
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 6 August 2019] 

 p4899f-4917a 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Diane Evers; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Martin Aldridge 

 [1] 

APPROPRIATION (RECURRENT 2019–20) BILL 2019 
APPROPRIATION (CAPITAL 2019–20) BILL 2019 

Cognate Debate 
Leave granted for the Appropriation (Recurrent 2019–20) Bill 2019 and the Appropriation (Capital 2019–20) Bill 2019 
to be considered cognately. 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 11 June. 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West) [2.15 pm]: I am sure it is with great joy that members return to the 
discussion of budget processing. Members will have missed the debate over the last couple of months, and I detect 
an overwhelming enthusiasm in the chamber, but I will try not to build on that excitement. I will limit myself to 
a few key topics that have been bubbling along since the release of the budget proper, because now is a good time 
to recap. Just so that honourable members are aware, these bills present the budget. Although members have 
discussed the budget processes, which is done when the budget papers are noted—the equivalent of a discussion 
in the Committee of the Whole House—the bills before the house allow the government to write out cheques to 
pay the bills. This debate is an important part of the legislative process. Although much of the in-depth debate that 
honourable members may have wished to engage in is already done, a few issues now deserve slightly closer 
examination. Some of those issues arose in the last couple of months—some as recently as in the last 24 hours or 
so—and I will come to those in more detail later. 
Let me start with a couple of basics matters that I began with in my short contribution to the consideration of the 
budget papers. The first is income. As stated during the discussion of the budget papers, income has been 
a remarkable success story for the McGowan government. The income the state government has received this 
financial year—in fact, this calendar year in particular—is significant and places this government in a position that, 
to be honest, it probably does not deserve to be in. It is somewhat of an unexpected bonus as it were—a Christmas 
bonus for the McGowan Labor government. Although we will need to examine closely what the Christmas 
hangover looks like afterwards, let us look at the Christmas bonus itself. As I said in my budget address, it 
effectively came from two areas. The first was the GST deal struck between the commonwealth and the state of 
Western Australia. Of course we took that deal, but I sought more information on exactly what that deal would 
look like. There will be hundreds of millions of dollars in additional revenue every financial year for the state of 
Western Australia—an estimated $4.7 billion or so over the next five years—and the majority of it, the first 
$800 million, will come almost immediately. That will be a very valuable additional source of revenue for 
Western Australia, worth, in my view, in the region of half a billion dollars a year, which, funnily enough, was the 
equivalent of the previous top-ups. The additional income will not change significantly, but the top-ups are tied 
and the redistribution of GST are untied funding pledges. I noted a very interesting debate, just prior to the federal 
election, when we discussed whom the state of Western Australia should thank for the extra largesse it received. 
Of course, it was none other than the federal Treasurer who did the work and who became the Prime Minister and 
who, I am pleased to say, is once again the Prime Minister with support, obviously, from his Minister for Finance. 
We can therefore thank Hon Scott Morrison and Hon Mathias Cormann for the additional revenues received by 
the state of Western Australia. I am sure all members are very grateful for that top-up. 
It intrigued me because, as members will realise, and as we continue on our path of economic literacy, we want to 
know all the details of these deals. In the budget estimates process, I questioned in the chamber why there was a need 
for a separate arrangement to be signed in February this year that was not part of the original GST arrangement. 
Towards the end of 2018, the legislation, which I think is called the Treasury Laws Amendment (Making Sure Every 
State and Territory Gets Their Fair Share of GST) Bill 2018 passed through the federal Parliament. That obviously 
gave a new GST structure—a new formula—so that instead of choosing the state with the highest economic 
credentials, the choice would be between New South Wales and Victoria. I saw some figures recently in which it 
appears that the economic development of Victoria may just exceed that of New South Wales, and that was 
interesting. I asked a question on that of the Treasurer through the Minister for Environment and the expectation 
was that New South Wales would lead the way. It is obviously the case that there could be a fair bit of shift and 
drift in this economic process. I think the important issue was not so much the agreement that went through with 
the act that set a new formula for 2022–23, which, of course, is four or five years down the track, but why a separate 
agreement had to be signed in February this year between the commonwealth and the state of Western Australia 
and, at approximately the same time, the commonwealth and the Northern Territory, for which a couple of special 
deals needed to be struck. I was a little intrigued by that; I wondered why that was occurring. It was not until the 
budget estimates process a couple of months ago that we finally got the answer; that is, those agreements dealt 
with the floor price that would apply in the GST arrangements between the current financial year and the financial 
year in which the new arrangement and a legislative floor price would be put into place. It never made any sense 
to me why the application of that floor price was delayed if that was the direction we wanted to go in. We finally 
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got the answer in the budget estimates, which was that the other states would not agree to an interim floor price in 
legislation that would underpin the floor price going forward, so it had to be done by a special agreement between 
the commonwealth and the state of Western Australia and the Northern Territory, obviously, at the expense of the 
commonwealth. Again, we are extremely thankful that that additional funding will come through. It is worth 
hundreds of millions of dollars over time. It is nice to see that the budget estimates process occasionally gets us 
a full, frank and honest answer, and that is a pleasing outcome. I am not sure it is universally the case, but it is 
obvious that it can be done. I was very pleased to have that information presented by Treasury representatives. 
That was extremely useful. Therefore, a significant increase in revenue will come from the GST arrangement. 
In my budget address, I referred to a second far larger additional revenue stream in the short term that needed to 
be looked at—that is, iron ore royalties. It often intrigues me that iron ore is an iconic product in the state of 
Western Australia. I have heard suggestions that the iron ore companies do not pay enough iron ore royalties. I do 
not think we have had an honest debate about that process because those companies are obviously paying 
significant royalties if the benefit to the state of Western Australia can be counted in the billions of dollars. The 
evidence has been starting to present itself during this financial year, particularly this calendar year. Members 
would have been keenly interested in and would be earnestly reading the midterm financial reports. At the end of 
each quarter, Treasury reports come out and various members pore over those as I do. I think they are incredibly 
interesting documents. A very interesting report came out, which was the Quarterly Financial Results Report for 
March 2019. That was a remarkably interesting report because for the first time we had a significant indication of 
exactly how much additional iron ore royalties were coming to the state of Western Australia. I ask this because it 
has a significant impact on the budget. Given we are all very interested in the topic of revenue, honourable members 
may remember a question I asked on Tuesday, 12 February. In response to a higher iron ore price as prices rose, 
effectively, after Christmas, I asked the Minister for Environment representing the Treasurer this question — 

In light of the globally significant and ongoing problems experienced by Vale, Brazil, in the production 
of its iron ore, which has resulted in a local price of $US90 a tonne for iron ore being realised, what would 
be the predicted impact on the state’s iron ore royalty income over the next four years should the average 
iron ore price remain at $US90 a tonne? 

The answer intrigues me — 
A scenario where the average price of iron ore remains at $90 a tonne has not been modelled, as this 
assumption is highly unrealistic. The current government has learnt from the mistakes of the previous 
government, and accordingly does not assume that temporary windfall gains will continue into the future. 

That was 12 February, the second month. We are now part way into the eighth month, so we are six months down 
the track. I am the first to acknowledge that the price of iron ore has dropped reasonably significantly—by about 
five per cent—over the last couple of days. It was sitting at $US120 a tonne and it has dropped to more like $US115 
a tonne. The position of the government and the Treasurer has been that a price of more than $US90 a tonne was 
unrealistic and therefore has not been modelled. I say to that: gobbledegook! That is one of those great words that 
I wish I could use in Parliament more often—gobbledegook! There is no doubt in my mind that the government is 
keeping a very close eye on the iron ore price to work out how much additional revenue it will have. In fact, we 
finally got to the point in the budget estimates process when I asked the Under Treasurer, “Who is getting the 
report, how are you calculating it, how much additional revenue is coming in, because I think it is significant?” 
The Under Treasurer advised that the iron ore price and the revenues attached to it are given on a monthly basis to 
the Expenditure Review Committee of cabinet. The ERC is being advised on a monthly basis how much additional 
funds are coming in. Cabinet members must be sitting there at the beginning of each ERC meeting once a month 
rubbing their hands together watching the cash flush through the system and land in the government coffers 
because it is a significant amount of money. Just before anyone questions how much the additional price is worth, 
even though the ERC has been given this confidential information on a month-by-month basis, it is absolutely the 
case that, on occasions, information slips out and we as parliamentarians and the public can have a little sneak 
peek at it. As I said, if members had read the quarterly financial results, which I am sure every member pored over 
with great enthusiasm, they would have read the part about the iron ore price and the iron ore royalties. There was 
a lovely line in that section. The state Quarterly Financial Results Report was released in May 2019. Royalties 
were $486 million above expectation for January, February and March. The quarterly financial statement was up 
to the end of the financial year, so it may be argued that that $486 million is not from the period of January, 
February and March 2019, but is from 1 July 2018 to the end of March 2019, and that would be right. Members 
should remember and consider that for the six months in the second half of 2018, before the second Vale Brazil 
dam collapse, the iron ore price was remarkably close to the budget prediction, which means that the additional 
$486 million must have come afterwards, which was pretty much after Christmas. This effectively means that the 
government has received close to $500 million of additional iron ore revenue. Additional iron ore royalties, 
primarily but not exclusively, are providing this growth of close to half a billion dollars, effectively for a quarter. 
That means that, if the iron ore price stays at this unbelievable figure, if we believe the government, of over $US90 
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a tonne—plenty of industry experts are suggesting that it will remain at over $US100 until the end of the year—
and if one quarter is going to give us close to half a billion dollars of additional revenue, the full calendar year of 
2019 is likely to bring in for the McGowan Labor government something in the order of $1.5 billion to $2 billion 
in unbudgeted and unplanned-for revenues. 
This is particularly important because, in my view, iron ore prices are unlikely to stay at that higher level once 
Vale Brazil gets back into full production. The additional price iron ore miners are receiving for their product is 
largely related to a three or four per cent deficit in overall iron ore production from a few mines, which has held 
the price at remarkably high levels. When those prices start to come back down, state revenues for iron ore royalties 
will go back to normal. They will not disappear. They will still be in the order of $5 billion, maybe $6 billion 
a year, because volumes coming out of Australia are still high. They will still be a significant revenue source. At 
$5 billion a year, iron ore royalties are effectively close to one-sixth of the overall revenue of the state of 
Western Australia. To be honest, I find suggestions that iron ore miners do not pay iron ore royalties, or that they 
pay only 50¢ a tonne iron ore royalties, to be both untrue and abhorrent. The reality is that they pay significant 
royalties to the state of Western Australia, and I for one am not jealous of the fact that they make a significant 
profit in doing so. That may be the difference between the right wing of politics and the left, but I am happy for 
them to make a profit, and share that profit with the state of Western Australia. This is incredibly important, 
because the state of Western Australia will go back, not to crisis levels of income, but normal levels of income, 
most likely sometime in 2020, perhaps in early 2020. 

What does that mean for members who are along our path of economic literacy? It means that, effectively, for 
a calendar year, or a calendar year and a bit, the state government of Western Australia receives a couple of billion 
dollars of windfall that will not be there in future years. The obvious question will be: what is the government 
going to do with this windfall? We asked that question during the budget debates, and there have been a few 
campaigns in the meantime to assist the government to work out the best way forward in spending this one-off 
windfall in royalty income. For the first time, we have numbers from the Quarterly Financial Results Report to 
give us a really solid indication of how big this windfall is likely to be. If it is half a billion dollars in a quarter and 
the price stays at over $US100 a tonne, there is likely to be $2 billion of additional revenue for the government to 
play with. I am sure that the government will find that a lot of fun, as it goes into the 2020 election year budget 
process. This is important for members of the opposition and the crossbench, because this is not expenditure that 
the government will leave available for anyone to commit for outcomes after the 2020 budget; I can guarantee 
that. There is every likelihood that the $2 billion bonanza—the $2 billion iron ore lottery win—that the government 
gets will be attributed somewhere in the 2020 budget. If the opposition or any crossbench parties decide that they 
will make a commitment, they cannot use the revenue that the additional iron ore royalties have raised, because 
that funding will revert back to normal, and the windfall will be swiftly and deftly put into the pockets of the 
Treasurer and the Premier of this state. 

That is a massive political advantage for the Labor Party and the McGowan government in Western Australia, and 
it is incumbent on this chamber—the house of review—to make sure that we monitor that process. The state of 
Western Australia cannot afford a $2 billion Local Projects, Local Jobs fiasco. The state of Western Australia 
cannot afford the kind of political point buying that has occurred in the past. This expenditure should be debated, 
not at the 2020 budget or the 2021 election. The windfall $2 billion floating around in the pockets of the Premier 
and the Treasurer needs to be debated now, because it is coming in now. It has been coming in for the first seven 
months of this year. There is already $1 billion sitting in government coffers, collected and unaccounted for, based 
on the report passed in once a month to the Expenditure Review Committee. 

Apologies for the voice, Madam President; it is a bit croaky today. 

Hon Sue Ellery: It’s a bit sexy! 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, I have got the sexy voice on; I am doing my very best. 

The PRESIDENT: It is day one, members. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We will not put that to a division, Madam President. 

This house needs to debate and discuss, and have a very close look at how the government intends to spend that 
likely $2 billion, if the iron ore price stays at current levels. I think the Treasurer should revisit his answer to the 
question asked on 12 February this year. I may just ask him again, at some point. That is not the only time I have 
asked him the same question. On 13 June I referred to the original question of 12 February—four months later, 
when the price was $US102.76 a tonne—and asked him whether $US102.76 a tonne was an accurate assessment, 
because he said it was not going to stay over $US90 for any significant period. 

A member interjected. 
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Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, $US106 a tonne. The price it was using was $US106 a tonne, not $US102. It is 
now $10 more expensive than that. On 13 June, the Treasurer was still trying to suggest that there is nothing to see 
here and that we should not look at his bulging pockets. He has wads of cash in the bottom of his jacket pockets; 
he is holding it down and there is nothing to see here. The Treasurer has a massive amount of money in his pockets 
that he is sitting on. What might the government spend that money on, Madam President, because it is a worthy 
debate? I have a suggestion. I would not be surprised if, for example, we see an extension of the threshold for 
payroll tax in the 2020–21 budget. That would be a worthy use of the $2 billion of additional revenue that this 
government has received. I know some members will probably question, and they should always question, this 
process, but it would be worthy because if we make the assumption that the significant fiscal cost to government 
and to revenue of a tax measure is primarily felt in its early stages—that is, if the government gives additional 
tax back to people or businesses in whatever form it decides to do that—then the initial years are the expensive 
years and the government suffers an immediate hit in revenues. Members may more or less agree with what is 
commonly known as the trickle-down effect or principle. The theory is that as more money is available in the 
system, more of that money will be used to stimulate additional economic activity. I have always found that there 
is a bit of a trend that those on the left are less in favour of, or less supportive of, or less likely to recognise, shall 
we say, the trickle-down effect and that those on the right wing of politics probably have a more favourable view 
of its effects. 

Hon Diane Evers: It doesn’t work. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: No. I accept the interjection from Hon Diane Evers. Like everything, the truth is 
always a bit in the middle. There are some effects, not perhaps as much as some of the ideologues on the right 
would think, but certainly those on the left who have an ideological opposition to giving people their money back 
would deny those effects outright. We have seen a very good example of that process in action today, when we 
have swung to the left and to the right, and that is not a bad thing in a political debate. I think politics should reflect 
all of the community, and that is a pretty good outcome. But without doubt, if one is going to make the assumption 
that reduced taxes — 

Hon Diane Evers: It depends what you reduce them for. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Well, to some degree. But it is certainly the case, in my view, that payroll tax, being 
a tax on employment, has the greatest capacity to provide a tickle-down effect—a “tickle-down effect” is a bit 
different, Madam President! I meant a trickle-down effect. Payroll tax, as a tax on employment, surely is the 
greatest opportunity to do that. I suspect that we might see the Treasurer in his 2020 budget talking about extending 
the $850 000 threshold for the introduction of payroll tax to something a bit higher. He could be quite conservative 
and go to $1 million or he might be brave and go to anything up to $1.5 million. The time to do that is when the 
government has cash in the bank, because it will give it an immediate hit. If the Treasurer goes to only $1 million, 
it will not be a big immediate hit. Certainly, if he goes further, it will be an immediate hit. If the Treasurer does 
look at that—which I suspect he might—it would be a good political move. 

If the Treasurer does look at payroll tax, the time to do so would be the election budget of 2020. It would be useful 
for this chamber to discuss the Treasurer’s intentions in the lead-up to that budget, because we cannot allow this 
government to suddenly say in a grandiose gesture that because of its good budget management, it will change the 
payroll tax thresholds, because that is not what it will be about. The rhetoric coming out of the government will be 
that it is such a good financial manager, it will increase the threshold for payroll tax. I can guarantee members that 
the Treasurer will not come out and say that it is because the government had a windfall of revenue, particularly 
from iron ore royalties, over a year and a bit and with a couple of extra billion dollars in the coffers, the government 
has the capacity to act. He will say that it is because the government is a good manager, not because a dam burst 
overseas. That is the simple truth that we will have to face. It might be that that $2 billion will be spent on 
something else; it will, of course, be an election year. I can imagine that all sorts of election commitments will be 
thrown on this. Obviously, there is a valid argument to say that rural electorates in particular might pick up some of 
this largesse. Hon Ken Baston’s electorate provides a fair bit of the iron ore. People in the Minister for Environment’s 
electorate will no doubt have their hands out thinking that some of this additional $2 billion would make some 
pretty good improvements to their electorate, and that is very true. 

Thus far, we have not been able to have an honest debate about how much additional revenue is coming in. We 
have some pretty good estimates in the quarterly financial statements, and another one will be out soon for the 
June quarter. I suspect that will tell us something similar in that additional iron ore royalties will be coming in. We 
all know roughly the size of the additional pie that the government has to play with in this election year process. 
Surely it is time for an honest debate about what a couple of billion dollars looks like to the budget process in 
Western Australia. I would hate to think that sometime around 10 May 2020 we will take at face value a media 
release from the Treasurer that says, “Because of the great financial management and fiscal restraint of the 
McGowan government, we are giving payroll tax relief to small businesses.” I could write that press release for 
members now. I think that is where we are going to go, but let us be a bit honest about where the money for that 
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has come from and who is paying for it, and let us have a frank debate about whether that will be the best 
expenditure. I am happy to do that. But it cannot be the case that the Treasurer says that there is nothing to see 
here and that his deep pockets of cash are not really jingling thanks to a massive increase in iron ore royalties. 

That situation has changed since the budget debate, and I wonder how long this mini boom in the price of iron ore 
will last. I think most analysts who are looking at this situation are saying that they expect Vale to come back on 
track towards the end of this year or certainly in the first half of next year. If it takes until the end of this year, that 
is a full 12 months of additional boom. 

I will move on to the other sleight of hand perpetrated by the Treasurer and the McGowan government in relation 
to this budget. I call this particular sleight of hand the debt reduction account. Members will be aware that we have 
had a good conversation about the debt reduction account, what it looks like and what it stands for. The debt 
reduction account was created by this government. Additional revenue was going to be put into it. In the first few 
years, despite everybody’s best optimism, not much went into the debt recovery account. A little bit of money 
came in from government insurance and a couple of one-off stamp duty windfalls, which were promised in the 
first year but which did not eventuate and have been promised again. Very modest amounts of money went into 
the debt reduction account. It has been interesting to see how little money has gone into it. This is obviously the 
government’s plan. I think it said it would pay the debt off like a household debt—put $1 000 a month into an 
account and let that pay it off. 

The good thing is that in this financial year’s budget, thanks to the GST windfalls delivered by Hon Scott Morrison 
and Hon Mathias Cormann, the government has additional funds to put into the debt reduction account. It has told us 
a little about it. It has said that the debt reduction account will get $5.1 billion over the next four years—a billion and 
a quarter dollars a year! According to the government, almost all of it will come from the state’s GST top-up 
payments. Thank you, Prime Minister—very nice. Thank you very much. I have a bit of room left in this one pocket 
at the back! You can slip an extra billion and a quarter in each year—very nice! It is the last bit of room I have 
left. That is not bad. The government has $5 billion. Members may think that it will be delivered to pay off debt. 
Is that not what a debt reduction account does? Does it not pay off debt? That is what I thought. I am obviously 
not as across this as I should be, because I had to ask during budget estimates precisely how this process was going 
to work. The answer I got during the great process of budget estimates was that of the $5.1 billion, $1.4 billion 
will go to pay off debt. I can do a simple calculation; that is 27 per cent. Of the debt reduction account of 
$5.1 billion, 27 per cent will go to paying off debt. What on earth will the other billions of dollars be spent on? 
Apparently that money will not go to pay off debt. It was quite interesting to hear during budget estimates that the 
remaining $3.7 billion is apparently there to stop the state having to borrow more money to spend on infrastructure 
and services, particularly infrastructure. What on earth does that mean? It means that the $3.7 billion in the debt 
reduction fund will not go to debt reduction; it will just be spent on infrastructure—on things! It will not go to 
reduce debt. The argument of the government and the Treasurer is that we will have to borrow for that expenditure. 
Therefore, we can put this money in the debt reduction account and call it debt reduction because it is additional 
borrowings that the state will not need to make. Again, it is sleight of hand and gobbledygook. This is $3.7 billion 
of additional spending by this McGowan Labor government that has been hidden by sleight of hand in the debt 
reduction account. In this case, the account is just used to transfer the money through. It is not a debt reduction 
account that will reduce debt. It is apparently a debt reduction account that will allow the government to say that 
it is putting big numbers into debt reduction, but it is, in fact, spending the money on things it wants to spend it 
on. I wonder how many of those things might be election commitments. I wonder what else the government might 
like to spend about $3.7 billion on. It will be expenditure. It will not go to pay off debt. The $3.7 billion out of the 
$5.1 billion sitting in the debt reduction account thanks to Scott Morrison and Mathias Cormann will go on 
expenditure. It will not be for debt reduction. I do not understand how the government can get away with that 
sleight of hand. I think the Legislative Council in particular needs to have a significant look at that process and 
hold the government and the Treasurer to account. In my view, a debt reduction account should be for debt 
reduction. Maybe that is too simple. The government should let its yes be yes and its no be no. I would have 
thought that debt reduction would be a singularly simple thing to talk about, but apparently not. I am very pleased 
that the budget estimates process was able to elicit that response—that the debt reduction account is not about debt 
reduction. Only 27 per cent—a quarter of the debt reduction account—is for debt reduction. The rest of it is for 
Labor Party government expenditure. In my opinion, this is a very shady way to do business. 

I have identified a couple of significant issues that were part of the budget process and were a centre point of my 
budget reply speech. I would be happy to do a precis of all the other bits of my budget reply speech because I know 
that the minister enjoys hearing them, but I want to move on to a final topic of interest. I note with some interest 
that the government made an announcement at four o’clock yesterday afternoon in the town of Collie that it would 
begin the staged process of closing down the Muja power station. I think that four o’clock in the afternoon is an 
interesting time in the media cycle to announce that, because it normally suggests that the government does not 
want anyone to cover it. I suggest that four o’clock in the afternoon the day before the government introduces 
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state-endorsed suicide legislation, with all the media attention that will go to that process, is a very strong 
indication that it hopes for not too much scrutiny of its announcement that it will start the staged closure process 
of Muja power station. I know that Muja power station is a strong interest of yours, Deputy President. I have spoken 
about it in this chamber for some time. I started this process in September 2017, so it has been nearly two years. 
On 12 September 2017, I made these comments — 

Muja C and D, which are the plants I want to refer to at the moment, have units five, six, seven and eight. 
Put Muja A and B to one side. Both the previous government and the current government had a plan to 
close down those units, and that will happen about this time next year. I have been on the public record 
as saying that I agree with that … Muja C and D—units five, six, seven and eight—are the big units in 
that power station, with a bit over a couple of hundred megawatts each. They are coming to the end of 
their useful life too. I know that significant money is being spent on their upgrading. The truth is that 
significant money has to be spent on their upgrading because they are getting fairly old and tired. There 
comes a point when we cannot do too much more. In the end, when it is held together by baling twine 
and number 8 fencing wire, some new process will have to be put in place. 

That was two years ago and I stand by the comment that unit 5 in particular is probably held together by some 
sticky tape, some baling twine and some number 8 fencing wire. It is an old unit. Something has happened in the 
meantime that has made it even worse. Like all the coal-fired power stations in Collie, the Muja power stations 
have been used, effectively, as peaking plants rather than baseload power plants. When the new Minister for 
Energy, Hon Bill Johnston, went to Collie to speak to the community in February this year—a meeting at which 
I was present—he informed the meeting that he had visited the four big units at Muja that day and that of those 
units, with a capacity of 200 megawatts each, two were closed down and two were running at 50 per cent capacity. 
Those power stations are designed to run constantly, for 24 hours a day, seven days a week, at about 80 per cent 
nameplate capacity. When they are moved up and down, they are damaged, and so it was inevitable that Muja 
power station would need to be closed. I raised this two years ago, and I have raised it constantly ever since. I think 
I have put it into every budget contribution that I have made. Muja power station was always going to struggle 
because of its age, because it is old technology and because it is used as a peaking station at a point in time when 
it cannot manage to absorb the shock of being moved up and down. 

I am pleased to see an acknowledgment of a time frame, because we have been asking for that for some time. But 
missing in this discussion, as I have repeatedly said in this chamber and anywhere I get the opportunity to talk 
about it, is a plan for the diversification of the economy of that region, in particular Collie, as a part of the process. 
As I have repeatedly said, the closure of Muja power station is inevitable. Units 5, 6, 7 and 8 will go. I think I have 
said in this chamber before that we will probably see them go a couple of years apart—one, two, three, then four—
which gives them an eight to 10-year life span in total, which is still on par. Yesterday, the government announced 
that it will close unit 5 in October 2022 and unit 6 in October 2024—that is, in three years and five years. I suspect 
that we will see unit 8 probably go after that, and there will be a new system in place. But where is the plan for the 
diversification of Collie’s economy? I went to the 2008 election unsuccessfully talking about the need for 
a diversification plan for Collie because the system would change, and the Carpenter Labor government reduced 
the price being paid to coalminers from $66 a tonne to $33 a tonne. The then Premier was immensely proud of 
that; he boasted about it in the place that shall not be named. He thought he had done a great job for the state of 
Western Australia. He certainly saved Western Australia some money, but with the stroke of a pen, he made the 
coal industry effectively economically unviable. The biggest issue that the Collie mining sector faces is not an 
ideological opposition to the use of coal, except perhaps from the Greens, but a simple rational look at the 
economics of the industry. If it costs $45 a tonne to get the coal out of the ground and it gets paid $42, it has an 
issue. If it costs the industry $65 a tonne, it would have a bigger issue. At one point, it cost coalminers about 
$68 a tonne to get coal priced at $40 a tonne out of the ground, thereby losing $28 a tonne for every tonne they 
got out. Put a couple of million tonnes in there and coalminers are losing $50 to $60 million a year. It is an 
economic argument that needs to be assessed. 

The new Minister for Energy came to Collie and on the same day that he said he visited Muja power station, 
two units were completely shut down and two were running at 50 per cent, so it was running at 25 per cent 
nameplate capacity overall. He told the community in Collie that in his view neither the private nor the public 
sector would build another coal-fired power station in Western Australia, and that is a likely outcome, but he 
did that on the day he was asked, “What is the government’s plan, then, for the diversification for that particular 
part of the economy?” That discussion needed to have been held a long time ago. I, for one, am able to stand 
here and say that I tried to instigate that debate in 2008 during the mining boom when the state had the greatest 
capacity to deliver those things. That was the time to have had the debate about the diversification of the 
economy in Collie. There are some interesting things that should be done. I have said in here before that Collie 
has some of the state’s best natural assets—forest and water assets that require infrastructure so the community 
can make the best use of them. Those are the things we should be talking about and that is the debate that we 
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need to have. Let us not go back down the path of the announcement of the great saviour of coal in 
Western Australia through a singular massive project. I have been listening to that for 20 years and hearing 
about the gasification process. The front page of the Collie Mail has read, “Collie coal saved”, “Gasification in 
Kwinana”, and “Fertiliser: Collie coal saved”. No and no. That community needs diversification, it needs a large 
number of smaller projects and it needs an investment that takes it into a new future. That is the conversation 
that should be had. That is what I have been trying to talk about in the last 24 hours since the Premier and the 
Minister for Energy went to Collie yesterday afternoon at four o’clock, mostly after everything media-wise had 
shut, and made this announcement. 

It may come as a surprise to members to learn that I have a somewhat cynical bent, but I did notice with some 
interest the commentary this morning from the secretary of the Australian Manufacturing Workers’ Union,  
Mr Steve McCartney, who theoretically took a large stick to the government and said on ABC radio that the 
government should have announced a plan for Collie before it announced the closure of the power station. It is 
incredibly unlikely that the secretary of the AMWU was not given some advance warning of what was about to 
happen. Before we put our conspiracy theorist hats on, it makes us wonder whether the AMWU is looking to 
replace one member from the seat of Collie with one who does not currently live in the seat of Collie but might 
like to make a bit of mileage there, raise his profile, and would do so, for example, by orchestrated and preordained 
attacks on the government, saying that he would be the protector of the Collie community. I would be very 
interested to see how that pans out over the next 18 months. But I can well see that that might be a carefully 
orchestrated campaign, because I have noticed the secretary getting quite active in industrial activity in the seat of 
Collie–Preston. That will be interesting to see. The one thing he has nailed, the one thing that is absolutely certain, 
is that the Shire of Collie should have had in place a plan for economic diversity well before now. It has not been 
easy. I am the first to accept that it was not easy for the previous government, and it is probably not easy for the 
current government. Let me tell members, when I started talking about it in 2008, I was just about run out of town 
with pitchforks and burning torches because there was an expectation that Collie would rely on coal and electricity 
from coal forever and nothing would ever change. It is not easy, I absolutely accept that, but it has been the time 
for leadership and for that leadership to engage in that debate. 
Before we get into discussions about how we will all jump into the renewable energy sector that will save us all 
and create thousands of jobs, sing Kumbaya and all hold hands around the camp fire, let me just say that we need 
a realistic view of where renewable energy will take us. It will grow and will have to be managed in a way that 
allows continuity of supply. There will continue to be baseload power coming from fossil fuels. I know we will 
debate the TAB bill in the not-too-distant future, Minister for Environment, but I would like to get a bet on that 
the Labor government will announce at some point the expectation to build around 300 megawatts of gas via 
baseload power somewhere north of Perth. I would love to see the odds of that one, as the government plans for 
the demise of Collie D—that is, units 7 and 8. We would love to see what that is likely to cost. 
There we are. The government is sneaking out a plan for closure without a plan for redevelopment and economic 
diversity or a strategy for the community. I agree with Steve McCartney, the secretary of the Australian Manufacturing 
Workers’ Union and possible contender for the throne in Collie–Preston; that is not good enough and it should be 
done better. But we will see what the government delivers over the next little while. After all, this government will 
have a $2 billion slush fund available sometime during this year and into the beginning of next year. Maybe some 
of that slush fund would be usefully spent assisting to develop the diversity of that bit of the economy. 
Mr Deputy President, I thank you for the opportunity to raise those two or three key critical economic questions 
about the budget papers of Western Australia and indicate that, obviously, the opposition will support the passage 
of the bills. 
HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [3.11 pm]: Today I rise on behalf of the Greens to speak on the 
Appropriation (Recurrent 2019–20) Bill 2019 and the Appropriation (Capital 2019–20) Bill 2019. I appreciate 
some of the comments of Hon Dr Steve Thomas. I will refer to a few of those comments throughout my talk. 
We have to acknowledge that this is a very conservative budget. The whole time that I have been in this place, the 
government has been trying to hold back and stop the haemorrhage of funds that had been happening over the past 
eight years. To that extent, the government has done that, but it has been hard and it has been difficult. The 
government has been told how bad it is by not only the opposition but also a lot of people in the community who 
have been hurt by these cuts. Now we are looking at this budget, and I acknowledge that conservative is one thing, 
but there are so many little bits of money coming back into this just by good luck in some cases and possibly by 
good management in others. However, a significant surplus will come in—a bonus, a windfall. I think our midyear 
review will show us that. It will be very interesting. As for Hon Dr Steve Thomas’s comments that we should be 
debating this now, I am new to this place, but I did not think that that is how it works. I thought that it came out in 
the budget. It would be really nice if we had some bipartisan debate that looked at what priorities we need to look 
at. I do not see this place working that way. I see a government and an opposition, and the opposition is there to 
oppose and to make the government look ridiculous and to say that everything it does is wrong. That seems to be 
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how it has been done. I doubt that when Colin Barnett was running the show, he would talk to Labor and ask what 
it thought about something—“Would you like me to build this canal from the north?” I just do not think that is 
how it works. It is a lovely idea, but let us see it from Hon Dr Steve Thomas’s side first. If we saw a collaborative 
example of that working here, I would be prepared to listen. 
Over the last three years of budgets, we have had considerable cost cutting and voluntary separations. Our social 
services have been neglected. A lot of people are hurting. We need some support there. It is not right that we still 
have people sleeping on the streets. I had the opportunity to be down in Bunbury for its sleep-out last weekend 
and it is just sad. We live in such a wealthy community and country, but people are sleeping on the streets—some 
with mental health issues, some not yet with mental health issues, but we can bet that they will be going in that 
direction. We need supports there. Also, where is money for the environment and climate and energy in the budget? 
We are at a standstill. The government seems to be saying that maybe climate change has happened and it has had 
some effect, but it does not know what to do about it so it will wring its hands and wait and see what happens. 
That does not seem good enough. 
From what I have seen, the previous government spent widely, leaving us with a big hole in the budget that was 
heading towards $40 billion and costing $1 billion in interest per annum. The government spent money on things 
that I would not have prioritised. My guess is that if the previous chambers had worked collaboratively, they may 
not have prioritised those same things either. We need to look at what the priorities are. Now that the government 
has stopped the haemorrhaging, we are no longer on track for $1 billion of interest a year. It looks as though we 
will get in some money through the price of iron ore, the boom in the gold price and the way that companies are 
finding gold, and lithium mines are coming on one after another. Money is coming in and the GST is working in 
our favour. There we have it. There will be some money to spend in the next budget, and it is a pre-election budget. 
There are no surprises here. 
Again, Hon Dr Steve Thomas might want to write some media releases and give the government a hand and show 
it where it should put the money to get it the votes to get back in so that we can keep some responsibility in the 
financial sector. We need some financial responsibility that not only stops the haemorrhaging but also pays off 
some of the debt. Maybe that is the debate we need: How much debt should the state have? What is the carrying 
capacity? What a great idea! But it does not work that way; there is still a government and opposition. I am hoping 
that this government sees that it has been making a lot of people hurt. A lot of people out in the community are 
just getting by. We can do a lot better than that. That trickle-down business that the member was talking about has 
been debunked over and again. It trickles up. Stay in the room, please. I know that Hon Dr Steve Thomas needed 
some water, but I have things to say. The trickle-up effect that we have had over the past several decades is 
worthless. It does not work. We need to put money into the hands of the people who are going to spend it 
immediately, get it going through the economy, turn it over and create the jobs for those businesses that those 
people rely on and make the economy work for everyone. We do not need money going out of the country and to 
people who already have $1 billion. They will not do much more. They will not say, “Oh, look, I have a billion 
and 10 dollars now, so I’m going to hire somebody.” That is now not how it works. They are going to think about 
how to get another $1 billion. Let us look at how governments and oppositions have worked in the past. Let us 
hope that the government comes up with some very good ideas that help those people who need it; that would be 
good. I expected a bit more from this budget, but I guess that is election cycles, so that is what we get. 

It has been suggested that the government should not get any kudos for doing the right thing in the next budget, 
but it sure got knocked a lot when it made the cuts, and I was one of those knockers. When the government puts 
the money in the right place, maybe then we should say, “Hey, that is a good thing. That is what we need to do. 
That will help people and the environment. That will look after the climate.” If the other side were to make the 
right decisions in the future, I would do it for them, too. What are the priorities and who will it help and what are 
we looking after? The government’s cuts have come at a cost, and I truly expect that this will be resolved in next 
year’s budget. I believe that the government has been out there looking at the things that have been happening, 
doing research, listening to people, finding out what is needed and getting some plans in place. I hope that they 
will be implemented before we go into the next election so that the government can say, “Look at our track record, 
we are doing the right thing; this is good.” I should mention that I hope people still put the Greens in here so that 
we can keep the government on that track, but that is an aside. 

In addition to the GST, as I said, the government has the iron ore price, gold, lithium and the dollar in its favour. It is 
looking all right. A lot of positives are in our future. Whether we put it into a future fund, pay off the debt or invest it 
wisely, we have to juggle those balls to figure out where the money should go and how it should be done. I am still 
hopeful. In addition to those things, the southern forests irrigation scheme should be cancelled. That would mean an 
additional $18 million would be available in the next budget—as an aside, that $18 million would be a bit of a gift. 

Now I come to what I intend to put on the list for debate; that is, the things that we will be asking for and the things 
that we need to see in the next budget, so that people, the environment and the climate are looked after. These 
issues need to be addressed. We must do something about climate change. Unlike my colleague who spoke 
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previously, I do see a future of 100 per cent renewables for not only stationary energy but also transport energy. 
That will be achieved because technology is being developed to do so and it is becoming cheaper. I would like 
more funding for those industries. Basically, industry is getting on with it without the government. The government 
just has to stop putting up hindrances to that development. Government must encourage and manage it, and 
acknowledge that people are looking to renewable energy more and more. When I hear people say things like, 
“It’s not our future” or “It can’t be used for baseload”, I feel like I am living in the Dark Ages! That thinking is 
from the last decade. We have moved on and things have changed. 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas interjected. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: I know that my honourable colleague loves research, so, please, get on with it. Things are 
changing. What we talk about in this place is last year’s news. 

I agree that things in Collie should have changed 10 years ago, but to achieve that, everybody had to be in the 
picture. Work had to be done with different groups and they were slow to come on board. There was eight years 
of stasis—it stopped. There was a steady state, I suppose; Collie was not moving. Collie was just reliant on coal 
to keep it going, even though the world around it was changing and moving away from coal. Yes, change should 
have happened in 2008, but it did not. It is happening now, but it is very slow. But slow still works, as long as it is 
persistent and keeps moving. I understand that the people of Collie feel as though they are being listened to, and 
things are working. The people of Collie acknowledge the change that is happening and that the coalmines will 
not always be open and that they will need something else. I just hope that progress is not so slow that the rest of 
the south west will have moved on. Collie is in a prime location and its infrastructure can be used as a renewable 
energy hub. That is what should be happening. 

In the area of social services, I have just had some experience of the mental health system and homelessness. There 
are a lot of really good people doing a lot of really good work, many of whom are volunteers and many of whom 
are underpaid and overworked. We need to do something in this area. We know that the health bill is increasing. 
The health bill is already one-third of our budget and every year that percentage is increasing. Let us get to the 
root of the problem. Let us find out what is happening. Let us see whether we can help people to help themselves. 
To do that, funding has to be available in mental health. We cannot just hope that when a few people get well, they 
will spread their knowledge and come back and be volunteers at the centre that picked them up and put them on 
their feet. That is currently what is happening. We have to provide help in that area. 
My personal thing, too, is that we have to fix our forests. This is not a big-money thing. One thing we can do to 
help combat climate change is to stop the degradation of our forests. We need to regenerate healthy forests, and, 
please, we need to stop undermining the plantation industry. That is something that is needed. We have to build 
up the plantation industry—it should have been built up 30 years ago. Something has to be done, so, please, stop 
undermining it. Also I would like to see money allocated in the budget to purchase native timber contracts. We 
need to stop cutting down trees just because that is what we have always done. It does not make sense. 
The Greens also believe that there should be no payroll tax. However, because it provides significant income for 
the provision of services, it makes sense to increase the payroll tax threshold to at least $1 million, although I am 
not sure that it makes a lot of sense to use a one-off windfall gain to cover a recurrent tax. As it is a recurrent tax, 
it is recurrent funding that we could lose. Maybe there will be a trade-off, with a higher rate for businesses with 
payrolls over $100 million. I am not certain about that, but I do know that if we increase the threshold from 
$850 000 to $1 million, a large number of small to medium-sized companies that had been thinking that it was not 
worth putting on one more person will be free to do so. I would like to see the payroll tax threshold go up to 
$1 million, and then we could try to figure out a way to keep recurrent funds coming in. 
I acknowledge also that services in the south west and other regional areas are underfunded in the budget. They 
should be supported. We need people living in the regions, but we need to make it equitable for people to live 
there. They need access to good health care and quality education. I am hoping that in the next budget some of 
these matters will be addressed in a way that royalties for regions has not been able to, even with $1 billion a year. 
I do not know. It seems to me as though the government’s priorities for people in the regions are not what I or 
other people think they should be. 
The first thing to address is a transport plan for the south west. We need to work out how to get goods and people 
around in the future. We could start with building a rail line from Greenbushes to Kemerton. A rail line would be 
heavily used. It should be recognised as a useful thing. Rail lines take freight off the roads so there are not so many 
road safety issues or interactions between personal vehicles and trucks. With freight on rail, roads are also not 
damaged as much by heavy vehicles, and there are not as many crashes at intersections and other issues that cost 
so much. We need most of our freight to be put on rail. 
School gardens is a small issue and it does not need much funding. All we need is one person managing gardens 
at five different schools on a rotational basis to teach kids about healthy food and get them on the road to leading 
healthy lives so that they do not end up in hospital in their older years. 
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I turn to state support for libraries in regional areas. We love our libraries. They should be supported and we must 
keep them going. Libraries are hubs for regional communities. They are a really good place for people to meet and 
learn, and to experience that social side that helps to solve some mental health issues that people who live 
regionally and remotely experience sometimes. 
I now turn to small-scale recreation facilities and the expenditure of $1.5 billion on a stadium. I do not knock it; 
I love watching the cricket, but then I think about how many sporting facilities we could have built with 
$1.5 billion. I know that the people of Bunbury would appreciate more basketball courts. A few cricket grounds 
scattered throughout the state would definitely be useful. A lot of small-scale regional sporting facilities are hitting 
their use-by date and need support. Kids need to be involved in sport but we are losing that. That is not something 
we can get back easily when we lose it. We definitely need more money for children’s sport in regional areas. 
I am sure that the state of the environment report is on somebody’s list. It should not cost too much. We have to 
get the state of the environment report out. We are the only state that does not have it, and it has been a long time 
since we have seen one. We need to find out where we are at and where we are going. In addition, we need to 
increase ongoing natural resource management funding. I know that there is a bit in the budget for that. There is 
$6 million for it this year, but that is nothing. It is a drop in the ocean. It would not even pay for the cost of applying 
for the funds. So many people out there are willing to do the work to improve our environment, yet they have to 
scratch and crawl to get a few thousand dollars to do the work or to have a bit of staff time so they can get some 
runs on the board and work on the ground. It has to be supported in a big way. I worked in that area prior to coming 
in here. Our environment is being degraded so quickly and very little is being done. What we are doing now is 
a drop in the ocean compared with what is needed. I would love to see a significant increase in funding for natural 
resource management, possibly directly as a part of royalties for regions funds. It would not take much from 
$1 billion a year—maybe only one per cent or a couple of per cent would be enough to fund that. We should make 
sure that we increase that funding. Our EPA does a wonderful service for the community. It is disappointing that 
it is desperately underfunded; it needs significant support. If we want to go into the future with a healthy planet 
and climate, the environment has to be in a resilient state. If we allow one development after another to step by 
step, in a piecemeal fashion, rip away the guts of our environment, it is not going to happen. Our green spaces are 
diminishing year by year. The City of Mandurah has a plan to buy back land for green spaces and trees because it 
knows how valuable it is. Yet year after year we have more clearing happening over more land and we are losing 
it. It is up to us. Those members are the government; we are the Parliament. We have to do it. It has to come out 
of this place. We have to say that that is it and no more. We want the environment to be improved. We can do it. 
We have the funds and we have the resources, with a windfall of a couple of billion dollars coming. 
The Greens are happy to support this budget, knowing that the next budget is going to address some of the issues 
that we consider a priority: social services, mental health issues, mental health for farmers and farming 
communities. Can members remember the droughts and us declaring them drought-affected areas? We will give 
them some water. That is great! That is lovely! Give a dying man a drink of water if he is crawling across the 
desert. That is wonderful, but that is not going to make him survive, thrive and be out there living again. We have 
to do more than just give a few dollars to the farmers for water so their cattle or sheep do not die of thirst. We have 
to give them the support that they deserve. Our regional areas deserve the same support that we get in the metro 
areas. If members need some help, please come and talk to me and my colleagues. We have plenty of ideas. It may 
not happen in this chamber as a debate because our debates are not effective in that way. We need to really look 
at what the community and the environment needs, and keep our economy at a steady state. It does not need to 
grow. We need to keep going and help people to thrive because we can. 
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [3.32 pm]: I am pleased to contribute to the cognate debate on the 
Appropriation (Recurrent 2019–20) Bill 2019 and the Appropriation (Capital 2019–20) Bill 2019. I would like to 
talk about the estimates hearings that took place in June this year, during a week in which I spoke to the motion to 
note the budget papers, and then the consideration of the budget. 
I want to start with the session that we had with the WA Police Force. I thank the estimates committee for putting 
together a good schedule. From my perspective, the schedule for estimates this year was very worthwhile, and 
I thank the committee for bringing in the WA police on 19 June this year. Of the many times during the estimates 
week that I was disappointed, one was when it became apparent that WA police had failed to answer a 10-part 
question that I had provided on notice. I note that when I look back on my records, which I have here in my 
possession, I have a letter signed by the Minister for Police dated 18 June. It is addressed to Hon Alanna Clohesy, 
who is the chair of the relevant committee. The minister says to the honourable member — 

Thank you for your letter regarding the 2019–20 Budget Estimates—Questions Prior to Hearings. 
Please accept my apology for the delay in responding. 
Enclosed is the response to question 1 from the Hon. Nick Goiran MLC. 
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A response is attached to that letter. The response—apart from the fact that it was late—included answers to 
three parts of the 10-part question. When I attended the hearings on 19 June, I brought this to the attention of 
the minister. I hasten to add at this point that the minister who was representing on that day was none other than 
Hon Stephen Dawson. I hasten to add that he was very apologetic and very courteous to me. I also want to put on 
the record that the chief of staff for Minister Roberts was also very apologetic and very courteous to me on the 
day, and I thank those people for the courtesy that they extended to me. Nevertheless, it remains the case that I was 
disappointed on the day to receive an answer to only three parts of the 10-part question. I would have been quite 
happy to leave that alone and not even raise that today; however, the circumstances of the corrected answer 
necessitates the need for me to bring this to members’ attention today. For those who want to follow this closely, 
I quote from the corrected transcript from the Estimates and Financial Operations committee on 19 June, 
session three, page 11. I quote — 

I will just indicate my disappointment about that, because I did ask that question on notice, prior to today’s 
hearing, specifically on this topic. Whether there has been confusion as to how many parts of the question 
were asked and answered is one thing, but to not have any witness present who is able to answer further 
questions is disappointing. I will move on to a different topic. 

Before I had the opportunity to move on to another topic, Hon Stephen Dawson replied — 
Member, I am sorry. Just before you move on, can I apologise? The minister’s officer indicated to me 
that they do not remember seeing it, but the reason that there was a delay in providing the response was 
because they sought to get answers for you. I can apologise to you for not providing the answers before 
today, and I can undertake to you and to the committee that an answer will be provided to parts (d) to (j). 

As I say, I thank the minister and the relevant chief of staff for the courtesy given to me on that day. Members can 
see that I was disappointed that only three parts of the 10-part question I gave notice of had been responded to, but 
also on the day I sought to get clarification, none of the witnesses present were in a position to answer any of those 
other parts. I was left with no choice but to wait for a response. Members would think that after all that, somebody 
would make sure that the answer provided would be of the highest quality, yet I received an answer only one week 
ago, on 31 July. I draw members’ attention, in particular, to the content of that answer. The crux of this 10-part 
question is WA police’s contribution to the multiagency protocols for education options for young people charged 
with harmful sexual behaviours. I asked the minister which area coordinates WA police’s contribution to that 
protocol, and the minister advised on that. I also asked whether there was any specific budget allocation for this, 
and the minister advised that it is dealt with under the general appropriation. I asked whether this location had 
changed over the last three years, and the minister indicated that that was not applicable, because, obviously, the 
amount was under the general appropriation. They were the first three areas that the minister responded to. When 
it came to the rest of the responses, as I said, there was nothing until 31 July, when we received answers to the 
following questions — 

(d) Does WA Police consider concern for other students before disclosure to the Department of 
Education under section 28B Children and Community Services Act 2004; 

Answer 
Yes. 
(e) If yes, who is responsible for coordinating disclosures to the Department of Education; 
Answer 
Individual police officers. 
(f) Further to (e), what is the budget allocated for this in 2019–20 and has this changed from the 

last three budgets 
Answer 
See response to (a) and (b) 

In other words, this is dealt with under the general appropriation. It continues — 
(g) Would purpose-specific legislation assist WA Police in sharing information; 
Answer 
No. 

That is false. Somebody in the McGowan government is insisting on providing false answers to Parliament and to 
committees. To back up my allegation, I draw to members’ attention that I would not have asked the question in 
the first place if I was not confident of the answer. The question was — 

Would purpose-specific legislation assist WA Police in sharing information; 
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The answer came back “no”. I have in my possession the “Multi-agency Protocols for Education Options for 
Young People Charged with Harmful Sexual Behaviours”. Where did I get this from? It was previously tabled by 
one of the ministers; I forget which one, but it was most probably the Leader of the House in answer to a question 
I had asked about this general topic. The Leader of the House is well aware that I have had a longstanding interest in 
these “Multi-agency Protocols for Education Options for Young People Charged with Harmful Sexual Behaviours”. 
Here in my possession is that multi-agency protocol. At paragraph 1.6 it says — 

WA Police considers concern for other students before disclosure to Department of Education under 
section 28B Children and Community Services Act 2004. 

So far so good; there is nothing controversial there. That is what the protocol says. That is what I asked in the 
previous question and it was confirmed by the minister. Then the protocol goes on to say — 

WA Police may not report when no concerns for other students. 
It then says — 

Purpose-specific new legislation would assist police in sharing information. 
The Leader of the House or one of the other senior ministers in this place previously tabled this protocol and 
informed Parliament that according to the government, purpose-specific new legislation would assist police in 
sharing information. 
Yet in estimates when I asked the same question, “Would purpose-specific legislation assist WA Police in sharing 
information”, the answer was no. Somebody in the McGowan government is not telling the truth. I would like to 
know who it is and who will apologise for this answer provided to Hon Alanna Clohesy, the Chair of the Standing 
Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, and to her committee. There is no room for equivocation here. 
The response from the government is no when its own document tells us the answer is yes. I anticipate that some 
members opposite will ask: What is the point of all of that? Is it just to catch the government out as being 
incompetent, lazy or anything like that? The purpose of the questions then follows. Had the answer been yes, 
which, of course, it should have been, my question was: why would purpose-specific legislation assist WA police in 
sharing information? The response that came back from government was “Not applicable”. The questions continue — 

(i) Further to (f), is WA Police aware of similar legislation in another jurisdictions; and 
Answer 
No. 

(j) If yes, what are those jurisdictions? 
Answer 
Not applicable. 

When we get to the final point of trying to find out why the government said that purpose-specific new legislation 
would assist police in sharing information, we cannot get that information because there is a cover-up in 
government. Somebody is saying that we do not need this purpose-specific legislation according to the police. 
Why is it in the multi-agency protocol? This is no insignificant matter; this is about protocols for education options 
for young people charged with harmful sexual behaviours. 
I am already appalled that this government continues to persist with its policy that allows victims to have to 
confront their attackers at school every day. I am appalled by a policy that this government stubbornly refuses to 
change; yet when we try to find out further information about the protocols and how they are handling that very, 
very difficult, delicate, sensitive and, frankly, re-traumatising process, we get this information from the protocols 
and a completely different, contradictory answer from the minister. It is one thing for the relevant minister and the 
staff to be apologetic for a delay and one thing for them to be apologetic for an incomplete answer, but it is another 
thing for a false answer to be provided to Parliament. That is a different thing altogether. The information that has 
been provided on the record to the committee is a simple “no”. There is no context or further elaboration. The 
answer that was provided is “no”, yet the protocol says the exact opposite. 
I would like an explanation from the government. I bring it to the attention of members opposite. They can sort 
out amongst themselves who is responsible for this untruth being on the parliamentary record and providing 
a complete and comprehensive explanation back to the chamber in due course. Those opposite who think this 
matter will rest can rest assured that it will not. I will continue to pursue this matter until we are given a proper 
explanation for the false answer provided to the estimates committee. A minister cannot tell the estimates 
committee that an answer is no when the answer is yes. Frankly, it once again reinforces my view that we simply 
cannot trust this government even when it comes to basic information like that. 
I will move on to the next session, which, interestingly enough, happened on the same day. It involved the 
Department of Communities. I thank the committee for bringing in the Department of Communities and allowing 
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a specific allocation of time for questions on the child protection portfolio. For those members who were not present 
on that day, I think that session is best described as a session of non-answers. To evidence this, I draw members’ 
attention to the corrected transcript of 19 June. I asked the following question of the Leader of the House, a very 
experienced member, who was running things for the government on that day. I think Hon Peter Collier was 
present during what I have referred to as the “silent filibuster” by Hon Sue Ellery. Right on cue; I am grateful for 
the member’s arrival after urgent parliamentary business. On 19 June, I asked the Leader of the House — 

That is the one. If I could ask you to have a look at 13(b), where I ask the question — 
Of those children who were charged or convicted of a sexual offence as a result of 
Operation Fledermaus: 
(i) how many are the Department currently engaged with in some way; 

You will see, in the second paragraph, that the response comes back from the minister, and I quote — 
Communities is unable to provide a figure in this context, to do so would risk identifying 
individual cases. 

If I could ask you then to turn to the next question, which is question (ii), where I ask how many of those 
attend school. You will see in the second paragraph, that the minister then says — 

As at 30 May 2019, this is reported as two. 
Why is it okay for Communities that two of the children attend school, but Communities cannot possibly 
tell us how many they are engaged with in some way, because it might risk identifying individual cases? 

The next thing that is recorded by Hansard on the transcript, quite rightly, is a comment by me saying, “Silence is 
the new form of filibuster.” The transcript does not pick up that between my question and my comment, there were 
three minutes and nine seconds of silence. It was the most awkward of estimates hearings I have seen. A very 
simple question had been asked. Admittedly, the minister was taking advice, and I acknowledge that the minister 
was attending in a representative capacity, but there was three minutes and nine seconds of silence before the 
Leader of the House said — 

Honourable member, I am not able to get an answer that is clear to me, so I am going to take your question 
on notice. 

This is the latest example of this government giving either incomplete or incompetent answers. It is breathtaking 
incompetence for the government to say, in the same document that goes back to the committee, on the one hand 
that it cannot answer that question because to do so might risk identifying individual cases—the minister cannot 
tell us how many children the department is engaged with—and in the next question, when I asked how many of 
those children attended school, to tell us the answer is two. We note that the department is dealing with at least 
two children, because it has gone out of its way to identify that two children are attending school, but it cannot tell 
us how many it is dealing with altogether. It is nonsensical. If anything, it would be the other way round—the 
department would be in a position to tell us the total number of children it is dealing with, which would be a large 
number, but it might make the case, although I would not support it, that it could not tell us how many are attending 
school, because that is a smaller number and there is a risk of potentially identifying people. Of course, that in 
itself is nonsense, because we are not asking for people’s names, addresses, postcodes, clothing sizes or any other 
identifying information. We are not interested in any of that; we are simply asking how many of these children the 
department is involved with are attending school, and we are told that as of 30 May, the answer is two. When we 
asked how many it is dealing with altogether, we are told that the department cannot tell us that because to do so 
would, as the department says, risk identifying individual cases. It is an embarrassment. I note that the honourable 
member said that she was unable to get an answer that was clear to her at the time, and that she was going to take 
the question on notice. As it happens, I am unaware of an answer having been provided at this point in time. It was 
supplementary information E5, as I understand, so we will wait and see what response is provided by the 
government on that issue. This is characteristic of this government. It is incredibly incompetent and obsessed with 
secrecy. To have had that all in one day, whether in the police session or the communities session, was beyond 
disappointing. Politics can be a brutal game at times, but there is nothing for this government to be proud of when 
it is incapable of providing answers to the most basic of questions. 
I move to a session that happened the previous day with the Department of Health, which attended the estimates 
hearings on 18 June. At that session I was particularly interested in finding out the number of general practitioners 
in our state. I noted this in particular, because the government had announced that it was investing $26.4 million 
to commence implementing the recommendations of the sustainable health review. If we take the time to read the 
sustainable health review, one of the things it states, at page 3, is that WA has a lower number of general 
practitioners per person—79 GPs per 100 000 population, compared with a national average of 96 GPs per 
100 000. Quite rightly, a question was asked about how much of the $26.4 million is being spent remedying this 
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issue, and the information provided in written form by the government to the committee, dated 5 June 2019, is nil. 
The sustainable health review states that Western Australia has a lower number of GPs per 100 000 people 
compared with the national average, and significantly so. We have 79 GPs per 100 000 people, and the national 
average is 96 per 100 000 people. That is not my assessment; that is the government’s own assessment in the 
sustainable health review. The government then boasted during its budget presentation that it is allocating 
$26.4 million to commence implementing these recommendations, and when asked how much is being spent on 
remedying this issue, the answer is nil. With my tongue planted firmly in my cheek, I say what great confidence 
we can have in this government’s capacity to deal with health issues when it has something as stark and as obvious 
as this in its sustainable health review, and allocates nothing towards it—answer, nil. 
Perhaps this is because the minister is in the process of meeting with GPs, or is in some form of consultation process, 
so I then asked the minister, through his representative, how many meetings he had had with the Royal Australian 
College of General Practitioners. For the 2018–19 period, we find out that the answer is nil. This government 
is really taking the provision of general practitioners in Western Australia very seriously, when its own health 
review identifies that we are below the national average, it does not allocate any money towards this initiative, 
and it does not have any meetings. That demonstrates the kind of priority this matter is receiving from this 
government. In the “WA End-of-Life and Palliative Care Strategy 2018–2028”, I notice that the clinical services 
framework, at appendix 2 on page 28, shows that GPs are expected to assess and manage patients from level 1 
to level 4, because specialist palliative care is available only for level 4 and above. In other words, if a person 
is assessed as level 1, 2 and 3, they are dealt with only by GPs, but if they are level 4 and above, it is possible 
to have access to specialist palliative care. I draw the attention of members to page 28 of the “WA End-of-Life 
and Palliative Care Strategy 2018–2028”, appendix 2, which sets out the various levels. For example, in level 1, 
the assessment, referral and management is by the GP; under level 2, the inpatient care is by the GP; and it can 
be seen that at level 4, palliative care patients are managed by the GP and medical practitioners specialising in 
palliative care, and so on. Indeed, there are six levels, for those who want to follow that more closely. Of course, 
it is no good having these levels if we do not actually have the general practitioners to perform the functions. If 
we know, from the government’s own sustainable health review, that we are below the national average for general 
practitioners, and we know that the government has provided no money to address the situation, the minister has 
had no meetings on that situation and the first three levels of palliative care assessment are dealt with by GPs, then 
we know that we have a problem in Western Australia. As I have done previously, I call on the government to 
prioritise and address that problem. It is simply unacceptable to have a Minister for Health who has had no 
meetings during that financial year and allocated no funding to a problem that he and his department have 
identified in their own sustainable health review. 
In essence, the situation is no different when it comes to the issue of suicide prevention, because the statewide suicide 
prevention strategy, “Suicide Prevention 2020: Together We Can Save Lives”, also requires the involvement of 
and case management by general practitioners, and that makes sense. Again, if we are under the national average 
for general practitioners per capita, we have a government that is not allocating money towards that strategy and 
we have a minister who is not having meetings to address that issue, we are being let down in the area of suicide 
prevention just as we are in the area of end-of-life and palliative care. 
Further to that, I note that the government’s proposed and promised reforms for stopping family and domestic 
violence also advocate that the Australian Health Workforce Ministerial Council should approve standards that 
will facilitate a mandatory requirement that GPs complete FDV training as part of their continued professional 
development and consider a Medicare item number for FDV services. That proposal is straight out of WA Labor’s 
manifesto on stopping family and domestic violence that was released leading up to the last election. It is one of 
Labor’s promises on the prevention of family and domestic violence. Once again, as we saw when we looked at 
the issues of palliative care and suicide prevention, and now as we look at family and domestic violence, we see 
that the government’s own materials, whether it is end-of-life palliative care or the suicide prevention strategy or 
its commitments to the prevention of family and domestic violence, they all refer to the need for general 
practitioners to be involved. The government knows that we do not have enough general practitioners, the minister 
is not having any meetings about this issue and there is no provision of funding to address this situation, so who 
in government will take the initiative to start to build some momentum in this area? We already know that general 
practitioners are very time poor professionals. GPs obviously provide valuable and crucial primary health care, 
but they are already stretched thin, which is worsened by the fact that we have only 79 general practitioners 
per 100 000 people compared with the national average of 96, yet this government expects them to do more. This 
government knows that we do not have enough general practitioners, yet it wants to add to the workload of the 
already time-poor practitioners, but does not want to allocate any funding towards that. It is no wonder that the 
health sector is fed up with this minister and this government. Indeed, the health minister does not even take the 
time to meet with the peak body to fulfil his commitments, let alone see how he might be able to co-design some 
solutions to the shortage of GPs and the impossible workload expectations that the government keeps piling on 
top of general practitioners. This is shameful behaviour by this government. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 6 August 2019] 

 p4899f-4917a 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Diane Evers; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Martin Aldridge 

 [15] 

I did note during the winter recess that Minister Cook authored an opinion piece that was published in The West 
Australian of Wednesday, 17 July 2019. He concludes his opinion piece by saying — 

If people in regional WA are to benefit from modern health care, we must have a modern health system. 
Criticising change or resisting the difficult decisions it requires is a luxury that must be ignored. Being part 
of the solution and supporting necessary change across the health landscape is where we all need to get to. 

At the stroke of a pen, this minister’s opinion piece is dripping with irony. We have a health minister who proceeds 
to tell people involved in the health sector that difficult decisions need to be made, they need to support necessary 
change and be part of the solution, yet he continues to add to the workload of general practitioners, whether it is 
in the suicide prevention, palliative care or prevention of family and domestic violence space. The minister will 
not have any meetings with the peak body and he will not allocate any money to address the shortage of general 
practitioners, yet he thinks it is appropriate, during the winter recess, from his ivory tower, to pen this opinion 
piece and tell the industry and the sector that it needs to be part of the change and the solution, support necessary 
change and work with difficult decisions because these are luxuries that need to be addressed. He states all these 
requirements to the sector, yet when we interrogate his performance, we find that he has no willingness to meet 
with the sector and that no money has been allocated to the issue. Instead, he pushes back on people in the sector, 
telling them it is their problem. 
That is a real problem in regional and rural Western Australia. As recently as last week, I was in Kalgoorlie and 
multiple people put to me that access to primary health care is a significant issue in Kalgoorlie. I know when 
something is a real issue when I have a range of meetings in a community and the people I talk to do not know 
that I am having meetings with other groups, but they all give me the same unsolicited feedback. We know that 
access to primary health care in Kalgoorlie is a problem when we have a health forum and people tell us that and 
then we meet with other stakeholders and unsolicited they tell us the same thing. What is this government doing 
about that? Absolutely nothing. We know that the minister is not prepared to have a meeting or invest one cent in 
this area; all he is prepared to do is say that he will give more work to general practitioners, even though we have 
fewer general practitioners than the national average. He knows that because he signed off on the answers to 
questions I asked in the estimates committee sessions—he knows full well. If the minister did not know that 
beforehand, that is poor. If he is ignoring it now, that is reprehensible. The minister should not be surprised when 
he talks about how he is listening and so on and so forth that we really cannot take that seriously. He has lost 
credibility and respect in this area by continuing to pile on work for general practitioners. 
As I close, I turn to another estimates committee session I was involved in with the Public Transport Authority. 
During the estimates hearing, it was interesting to finally hear the Public Transport Authority concede that it has 
the capacity to conduct its own inquiries and investigate complaints about advertising. Many members will be 
aware that for an extended period I have advocated for outdoor advertising to, in effect, be G-rated, for the benefit 
of children in Western Australia. It is one thing for adults to have the liberty to watch whatever they like in any 
type of forum. It is an entirely different thing for children—those under the age of 18, particularly the youngest of 
children—to have to be exposed to outdoor advertising that is not child appropriate. For an extended time, 
including when we were in government and when I was on the Joint Standing Committee on the Commissioner 
for Children and Young People, I have called for reforms in Western Australia’s outdoor advertising environment. 
I was heartened to hear from the Public Transport Authority that it now concedes that it has the capacity to conduct 
its own inquiries and investigate complaints about advertising. I might add that it was not easy to get that 
concession out of the Public Transport Authority. I do not know why some witnesses who attend estimates hearings 
insist on being obstructionist rather than just being open and transparent. It would be a far less painful exercise for 
them, because we will get there in the end. There is no chance of any of us dropping the issue, so why not simply 
provide the answer at the first instance? In this instance, it was yet again Hon Stephen Dawson, the long-suffering 
minister representing everybody else, who was there on 18 June 2019. I asked whether the PTA sometimes conducts 
its own inquiry into such complaints. Minister Dawson quite rightly directed one of the witnesses, Mr Burgess, to 
talk about that process. If members look at the transcript they will see that Mr Burgess provided a substantial 
response that took us absolutely nowhere. When he had finished speaking I responded — 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I take it from that that the PTA does sometimes conduct its own inquiries on 
complaints. 

Mr Burgess: To the extent that if someone raises it on the comment line, it will go to the manager 
concerned, so yes, I guess that constitutes an inquiry into the add. But it is not an inquiry where documents 
are written and so on, but they would certainly check on the ad. We do not see every ad that is going up. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: No, but I think you indicated that if the PTA had concerns, you could take it upon 
yourself to contact the licensee. 

Mr Burgess: Indeed. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: So you do conduct your own inquiries from time to time—not on every instance 
but on occasion. 

Mr Burgess: Correct. 

We had to go through that whole charade during the estimates period. Time was wasted because the witnesses 
were trying to obstruct rather than simply providing the answer to “Do you conduct your own inquiries? Do you 
have the capacity to do so from time to time?” Yes, it does. That is correct. I continued to pursue this matter with 
the witness. I asked — 

I am keen to know what are the criteria or guidelines used to determine whether the PTA will instigate 
its own inquiry or not? 

Members will appreciate that, having first got the concession that the PTA has the power to independently 
investigate these matters, I wanted to know what the triggers would be for it to do so. In response, Mr Burgess 
said, in part — 

There is a series of criteria which the advertising agency is also very closely aware of. For example, we 
do not want political advertising … Clearly, any explicit, offensive advertising of a sexual nature is not 
allowed. Again, I know there will be issues that some people say should not be advertised, but various 
lingerie advertisements, for example, some people may say that they should not be there. But rather than 
us be the judge, jury and so on, we try to stick by what are the national standards. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I understand that, but what is your criteria or guidelines to determine whether you 
are going to start your own inquiry? I understand from you that you do not inquire into every single 
complaint, but on occasion you might choose to inquire into one and then raise it with the licensee and 
ask for it to be removed. Presumably, there must be some set of criteria or guidelines to determine when 
you will instigate that course of action or not. 

Mr Burgess: If the complainant claimed that the advertisement contained certain explicit content that we 
would be surprised about as well, then we will seek to understand what is that ad and have a look at it 
ourselves. I know that there have been occasions where we have contacted the advertising company and 
said, “We don’t think that’s right.” One is coming to mind. I cannot remember what the item being 
advertised was, but it resulted in it being taken down nationally. 

I later asked — 

Then is that the same criteria the PTA then uses to determine whether they will then request the licensee 
to remove the advertisement or not? 

Minister Dawson jumped in and said yes. He confirmed that that was the case. I was pleased that in this instance 
the Public Transport Authority not only conceded that it has the power to conduct its own inquiries and that it can 
instigate its own inquiries, but also that there is some form of criteria for when those inquiries will be triggered. 
We can see that Western Australians will have to state to the Public Transport Authority that there is some form 
of explicit, offensive advertising of a sexual nature. That is the criteria that has been established by the 
Public Transport Authority. Should any of my constituents in the South Metropolitan Region see advertisements 
of that sort, I will be encouraging them to contact the Public Transport Authority so that it can implement its own 
investigation. This is overdue, not least of which because there is substantial evidence of the harms of sexualisation 
to children, because it contributes to body image concerns, eating disorders and gender stereotyping. 

Overall I think the estimates hearings were worthwhile. I thank Hon Alanna Clohesy and her committee for putting 
together that schedule. I found the sessions beneficial. I attended a number of them, including those with the 
Western Australia Police Force, the Department of Communities, the Department of Health and the 
Public Transport Authority. I wish that this government and those responsible for the answers would take far 
greater care of the answers that they provide, because all they are doing is creating more work for themselves. 
These matters will continue to be pursued by myself and the opposition. We will not rest until such time as we 
have held this government to account for the various promises that it has made it to the electorate, which it breaks 
time and again. 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [4.17 pm]: I rise on behalf of the Nationals WA to make a contribution 
to the second reading debate on the Appropriation (Recurrent 2019–20) Bill 2019 and the Appropriation 
(Capital 2019–20) Bill 2019, which are being debated cognately in the Legislative Council this afternoon. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): Before you continue, are you the lead speaker for the 
Nationals WA? 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Yes. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Members of the Legislative Council have a unique opportunity shortly after the 
tabling of the budget papers in this house by the minister representing the Treasurer to make some comments on 
the budget and, with the benefit of the hearings of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, 
to provide some further comments following that period in which we break for budget estimates. On 11 June, 
I made a contribution to the noting of the budget papers and canvassed a range of areas. I do not intend to go over 
them today, but they included state debt, fees and charges, electricity charges, the state wages policy, wage growth 
trends and inflation, the Geraldton Health Campus redevelopment, concerns about the health workforce and 
midwifery nursing, urgent care clinics, and the closure of the sobering-up centre in Geraldton, in my electorate of 
the Agricultural Region. Obviously, I have had an opportunity to consider some of these areas further through the 
estimates hearing process, which, I agree with Hon Nick Goiran, was valuable. Not all the hearings and answers 
to questions were as valuable as they could have been, but I thank the committee, in particular the chair and deputy 
chair, who did the bulk of the chairing in what was, in my view, quite a valuable estimates hearing process. 

I did not get to a couple of matters during the noting of the budget papers on 11 June when I was time limited, and 
there are a few other areas in the budget that I want to talk about, including the rest of the election commitments 
that the government had made in my electorate at the 2017 state general election. As I previously said in this house, 
it is pretty easy to keep track of election commitments in the Agricultural Region, because the only place there 
that election commitments were made by the Labor Party was in Geraldton, and there were not many of them, so 
they are pretty easy to keep track of. One of those was in relation to a roll in, roll out passenger terminal at 
Geraldton port. An article titled “Labor want to improve the Geraldton Port so it can accommodate cruise ships” 
authored by Jason Smith was published on the Everything Geraldton website on 30 November 2016, in the lead-up 
to the election. I want to quote from a part of the article, which says — 

Labor candidate and former Salt Dish owner, Lara Dalton, said the initiative would benefit the Geraldton 
community. 

“People in Geraldton have been telling me that more needs to be done to diversify the economy and create 
local jobs. 

“With my hospitality background, I understand the importance of tourism to the local economy and the 
need to get our town cruise ship-ready. 

“The cruise ship industry is growing and Geraldton is perfectly positioned to take advantage of the 
lucrative opportunities that come with increased tourism. 

“By aligning retail trading hours with cruise ship arrivals, investing in technology to make it safe for 
cruise ships to berth, and providing a state-of-the-art welcome terminal will greatly increase the tourism 
opportunities for the town, creating jobs and boosting the economy. 

“Increasing overall productivity at the Port will also benefit local businesses and farmers, who provide 
significant employment for locals. 

“It makes sense to invest in these sorts of initiatives that will work smarter and harder for the benefit of 
the Geraldton community.” 

In February this year, I followed up on this Labor Party election commitment. I asked question on notice 1866, 
which was answered on 20 March 2019, shortly past the second anniversary of the election of the McGowan 
government. My question states — 

I refer to the article ‘Labor want to improve the Geraldton Port so it can accommodate cruise ships’ 
published on November 30, 2016 by Everything Geraldton, and I ask: 

(a) what is the status of the commitment to provide a roll-in roll-out passenger terminal; 

(b) when will the project be complete; 

(c) what is the cost of the project; 

The answer states — 

(a)–(c) The Mid West Ports Authority … is undertaking a master planning exercise that will be 
completed in 2019. This process will identify the best solution for cruise ships and other cargo 
vessels and will include cost estimates for any infrastructure requirements. 

In the interim, the MWPA has a project in place to provide a fit for purpose passenger ship 
gangway designed to allow safe and efficient means of vessel egress and access for large 
numbers of passengers, including for wheelchairs and elderly passengers. 
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I also asked — 

(d) what funding has been allocated in the State budget for the project; 

The answer to (d) was “Nil.” This is concerning, because I think this would have been the first inquiry that I made 
post-election, some two years after the election, about the fairly limited number of election commitments made by 
the now Labor government in my electorate of the Agricultural Region. It appears that this will be yet another 
example of a failed election commitment by the government’s own measure, which is that it has four years to 
deliver its election commitments. 

We do not know how much it will cost. It is a good idea in principle, when we consider Geraldton port and the 
way in which we welcome people to the midwest and the City of Greater Geraldton by basically offloading them 
by a gangway onto a wharf where we typically load grain ships and livestock vessels. We sometimes have welcome 
receptions in a repurposed shed at the berth, not to mention the security issues of having passengers leaving and 
returning to a vessel within what is ordinarily a very secure facility. It is interesting because this issue was followed 
up by a journalist at The Geraldton Guardian. He relayed to me the government’s response to the parliamentary 
question to which I just referred that this was a “non-core” promise of the government. That reminds me of—I am 
not quite sure, I am not into all those political TV shows—something we would expect to hear from Yes Minister 
or something like that. It was a non-core promise. I am not quite sure what that means. Obviously, we have core 
and non-core commitments, and for the Labor Party this was a non-core commitment. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Clearly, Mr Acting President, I have awoken the Labor Party. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Martin Aldridge has the call. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Clearly, I have awoken Labor Party members from their slumber, because all 
I wanted to achieve today was to have one government member stand in their place and support the budget. 
Through the previous exercise when we spent many hours dealing with the noting of budget papers, not a single 
member stood in support of the government. It will be interesting to see whether a member stands today to explain to 
me how they are going to proceed with their non-core election commitment for a passenger terminal at Geraldton port. 

Hon Darren West interjected. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Hon Darren West, I look forward to your contribution. 

Hon Darren West: Why don’t you sit down and I’ll stand up? 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Very good! The house now has a commitment that when I have concluded my 
speech, Hon Darren West will make a contribution later this afternoon. I look forward to that. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Welcome back, members. It is so good to see you enthusiastic, alive and ready for the 
job, but I really want to hear the member on his feet, Hon Martin Aldridge. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Thank you, Madam President. Despite the humour, it is a very serious issue. Certainly, 
when I have had opportunities to visit the port of Geraldton, I have noted that it is an important issue from security 
and tourism perspectives, but, more importantly, it was an election commitment made by the Labor Party, which 
is now the government of Western Australia. It concerns me that we continue to see additional projects added to 
the state budget; we just saw further announcements in the last week or so about an expanded Metronet coming to 
a metropolitan suburb near you, but still we have difficulty finding budget allocations for things such as the election 
commitment that I just highlighted and the establishment of an urgent care clinic in Geraldton, amongst others. 
I want to speak to some other areas of the budget and also congratulate the government on a couple of things. 
I hope Hon Diane Evers is listening in carefully. There are some projects, and they all come back to our gold-star 
minister in this place, Minister Stephen Dawson, and some excellent initiatives in his portfolio, which, if I am not 
mistaken, were originally planned and proposed under the former Liberal–National government. Nonetheless, 
I welcome his commitment to fighting to keep those important projects in the budget.  
Madam President, I know that I will run out of time before you interrupt me, so I do not want to embark on them 
fully, but the two projects that I want to talk about after question time are the establishment of Houtman Abrolhos 
Islands National Park and the Kalbarri National Park skywalk development, which I had the benefit of visiting 
with my children during the school holidays. I saw the active progress of that project in Kalbarri National Park, 
which I am sure will be extraordinarily beneficial to tourism and visitation to the midwest and in particular to 
Kalbarri, which has had a difficult few years with tourism visitation to the region. 
On the first point, it concerned me that when the new government was elected, it appeared to distance itself from 
the establishment of a national park at the Abrolhos Islands. I think the Minister for Environment in this place was 
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quoted in the media as saying that it was not a priority for his government, despite the national park’s establishment 
being announced by the former Liberal–National government. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 4927.] 
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