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APPROPRIATION (CAPITAL 2015–16) BILL 2015 
Third Reading 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Treasurer) [3.15 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [3.15 pm]: I rise to make a contribution to the Appropriation (Capital 2015–
16) Bill 2015. We are finally dealing with the final part of the budget, which seems to have taken a long time 
with the delay of the budget, which pushed us out past the two-week parliamentary recess. I want to return to 
where I commenced my analysis of the budget, and that was to tip my hat, if you like, to the wonderful article by 
Jonathan Barrett on 15 May 2015, in which he stated in the opening paragraphs — 

If Mr Topsy-Turvy got elected to government he’d rack up big debts during good times and pull back 
on economy-stimulating investment during bad times. 

He’d hold on to a state-owned iron ore export facility during the resources boom, and sell it after it is 
devalued in the bust. 

He’d have a sovereign wealth fund that earns less than the interest bills on his debt. He’d wear socks on 
his hands. 

This is Western Australia, post boom. 

I cannot beat Mr Barrett for a better way to sum up this budget. However, it is ultimately a reflection of the 
inevitable consequence of the past seven years of the member for Cottesloe chairing this government. It was all 
inevitable. The speeches given by all members on this side of the house and a couple on that side, particularly 
the member for Hillarys, warned that the loss of the AAA credit rating—now we are on negative watch—and 
debt and deficits were all inevitable. I think I said during my contribution to the budget speech that it is 
somewhat of a surprise when we make predictions in opposition and they come true. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: They didn’t for the Premier when he was in opposition. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: They did not for the Premier; that is right. Opposition members do not get access to anything 
or anyone, but anyone could see the trajectory we were on. I made the point that the narrative around the asset 
investment program has changed and that the purpose of that program has shifted. At times during the budget 
speeches of various Treasurers—we have had a few—they said that this was important for jobs. I had a look at 
the number of times that the term “jobs” was used in budget speeches by the Treasurers. In 2009, when we saw 
the teeth of the global financial crisis, my old colleague Troy Buswell used it 14 times. The member for 
Cottesloe said it twice in 2010. Christian Porter said it zero times in 2011 and said it three times in 2012. When 
Mr Buswell was back in the chair in 2013, he did not refer to it at all. The current Treasurer, the member for 
Riverton, did not refer to jobs at all in 2014, but bowled it up six times in this year’s budget speech. 

We can see what the Liberal Party polling is showing; that is, there is a concern that the government has not been 
thinking long term about the state. I had an exchange with the Minister for Planning, who said, “When you come 
down to Elizabeth Quay in 10 years’ time, it’ll be wonderful, and the next generation of Western Australians will 
enjoy it too.” Too right; they will be paying for it, so they should get down there and enjoy it! Hopefully, by then 
we might see the odd building going up. 

During an estimates process the opposition spends a lot of time on the capital spend—that is, the cost of projects. 
I referred before in my recurrent contribution to the member for West Swan looking like a lost dog or a dog at 
a sale as she wandered from estimates to estimates desperately trying to find out how much the stadium will cost, 
which is not an outrageous thing for the opposition to want to know. I would come in here at late hours of the 
night and there was the member for West Swan as Banquo’s ghost wandering around, “Can anyone tell me the 
cost?” She finally got it. The performance of the Minister for Sport and Recreation was just extraordinary. The 
Minister for Sport and Recreation was given three simple questions on notice and still she refused to engage on 
the cost. It was embarrassing. I would understand if the minister did not understand the cost, because Treasury 
did it. We put it to Treasury officers, but they did not know during estimates. Certainly, the Premier had no idea. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Even though he says he’s in charge. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: He had no idea! That is right—“I’m in charge”. Despite being given three questions with 
three hours’ notice, the Minister for Sport and Recreation came in with that performance, which just confirms the 
arrogance that I referred to that was on display from the Premier during estimates, because he saw the whole 
estimates as a tiresome process to be endured and was belligerent, contemptuous and petulant when a question 
was asked of him. That is not the way estimates should be run. I must admit that the member for West Swan 
tried to explain it to me a few times, but I cannot work out how much the stadium will cost. 
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An opposition member: Nor can the minister! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: And nor can the minister despite getting three hours’ notice. I think I understand—the 
member for West Swan will probably spend some time on this so I will not spend too much time on it, plus 
I have a few other things I want to say—that the Premier’s argument the other day is that we should not include 
the cost of capital in the cost of the stadium. I think that was his argument. No doubt the member for West Swan 
will clarify that for me when she gets to her feet. The Premier used the comparison of a person buying a house 
for $1 million and of borrowing money to buy that house. He said that the person would not say that the house 
cost $2.1 million, which is what the person would end up paying on the mortgage. But if the person bought the 
house for someone else and said to the other person, “I’ll buy it with you, but I’ll also cover your cost of the 
sale”, it should be factored in. This resistance, slipperiness, trickiness and refusal to acknowledge the cost of the 
stadium is just absurd. Say it—just say it! I saw this happen with the Treasurer when he introduced the Loan Bill 
2015 seeking borrowings of “ergh”. We are almost seeing the same thing again. Tell us the cost! The 
government loves the project; it promotes the project and every day somebody is out there with a shovel and 
a media statement. Tell us what the cost is. If the people of Western Australia make me Treasurer at the next 
election, the accounting for these sorts of projects will be much more transparent than the way this government 
has gone about this. 

Opposition members: Hear, hear! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Western Australians will know how much projects cost and they will know what the monthly 
payments will be. 

Mr P. Papalia: They will know what these guys signed us up to! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Exactly. Absolutely. They will know about every red cent. There will be changes, I assure 
members of that. 

Moving to another part of the capital spend, I refer to public transport. I like the member for Alfred Cove—I sat 
with him on the Public Accounts Committee—but I must admit that I have been horribly disappointed with his 
performance as the Minister for Transport. I wrote down what he said today because I was surprised about what 
he said, as was the Leader of the Opposition hence his question about evidence in the other place that the 
government has now dumped the public transport plan. I was surprised to read that in today’s 
The West Australian. The question was put to the Minister for Transport. He made the point—I wrote it down—
that it is a living document. I remember—the member for Alfred Cove was not in this place—when the former 
Minister for Transport, Troy Buswell, launched that now dumped public transport plan. I will make 
two references to it in two questions that were put. Interestingly, the questions were put to Mr Buswell as the 
Minister for Transport as dorothy dixer questions. The first dorothy dixer question was asked by Paul Miles, the 
member for Wanneroo, on 29 September 2011. It reads — 

The minister released the Liberal–National government’s public transport plan in July and I notice that 
the public comment period is closing soon. Can the minister please update the house on the response to 
the plan? 

This is what Troy Buswell, the then Minister for Transport, had to say. He continues — 
Back in July we released the plan “Public Transport for Perth in 2031 “. I think, as indeed do most 
commentators, that it is a thorough, well-thought-out, well-constructed plan for public transport in Perth 
for the next 20 years. 

He said this in 2011. It is not the next four years—the next 20 years. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Is it alive? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The member should wait; it gets better! He continues — 

The plan has gone out for public consultation and there has been a very positive and significant 
response to it, with over 600 submissions received thus far, and more to come over the next week and 
a half before the public consultation period closes. That says to me that there is a lot of interest in public 
transport and a lot of support for long-term planning. In this plan, member for Wanneroo, — 

Referring to the member who asked the dorothy dixer — 

the government is pushing ahead with three transformational projects: The extension of the railway line 
north to Yanchep; the introduction of the bus rapid transit corridor for Ellenbrook; and of course 
planning for the light rail network, which will run in the first instance to Mirrabooka with the terminus 
hopefully somewhere in the vicinity of Balga TAFE. This public transport document is a very 
impressive document. 
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That is what the former member for Vasse, Troy Buswell, said about his 20-year public transport plan—and it 
was a well-thought-out and well-constructed plan for public transport—an impressive document! I am not 
surprised to a certain extent that the member for Alfred Cove killed that document; it is no longer living because 
the three transformational projects—I am sorry the member for Butler is not here, because I know he would have 
made some comments about the extension to Yanchep—are dead, buried and cremated. I like Troy Buswell. 
I miss him in this place. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: So does the Liberal Party. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Liberal Party misses him more than I do. 
Several members interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: He is not funny and he is not clever.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order, members! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker. That was an outrageous interjection from members on 
my side of the house. 

I miss Troy Buswell in this place. Sometimes when I want someone to give me a kick, I want someone good to 
give me a kick and I have not had that for so long! That was something that Troy could do and, alas, we are left 
wanting Troy—who would have thought? 

Ms J.M. Freeman: He might have an airport named after him. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: He never got the airport. Of those three transformational projects, it is worth taking members 
back to one in particular, the Metro Area Express light rail. I like this one, because it was one that the 
government sold hard. I remember watching it eagerly on Channel Seven news. It was a big popular plan. I saw 
the Premier saying—I think it was on a Sunday night—“I will give some advice to the people who live in 
Mirrabooka; buy around here now, because property prices are going to increase because I’m sticking in a light 
rail.” Then I learnt it was fully funded and fully costed to be operating in 2018. I want to remind members that 
that transformational project was after the Premier became a property adviser and told us all to buy property 
around Mirrabooka TAFE. I again quote Mr Buswell about his “thorough, well-thought-out, well-constructed 
plan for public transport”—at the time he said it was a “very impressive” document. This is what he said almost 
exactly a year after he launched the public transport plan in this chamber. I will also quote what he said about 
Metro Area Express light rail on radio on 3 September 2012. Members may recall that at that time Mr Buswell 
was the Treasurer; Minister for Transport. According to my notes, the first question was, bang: “How are you 
going to pay for it?” Mr Buswell’s response was, “It will be paid for, I’m assuming or I imagine —” He was cut 
off by the journalist. Mr Buswell was asked, “How long will it take?” He replied, “12 to 18 months, I would 
imagine.” Member for Mirrabooka, are you riding MAX light rail at the moment? 

Ms J.M. Freeman: No. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: She is not! Mr Buswell said in 2012 it will be operating in 12 to 18 months. I do not 
understand. According to my notes, the question was put to Mr Buswell, “Where will the money come from?” 
He replied, “We’ll sit down with the commonwealth, I’d imagine.” He was asked, “What is it going to cost?” 
This was a year after the government released its “well-thought-out, well-constructed plan for public transport in 
Perth for the next 20 years”. This is what the Treasurer said it would cost, “I think it will be over $1 billion or at 
least $1 billion or more than $1 billion.” 

Mr W.J. Johnston: A very accurate costing! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: A very accurate costing. We know it is around $1 billion or more than $1 billion. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Then it was north. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Then it was north and became considerably north of $1 billion when it entered its fully 
funded, fully costed stage. 

I may mock, but public transport by the Barnett government has been an utter shambles. All the member for 
Cottesloe sees in public transport is a mechanism to gather votes. Once those votes are gathered, he moves on 
and hopes that in the intervening period he comes up with something else or another explanation or another 
promise to gather and harvest those votes again. Despite what Mr Buswell said in 2011, there has never been 
a well-thought-out, well-constructed plan for public transport. The government has now dropped like a hot 
potato those three transformational projects that were at the heart of its plan. They are gone; they are not being 
pursued. The one project it is pursuing is the one that the plan said was not needed until 2031. Is it any wonder 
that congestion is doing what congestion is doing in Perth? The member for Alfred Cove has the audacity to say 
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that the former Labor government doubled the rail network in the metropolitan area and that was all a joke! We 
cannot believe a single word spoken by the Liberal Party when it comes to public transport—not one word. Fully 
funded, fully costed, both MAX and the airport line operating by 2018, but within minutes of the state election it 
abandoned that promise. It now clings to the falling iron ore price to explain its failure. 

I know all members on this side will continue to highlight this point: if Western Australians want a coordinated 
public transport plan, they cannot believe a word that comes from the Liberal Party. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: The Premier in particular. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Premier has a different regard. It is not just the Premier; it is the whole mob that is 
willing. As I saw the member for Morley do, he put out DLs saying “MAX is on its way; it will be operating by 
2018” and uttered not a peep when it was abandoned. It is not just the member for Cottesloe as Premier; it is this 
Liberal Party. We are seeing it with Tony Abbott refusing to put any form of federal support into rail. The 
Liberal Party has form. It is like garlic to a vampire—it does not want to touch it! I do not understand why. 
Perhaps it is because it highlights for many Western Australians the problems that the Liberal Party has with the 
truth and delivery in respect of public transport. 

In his article I quoted a while ago, Mr Barrett made the point “pull back on economy-stimulating investment during 
bad times.” I do not need to go through all the statistics around what the gross state product growth and state final 
demand et cetera is expected to be. We know that story, but the decline is exactly what is happening. On page 164 
of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook there is a graph showing the raw numbers being spent on the asset investment 
program. Even they are in decline, as the Deputy Speaker can see. Of course, raw numbers mean little unless they 
are compared with something else. I made the point during my reply to the budget that the asset investment 
program, when measured as a percentage of a range of different things, has been in decline for quite some time. I 
will go through a couple again because it is important that we know what the capital spend is doing. 

I am holding up a graph. I could not compare it with anything beyond 2008 and 2009 because the asset 
investment program definition was changed and Keystart et cetera was taken out of it. I simply looked at the 
graph; but I can now, thanks to some information Treasury has since provided to me. I will refer to that in 
a minute. We can see that the asset investment program, as a percentage of GSP, has been in decline since 2010. 
It reached a peak of 4.02 per cent in 2010 and is declining reasonably rapidly this year to 2.54 per cent, down to 
1.95 per cent of GSP by 2019. Similarly, the asset investment program as a percentage of total public sector 
expenditure reached a peak in 2008–09 of 26.8 per cent. It has now declined to 12.9 per cent this financial year, 
on its way to 11.2 per cent by 2018–19. Similarly, with respect to the asset investment program as a percentage 
of total public sector net worth, it peaked in 2009–10 at 7.7 per cent and has been in decline and continues to 
stay in decline this year to 5.3 per cent on its way to 4.5 per cent in 2018–19. And on it goes. 

I was able to extract from Treasury the like-for-like comparison. I was interested to see what the capital works 
program/asset investment program had done since 2001. It is a small graph—I apologise, colleagues—but what 
can be seen in it is a rapid increase in the capital spend from 2002 in particular and peaking in 2010. This is 
a percentage of GSP. In 2002 the capital spend was 1.41 per cent of GSP. That rose fairly rapidly to 
3.32 per cent in 2010 and has been declining ever since. This financial year, 2015, it is 2.48 per cent, on its way 
to 1.95 per cent by 2019. It is in decline and has been in decline for quite some time. The government is heavily 
pushing the idea that it is all about job creation, despite the fact that jobs formed little part of the narrative for the 
seven years of this government. I think there is now a broader understanding of how we are funding this capital 
spend—an ever-increasing component of borrowing. That is why the opposition has pursued the cost of the 
stadium so vigorously. I do not think there is anything unusual about the opposition wanting to know the cost of 
a major project and how it is funded, whether it is by an entire amount of borrowing on the state side or whether 
it is by agreeing to pay for the borrowing from the private sector partner. They are both a cost that we need to be 
clear about regarding the burden on Western Australians. Western Australians get it: we have borrowed too 
much money and we are continuing to borrow too much money. The $20 billion cap set by the Premier was 
blown three years ago, and we are nowhere near it anymore—and an ever-increasing amount of that debt is being 
held in the general government sector. I have made the point and quoted at length, and will continue to quote, the 
views held by the member for Cottesloe when he sat on this side of the chamber. In the speech he gave when he 
first entered this place, which he describes with some pride as his first substantial speech in Parliament, he made 
this point on 28 August 1991 critiquing the then Labor government — 

... we need a change in policy in the way in which we operate our State Budget. We need to shift the 
financing of non-income generating assets away from debt finance into finance from current revenues. 
That is the socially responsible thing to do, it is the economically responsible thing to do, and for this 
generation it is a fair thing to do for the coming generation. 
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That was the point made by the member for Cottesloe until he moved that seven metres or whatever it is to the 
other side of the chamber. Then he decided that he had a good balance sheet and was going to spend, with no 
interest in the consequences of that spending—he never has. He will get up here and say that Troy Buswell 
retained our AAA credit rating, but when he lost the AAA credit rating he attacked the agency for taking away 
the credit rating. He said that they were all a bunch of kids at university doing all this work and what did they 
know about the financial management of the state’s finances. That was the position taken by the member for 
Cottesloe. It is extraordinary that a man could think that he has the right to take the best set of books in the 
state’s history and absorb all capacity for the next couple of governments well beyond after he has gone—the 
audacity. He sits in this chamber and says, “How dare you ask me questions about how I am spending that 
money.” That is what the member for Cottesloe is doing. 

The Leader of the Opposition outlined the state infrastructure strategy that he wants to implement in the event 
that he becomes Premier and we move into government, which I think this state desperately needs. Initially, 
I shared the position articulated by the Premier—“Oh, you know, flexibility”—but I think with what we have 
seen from this government, we now need to start to hold governments to account for the planning that they do, 
and a state infrastructure strategy will do that. I went through the comments made by the former Treasurer; 
Minister for Transport, Troy Buswell, lauding this long-term wonderful public transport plan with 
three transformational projects, which is now lying abandoned with not one of those projects on the 
government’s agenda.  

We need an infrastructure strategy to set out a skeleton of what Western Australia needs by way of its capital 
spend, to set out how it is going to be done, the time frame it needs to be done in and how it will be funded—
important questions that the member for Cottesloe has no interest in. As I said, particularly in respect of public 
transport, he has only ever seen it as an election campaign strategy to harvest votes. That is it. He has never seen 
it as a way to improve the way that people live their lives and puts into the Perth metropolitan area a coordinated 
system that allows for affordable housing and access to job centres. He has never seen public transport as that, 
and that is why he has abandoned every transformational project in the original public transport plan. We will 
not get any change from the Premier. I have watched him now for seven years and he is not going to change. We 
simply cannot believe the Liberal Party when it comes to public transport; that is the reality. Not one of those 
transformational projects is in place. 

I want to conclude by quoting the former member for Yokine, current member for Dawesville and resident of 
Dianella, Kim Hames. He put out a wonderful little letter to his constituents during the 2001 state election 
campaign that saw him defeated. The letter starts with a lovely quote — 

“We don’t inherit the earth from the last generation—we borrow it from the next one.” 
In the letter, he went on to talk about the shocking debt levels of $8 billion that the state government had entered 
into. The frontbench, except for the Minister for Planning—I like him and he knows that—is replete with this 
hypocrisy of an agenda that is never more than how they are going to get themselves elected, and then crab 
walking away from the commitments they have made. That is not the way to run a state. That is not the way to 
run a state budget. That is why we have debt and deficits at levels that, after one of the greatest periods of wealth 
creation, Western Australians should be shocked at. 
MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [3.45 pm]: I rise to make my contribution to the third reading debate on the 
Appropriation (Capital 2015–16) Bill 2015. As we know, the Western Australian Labor Party has criticised this 
government for a long time for its out-of-control spending and wrong priorities. In the last couple of weeks, 
I think we have seen it all crystallised before us and that the public are seeing it for themselves. In the same week 
that the government unveiled a statue at Elizabeth Quay, it is cutting funding for financial counsellors. It was 
very bad timing because it brought home to people the government’s wrong priorities. 
Mr J.H.D. Day: That certainly wasn’t arranged by the planning portfolio. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It was not organised by the planning portfolio. So yet again, the Premier’s office, in its 
desperation for some positive media, overruled the very experienced, very sensible, very strategic 
Minister for Planning. 
It is playing out in the community. The shadow cabinet visited the Armadale–Serpentine–Jarrahdale region on 
Monday. I represent the growing north east corridor, and it was brought home to me that the outer suburban 
areas of Perth have missed out on core infrastructure and core services—so much so that growth is not being 
kept up with in those housing developments with proper infrastructure and services. The government has 
neglected to deliver the infrastructure and services that our growing suburbs need; yet again, that is the 
government’s wrong priorities. 
I want to start with the Perth Stadium. As the member for Victoria Park outlined, I am desperate to understand 
the full cost of the stadium. I want to point out that currently we are not paying for Domain Stadium—we are not 
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paying for maintenance or any of it. That is the baseline; it is currently zero cost. The idea that the government 
cannot give us the full cost of the stadium is nothing more than a predetermined strategy so that this government 
does not have to utter the words “$1.6 billion” or “$1.7 billion”. It is a strategy determined from up high that no 
government minister, or the Premier, will ever unveil the full cost in their own language. We will make 
statements and the media will make the statements. The government will say that we are not comparing this and 
that. All we want to know is the financial cost and obligation on taxpayers for the stadium—that is all we want to 
know. I do not want to make comparisons; I just want to know the full cost of the stadium—that is all I have ever 
wanted to know. We asked the Premier and we asked the Treasurer, and then we asked the Department of Sport 
and Recreation that question. We got supplementary information back. I saw some information on Twitter that 
was sent to a journalist that was put in such a way that it would be impossible to find out the true cost of the 
stadium. The design, build, finance and maintain contract minus interest equals X; the DBFM plus maintenance 
equals Y; and the DBFM plus transport equals Z. It was set out to confuse.  
The key point is the obligation on taxpayers. Let me go through the information given by Treasury in 
supplementary information. Today we gave the Minister for Sport and Recreation an opportunity to respond. The 
opposition gave the minister notice. Members are aware that oppositions do not often give ministers notice. 
I always say that giving ministers notice is not something the opposition wants to do in this house, but we 
thought, because this minister has been unable to answer the question without notice, that we should give her the 
opportunity to come clean with three and a half hours’ notice. The three questions were: What is the total cost of 
the design, build, finance and maintain contract to WA taxpayers? What is the cost of the associated 
infrastructure that is not included in the DBFM contract? And what is the cost of the transport infrastructure? 
Basically, when we add up those three components, they are the total obligations on the state. The opposition 
gave notice, yet the minister deliberately came in here to withhold the full cost, because the government knows 
that if we added it all up it would be more than expenditure on the Fiona Stanley Hospital. The government does 
not want that headline. The memorandum has been issued: no-one talk about the full cost. That is because when 
we add it up, Perth Stadium is the most expensive infrastructure project bar the Forrestfield–Airport Link rail 
line. That is the reality of that project. 

What did the information from Treasury tell us, which I wanted the Minister for Sport and Recreation to 
confirm? I will go through it bit by bit and if the Treasurer thinks I am wrong, he can stand and say so. The 
DBFM contract is $1.212 billion in net present value terms; that is, it is not the nominal value. The nominal 
value will be hundreds of millions of dollars more. The actual value of the DBFM contract at the end of the  
25-year term will be a lot more than $1.212 billion. The member for Cannington says it will double 
$1.212 billion, and he is probably right. Members opposite are saying that this is like buying a house. I can 
assure members opposite that when someone buys a house, they sign a contract. When this government entered 
into this Westadium contract, it created an obligation on taxpayers. If I signed a contract for a house that 
included maintenance—someone painting my windows every week—I would need to recognise that up-front; it 
is an obligation on me. If I was paying interest, what would I do? I would budget for the interest payments each 
week. This government is not doing that. It is saying that we cannot really compare contracts—yes, we can! The 
government signed a contract that puts obligations on taxpayers. That is the issue. If it was not a DBFM contract 
and the government was able to make decisions each year about what level of maintenance it wanted or it was 
not having to borrow and finance that $1.212 billion, of course that would not be included in the budget papers, 
but the government signed a contract. When members opposite bring me the analogy of purchasing a house, 
I say, “Do you know what? If I sign a contract that has a maintenance component that I am locked into, of course 
I would have to recognise that.” If I borrowed money for that house, of course I have to recognise the interest 
payments and make sure that each week my budget is big enough to cover those interest payments. The 
government is not doing that. It is saying it has a $1.212 billion contract but it is going to recognise only 
$422 million of borrowings in the financial statements. That is what this government is doing, and that is why its 
figures are false. Let us face it: the cost of this contract in 2014 dollars is $1.212 billion. As I said, it is not as 
though it replaces a DBFM contract on the existing stadium. It is not doing that; it is a fresh contract. It is not 
replacing an existing contract, which would allow the government to sit there and argue about the level of 
maintenance and the level of interest. It is a completely different project; it is a brand-new project with brand-
new financials that the government needs to account for. 
The information from Treasury in the estimates hearings was that on top of the DBFM contract of $1.212 billion 
we have other costs—the sports precinct and the preconstruction work of $150 million. Members should 
remember that this was an issue that was very confusing during estimates. The figures jumped around the place. 
The Department of Sport and Recreation said that $150 million was part of the DBFM contract; Treasury said it 
was not—it was the other way around. It was only last week when the then acting Minister for Sport and 
Recreation stood in this place to correct the record to say that that $150 million is not part of the DBFM and is 
a separate cost on top of the $1.212 billion. Then there is the associated infrastructure of $336 million. Treasury 
has outlined this. I asked the Minister for Sport and Recreation to confirm this. Finally, when the minister, who 
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is going out in the community with nice graphics and taking the easy media opportunity, had to stand in this 
place and tell us what the total cost of this project is, she failed to do so. As I said, it is a deliberate strategy of 
this government to not disclose the full cost of the stadium. 
I refer to the payments. I have gone through this a hundred times. The capital borrowing is $422 million. This is 
shown as a liability in the VenuesWest financial statement. That $442 million is the capital contribution to the 
construction of the stadium. The reality is that that is going to be progressively paid by government over the 
years and is not going to be recovered through any anticipated revenue. That is a standalone amount that should 
be shown in the budget papers, and the liability should be reduced each year depending on the payments paid 
during that year. That is basic. The monthly service payment covers the financing, life cycle maintenance and 
other service costs. It is anticipated or assumed in the budget papers that that will be covered by hirer 
contributions and user contributions. It does not matter if that is assumed; it should be shown! The contract 
includes a monthly service payment from government from the beginning of 2018. That is not shown in the 
budget papers. This government has no idea whether those monthly service payments will be covered by 
revenue. It has no idea because it has no agreement with any users, let alone how much they will pay. The 
government still does not know if the users will be there. Of course, the monthly service payments should be 
shown in the budget papers. 

This is becoming an embarrassment for the government. Frankly, in question time it is normally the opposition 
that becomes a bit unruly and a bit frayed at the end of a six-month session, but today it was the government! 
Normally it is the opposition being called to order all the time, but today it was the government. Government 
members know there have been a few missteps; they can sense it. They try to bluff and bluster but they know 
that the community is getting very agitated, and these cuts to financial counsellors was the latest example of the 
wrong priorities of this government. Government members are starting to question the costs. I can see it in the 
fact that the Minister for Sport and Recreation cannot give the total cost of a project. I remember when the 
Labor government was building the Mandurah rail line, every time the budget changed by $15 million the 
minister would give a press conference and be hounded because of $15 million. I remember that we would have 
to explain to the nth degree every single change, yet this minister cannot come into this house and tell us the full 
cost of the stadium. I was not asking for comparisons today or for anything but an answer to three simple 
questions: can the minister confirm this, that and something else. That was it; it required a yes or no, yet the 
minister could not do it. It is an embarrassment to the state that the minister talks about radios and toilets, the 
size of the screens and the cup holders. The minister has this idea that only a DBFM contract will deliver cup 
holders in a seat. It is completely fanciful. The government is losing the plot. We saw the erratic performance of 
the Premier today, trying to make fun of the Leader of the Opposition. I mean, really! It was desperate gutter 
politics. Some are cheering him on, but others, I can tell, are starting to realise and wonder: what are they doing? 
The member for Forrestfield is the wannabe Troy Buswell, but he is not funny at all — 

Mr P. Papalia: And he’s not clever. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: And he is not clever. 

Mr P. Papalia: So what has he got in common? Nothing. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: He is not clever. That is all the government has. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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