committee and to put the Minister for 
Education and her agency on the barbecue spit and toast her. 

Hon Ed Dermer: It was subtle manipulation. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, there was nothing subtle about it at all, Hon Ed Dermer! It was very clear. The 
Under Treasurer appeared before the committee and made it very clear that the Minister for Education could not 
control her agency’s expenditure, that the agency was not able to control its expenditure, and that its expenditure 
was blowing out as a result of an increase in full-time equivalents that did not match an increase in student 
numbers. It was not because more students were going to public schools; it was because there was a blow-out in 
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FTEs within that agency. There were no two ways in my mind that that was the purpose of the Under Treasurer 
coming to the hearing. I am sure that he wanted to answer the rest of our questions, and the Under Treasurer did 
that with the usual aplomb with which he delivers answers: he gives a full and frank account of the state’s 
finances. I might be wrong, but I strongly suspect that he did not do that off his own back. He would have done 
that with the clearance of his Treasurer: “Get down there and give a very public rebuke to that agency and that 
minister because I can’t.” I suspect that the Treasurer probably got sick of trying to do it in the cabinet room and 
not getting any support. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: When was this? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It was a couple of weeks ago. The minister should have a look at the transcript; it is 
fascinating. I suspect that if I bothered to attack any other minister in the current government, someone in this 
house would be prepared to stand and defend them. But because it is Hon Liz Constable, there is mute silence on 
the other side of the house, because they know that she is one of the many weak ministers who underperform. 
Because she is not part of the team, they will not defend her. If we pick on one of the team members who is a 
weak minister, they will seek to — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Minister Constable enjoys the support of all her colleagues. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: A strong and belated defence of the Minister for Education! Well done, Minister for 
Finance! That is what I wanted to hear—that strong and powerful defence that we are used to hearing from him 
about his cabinet colleagues. 

Hon Ed Dermer: How many teams do you believe are competing inside the Barnett cabinet? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I suspect that the WAFL now has nine teams. That means that they probably have a bye 
every week in the cabinet room as they pick on which one they will go to next. 

Hon Ed Dermer: A short respite. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, a bit of respite. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Don’t listen to Ed’s interjections. You become juvenile when you do that. If you’ve got a 
message, get on with it. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What was that interjection about a juvenile, minister? I did not quite understand that. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You’re the one talking about people going blind and what have you. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: In a state such as Western Australia, we should ensure that every Western Australian 
benefits from the boom. If a group in society is doing very well, we must set the levers of government to ensure 
that not only do they continue to prosper, but also we carry the rest of the community with us. If we have a 
community of haves and have-nots because Colin Barnett and his government are not delivering the benefits of 
the boom to all Western Australians, it will not be just about politics; it will be about the very fabric of the 
society in which we operate. That will be the problem that we will see. I missed the very early part of Hon Jon 
Ford’s comments, but I suspect that he would have talked about the need for more local content. 

Hon Jon Ford: I did comment on that. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I had no doubt that he would have. Colin Barnett is sending Western Australian jobs 
offshore. He is the first Premier in living memory to sign a state agreement that gives preference to overseas 
jobs, not local Western Australian jobs. Again, as I said earlier, enough is enough. The other thing that we on 
this side of the house say is that there should be Western Australian jobs from Western Australian resources. 
That is what this government has to do. Is there any sign in this bill of a government that is committed to looking 
after that part of the economy? We now have in this house the Minister for Finance and Minister for Commerce. 
He is the minister for the slow lane in the two-speed economy of Western Australia. 

Hon Ed Dermer: Commerce is the slow lane. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Commerce is the slow lane. It is about how we help the businesses that are suffering in 
Western Australia because they are caught in the slow lane while the fast lane is zooming past them. The 
minister who is responsible for the slow lane in the two-speed economy has an obligation to ensure that those 
other parts of the economy get the benefits and that Western Australian jobs are not sent offshore. As I said, we 
can go through this further during the committee stage, but the government would say that this surplus level is a 
good sign because it means it is putting more money into health and education. I think everyone in this place 
would say that in a rich state such as ours, our hospitals and schools should be fully funded and first class in the 
services they deliver. However, when we drill down into the matter, we see money going into those areas, but is 
it about assisting to deliver that first-class service and making sure education is fully funded? Or is it about 
propping up the inability of the Minister for Education to deliver on what is required of her in getting the funding 
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and focusing on the areas where it is needed to deliver those services? The same applies to the Minister for 
Health.  

This bill deals with the top-up money of $210 million that went into the WA health hospital fund for the activity 
that is listed in the document provided by the minister this morning as activity and cost growth. We know that is 
the money that was allocated at the start of 2009–10 to make up for the blow-out in 2008–09, which was not 
dealt with properly by the cabinet of the day. The Department of Health had basically run down its capital and 
cash reserves. The department went to the government and said it was not fully funded and did not have enough 
money to continue to provide the services it needed to deliver a first-class hospital service. The minister said, 
“Let’s trundle on down to the ERC and see how we go.” They arrived at the Expenditure Review Committee 
and, instead of dealing with the issue, the ERC said, “No, we will not give you any more money. You will just 
have to manage.” The minister went back to the agency. The agency sat down with the minister and said to the 
minister, “These are the options that we have. We can stop providing services; we can shut up shop, put people 
off on leave and tell everyone that basically the hospitals of WA are going to close down. We will have to shut 
up shop for a couple of weeks before the end of the financial year because we have run out of money. We have 
one other option, minister; we can go and raid the kitty, the piggy bank, that includes the trust money that has 
been put aside for the Princess Margaret Hospital for Children to buy equipment for the kids. Money is sitting at 
the bank that is not for the purposes for which we use it. In fact, we cannot even tell, because we do not have the 
controls in place, what money we are dipping our hands into when we reach into the big jar that is the piggy 
bank and take out the money that we need.” The department said that to the minister and the minister said, 
“That’s okay.” The Auditor General came down and made it very clear to this Parliament what had gone on in 
the Department of Health.  

Interestingly, when the Under Treasurer came before the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations he reminded us that the agency had exceeded its approved expenditure. What an extraordinary 
situation we face when an agency exceeds its approved expenditure and the minister knows about it and 
approves it, yet he still sits in the cabinet today. That is another example of a weak minister in a weak 
government. The government cannot get rid of the Minister for Health because there is no-one sitting on the back 
benches who could step up and do it any better. It is not just the cabinet; there is no-one on the back benches. 
The government took its last first reserve off the back bench and brought Hon Helen Morton on to the front 
bench; the last player who can get out there and still kick a football! Hon Helen Morton is now on the front 
bench, but there is nothing left.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Five of yours were sacked one after the other—bang, bang, bang! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Members on the other side can live in the past and that is fine. Government members 
can take the approach of their Premier and take an arrogant approach and lose touch with what is going on. In 
many ways I hope members do, but I hope that in the process of doing that, ordinary working families in 
Western Australia do not suffer too much before they have a chance to get rid of the current government. We 
now know that the current government will be the longest-serving government in Western Australia’s history 
because it is taking the longest possible term it could have taken.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to temporary orders. 

[Continued on page 2052].  
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