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SUPPLY BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON SAMANTHA ROWE (East Metropolitan) [5.11 pm]: As I was saying just prior to question time, I 
wanted to make some comments on the Supply Bill 2013 and in particular the pre-election commitment made by 
the Liberal Party to deliver a rail link to Perth Airport. Just a few short weeks before the 9 March 2013 election, 
the Liberal Party pledged to build a rail link to Perth Airport at a cost of approximately $1.9 billion. The Liberal 
Party sent a clear message to electorates in Western Australia that it recognised the importance of the airport link 
and that it would be delivered by 2018. For some time now the rail connection to Perth Airport has been a hot 
issue in the public arena. In order to bring the airport into the twenty-first century and to ensure the increasing 
number of passengers to the domestic airport is catered for, a rail connection is widely viewed by both parties as 
being of paramount importance and a much required piece of infrastructure. With this in mind, on the eve of the 
election the Liberal Party committed, if re-elected, to deliver the airport link to the people of Western Australia 
in its next term of government. The plan put forward by the Liberal Party was comprehensive in its detail. In 
February 2013 the Premier suggested that, under the Liberal Party model, trains would run at least every 
10 minutes at peak times and airport trains would integrate with existing rail services, increasing the frequency 
of trains between Bayswater and Perth. The transport minister, Troy Buswell, promised three stations along the 
airport line with 3 000 car spaces for commuter convenience, and this was all to be delivered by 2018. The 
Liberal Party assured the people of our state that the airport line would — 

… take Western Australians and tourists straight to the door step of the airport terminal, delivering 
maximum convenience and cost savings for travellers,” … 

Further, the Premier stated — 

… residents east of the airport will benefit from a public transport rail option into the city and the rail 
line will also service businesses at the proposed Perth airport business and industrial park.” 

In pledging to build the rail link by 2018, the Liberal Party made it abundantly clear to the people of Western 
Australia that this campaign had been fully funded and fully costed. Those words, “fully funded, fully costed”, 
were stamped across Liberal Party campaign material throughout the election campaign in bright, bold red. 
Nearly every direct mail we received from the Liberal Party in the East Metropolitan Region was stamped “fully 
funded, fully costed”, as were all the Liberal Party’s social media posts and television and radio advertisements. 
The people of our state were sure that the rail network upgrades, among other commitments, had all been fully 
funded and fully costed. Assuming that electors knew the Liberal Party’s plans, as communicated throughout the 
election campaign period, they went to the ballot box on 9 March and, as we know, re-elected the Barnett 
government for a second term. Since that time a number of key election promises, including the delivery of the 
Perth Airport rail link, have been broken. Although the Premier may use ambiguous language to explain the 
dumping of key commitments, it has become clear that the people of WA will not receive the benefits of the 
promises made by the Liberal Party to secure electors’ votes. It has become clear since the election that the 
Premier’s promises for rail were entirely contingent on the receipt of significant funding from the federal 
government, funding that the federal government did not at any time prior to the state election commit to 
providing to the Barnett government for the purpose of rail system upgrades. With the federal election looming, 
an election that either side could potentially win, one would be forgiven for thinking that Mr Barnett had secured 
some form of commitment, as my colleague Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson mentioned, from Mr Tony Abbott. As 
we know, this is not the case. Mr Abbott has stated quite clearly that the federal government has — 

… no history of funding urban rail and I think it’s important that we stick to our knitting, and the 
Commonwealth’s knitting when it comes to funding infrastructure is roads.’’ 

The rail plans the Liberal Party was running on and the commitments it gave to Western Australians were sold 
on the basis of being fully funded and fully costed, but that was not the case at all. According to the Barnett state 
government, federal funds were meant to cover at least half the cost of the Metro Area Express light rail system 
and 80 per cent of the $1.9 billion required to build the airport rail link. This is a significant amount of funding 
for a government to assume it would get. This promise was all based on an assumption, not an actual 
commitment from the federal government. One would think that a commitment to provide the funds for the 
specified purpose would first be secured from the current federal government or the alternative federal 
government. Western Australians were essentially sold an idea as a promise. They were sold a proposal as a 
commitment and they were assured that this project was fully funded and fully costed, when in fact this could 
not be further from the truth. Clearly, the major public transport upgrades put forward to the electorate by the 
Barnett government were not discussed with the federal government. The federal infrastructure minister, 
Anthony Albanese, said on 15 May this year that the WA state government had failed to present a sufficiently 
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detailed business plan for either rail project. This is despite the Barnett government expecting almost $1 billion 
in funding to be allocated to the rail upgrade. On 18 April this year the Premier stated on the record in 
Parliament that the railway project to the airport was estimated to cost $1.8 billion. He stated that he expected 
commonwealth funding from whichever party might be in power in Canberra would cover this; however, if that 
was not to be forthcoming, he was equally committed to delivering those projects and would do so. Of course, it 
has now come out in the federal budget that only $500 million has been allocated over 10 years, and that means 
that the Barnett government could do only one rail project or the other, not both as promised during the 2013 
state election campaign.  

On 21 May this year, the Leader of the Opposition, Hon Mark McGowan, referred in Parliament to the Premier’s 
interview on television two days prior to the state election. In reference to the Premier’s comments, Mr 
McGowan stated — 

When asked by the presenter whether he could guarantee that the airport rail link and the light rail 
project would go ahead by 2018, with or without federal funding, he answered that they would go ahead 
and that they had been properly costed by the Liberal Party. 

Mr McGowan went on to ask whether the Premier was willing to stand by his promise to build both the airport 
rail and MAX light rail by 2018 with or without federal funding as promised in the election campaign. The 
Premier responded — 

Yes, we will build the rail to the airport and, yes, we will build a light rail from Mirrabooka into the 
city. 

Unfortunately, the Premier went on to concede “sometimes projects slip. That is a reality; sometimes they do.” 
This is a far cry from the assurances of an airport rail link by 2018 that a lot of electors, particularly in the East 
Metropolitan Region, went to the ballot box with. When asked whether his concessions on the time frames for 
the completion of the airport rail link constituted a broken promise, the Premier replied that people could argue 
that in a sort of literal interpretation of every single word that was said. But I would argue that assuring the 
public on the eve of a state election that a project would be delivered by a certain date and was fully costed and 
fully funded was quite clear. It appears in hindsight, however, that this seemingly clear commitment should 
never have been taken literally. I urge the people of Western Australia to think very carefully in the future about 
the Barnett government’s promises, commitments and assurances, given the apparent disparity between what is 
widely understood by the electorate and what is in fact intended by Premier Barnett. 

As I mentioned before, the WA Labor Party put forward an innovative and comprehensive rail plan for 2013, 
Metronet, which included the all-important rail link to Perth Airport. On 19 February this year, Liberal social 
media reported that Labor’s rail promise was fantasy. It would appear in hindsight, sadly, that it is the Liberal 
Party’s fully costed and fully funded assurance that is probably closer to the realm of fantasy. The dumping of 
the commitment to deliver the Perth Airport rail and MAX light rail projects within the promised time frames is 
a blow to the people of Western Australia. I have heard much anger and criticism from residents in the 
electorates of Forrestfield and Belmont about the broken promises. 

I would also like to make some comments about the effects on residents brought about by the dumping of the 
key rail commitments. Commitments were made by both major political parties in the lead-up to the 9 March 
state election to build the airport line inclusive of a link to Forrestfield, which at present is not connected to the 
city by rail. At the time, a spokesperson from the Real Estate Institute of WA mentioned the benefits to 
Forrestfield residents of the rail proposals and stated that the infrastructure would improve the quality of life for 
residents, boost property values and attract home buyers to the area, and that when a state Labor government 
built train lines to Mandurah and Thornlie, for example, they became commuter centres and improved life for 
residents in myriad ways. Linking Forrestfield to the rest of the city through rail would undoubtedly boost the 
liveability of the suburb, especially for those on low or fixed incomes. Unfortunately, however, the people of 
Forrestfield have been let down. As I have mentioned, rail was undoubtedly a big issue for those living in 
Belmont and Forrestfield. When they cast their vote at the state election, it was obvious that they did so on 
possibly misleading information from the government. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Stephen Dawson): Order, members! Hon Samantha Rowe has the call. 
Please pay attention. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: During the election, a large number of constituents spoke with Labor candidates 
about the financial hardship that they were experiencing as a result of increasing utility bills. The “Cost of Living 
Report 2012” by the Western Australian Council of Social Service presented some alarming data on the effects 
of the increased cost of living for people with low or fixed incomes. Labor understands that those doing it tough 
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need assistance to meet the increasing cost of utility bills, which is why during the state election campaign, the 
Leader of the Opposition, Hon Mark McGowan, committed to protecting the uniform tariff and abolishing the 
tariff equalisation levy to ensure that power bills would be seven per cent lower under Labor than they would 
under a Barnett Liberal government. In his discussions on the cost of living pressures, the Premier assured the 
electorate that a government he led would “keep electricity prices at or around the rate of inflation”. Since the 
election, the Premier has announced that from 1 July this year, electricity prices will increase by four per cent. 
Inflation is currently at 2.75 per cent, which means that the Premier’s increases are much higher than he assured 
the electorate they would be during the election campaign in March. Mr Buswell and the Barnett government 
generally have played down the significance of this broken promise, assuring us that four per cent is near enough 
to the 2.75 per cent inflation rate. However, I spoke to voters during the election campaign, and pensioners who 
had to decide which bills to pay in a given week realised that there is quite a difference between four per cent 
and 2.75 per cent. I met with families during the campaign. A lot of parents who work long hours and spend time 
away from their children live pay cheque to pay cheque and just scrape by. In Belmont in particular, people were 
doing it tough and could not run their air conditioners if it was 45 degrees outside because they would not be 
able to pay the bills that would result. Although four per cent may not seem to be a huge difference to some in 
the Liberal Party, we know differently. We know that it makes a big difference to those who struggle, and we 
know that they consider this broken promise to be of significant proportions. 

Since 2008 when the Barnett government was first elected, power prices have increased by 62 per cent, gas 
prices have increased by about 57 per cent and water prices have increased by 47 per cent. In light of these price 
hikes and the obvious pressures that they place on families that are doing it tough—people all across WA, not 
just in Belmont and Forrestfield, are struggling to meet these increasing costs—the true forecast power price 
increases should have been made very clear before voters made their decision on 9 March. It is simply not good 
enough to make promises to vulnerable people and then not deliver on them. It just seems completely 
misleading. I believe that the Liberal Barnett government misled the public in the lead-up to the election on 
9 March. I do not know, but that is possibly why we lost some seats. We were told that everything promised 
during the election campaign was fully funded and fully costed. I am afraid that this was not the case.  

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [5.30 pm]: I rise to speak on the Supply Bill 2013. It is highly unusual 
for Parliament to consider a Supply Bill of this nature after the re-election of a government. It is also highly 
unusual for a re-elected government to defer handing down its budget until August, well into the financial year. 
In 2001, the Gallop government deferred delivering its budget until August, but this was a new government that 
needed time to fully understand the state’s finances before being able to deliver a budget. This is not the case in 
this instance. This is a second-term Barnett government, a government that has managed a state budget for the 
past four years so it should have a good understanding of the state’s finances. It is unclear why the government 
has deferred delivering its budget until August as no explanation has been provided. I certainly hope that by the 
time we conclude consideration of this Supply Bill, the government provides this place with an explanation as to 
why the delivery of the budget has been deferred until August.  

It has been made clear in recent weeks that Colin Barnett made election commitments before the election, which 
he said were fully funded and fully costed. Now we know that he cannot deliver on those commitments. What is 
more shocking, however, is the fact that he must have known that at the time he made those election 
commitments because as Premier, he was fully across the budget and understood the nature of the budget and the 
forecasts. It appears that he now needs time to sort out the mess that he has got himself into by making election 
commitments that he cannot deliver, knowing full well that it was beyond the financial capacity of our state. He 
now needs more time to reconcile the election commitments that he has made and the revenue that is available in 
this budget and in the forward estimates.  

This is a bill for an act to supply out of the consolidated account the sum of $7 942 million for the services and 
purposes of the year ending 30 June 2014. The bill grants money to the government to enable it to continue its 
operations until the proper appropriation bills are passed by Parliament, which will be sometime after the budget 
is handed down in August. As explained by Hon Ken Travers, section 24 of the Financial Management Act 2006 
provides for an automatic granting of supply to a state government should it not be able to get its budget bills 
through by the end of the financial year. The act provides for the supply of an amount equal to 20 per cent of the 
last financial year’s budget. This bill is necessary because the Barnett government is asking for an advance of 
40 per cent of the appropriation from last year’s financial budget. This is a substantial advance, double what has 
been sought previously. The government has failed to explain why so much money is required. It would not be 
an unreasonable expectation when a Supply Bill is presented for consideration in this place that if the 
government is asking for such a significant increase in the advance that is to be provided from 20 per cent to 
40 per cent that it would provide some explanation as to the need for that additional funding, but that has not 
been provided.  
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If the Liberals’ election commitments had been fully funded and fully costed, as they claimed time and again, 
delivering a budget on time would not have been a problem for this government. Last year the government 
delivered a budget that relied on massive increases in revenue over the forward estimates and the five per cent 
efficiency dividend over that same period, which in reality was unrealistic but told a good story, in the run-up to 
the state election, of a strong economy and good financial management, yet it was all smoke and mirrors, as we 
have come to expect with this government. The Pre-election Financial Projections Statement clearly warned of 
fluctuating revenues in the forward years, setting the scene that the picture was not as rosy as was being made 
out. Since the election we have learnt that the royalty revenue forecast across the forward estimates will be 
reduced by $1.4 billion due to a change in the methodology in calculating the iron ore price. How extraordinary! 
No explanation, or at least no credible explanation, has been provided for this change in methodology. There has 
been no tectonic shift in the global finances since the state election and certainly nothing that would justify what 
we are now hearing after the election. It raises serious questions about whether Treasury was persuaded before 
the election to provide budget projects that were more favourable to paint a picture of a strong economy and a 
government that was a good financial manager in the run-up to the election.  

Hon Helen Morton: Do you honestly think that Tim Marney would do that? 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I have to question what is going on here. I do not understand how the government can 
change the methodology in calculating iron ore prices one way before the election and then immediately after the 
election decide to change the methodology. It is extraordinary. It requires explanation, which I hope the minister 
will provide to this place in her reply to the second reading.  

If there has been some misreporting of the true state of the state’s finances in the run-up to the election, this is 
dishonest and raises very serious concerns. 

Hon Helen Morton: That is a terrible indictment against the Treasury and Tim Marney.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: Explanations need to be provided. We are more than happy for the minister to come 
before this place and provide those explanations. She should tell us why we were given one picture of the 
economy before the election and now, after the election, with no great change in the economic circumstances at 
all, and despite the fact that the projections had already indicated that there were going to be massive fluctuations 
in revenue in the forward estimates, we have this picture of total doom and gloom. I invite the minister to explain 
it all. I am sure everyone on this side of the chamber invites her to explain it all, as does the community, because 
it wants to know why, in the run-up to the election, it was told that the government was the best financial 
manager it can have in this state. The government said, “We know the economy; we’ve got a plan that’s fully 
budgeted and fully costed.” Just after the election, everything changed. 

Hon Sue Ellery: You have to rearrange the formulas that you use to make them fit for the promises that you 
made, knowing you couldn’t get them.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: That is exactly right. It is absolutely extraordinary. 

Hon Helen Morton: You are being cynical.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: It is not a matter of being cynical. We have sat on the government benches — 

Hon Helen Morton: Is that what you did at election time? 

Hon ADELE FARINA: The minister should let me finish. We sat on the government benches and delivered 
responsible budgets year after year. After an election we did not come back to this place and say, “Sorry, despite 
the fact that we have been managing the state’s budget for the past four years in government and have told the 
electorate that we are good financial managers, hold on a minute, we need a few more months before we can 
deliver a budget because we need to understand the true state of the economy.” Those two statements are 
completely inconsistent, no matter which way the minister wants to play it and no matter what sort of spin she 
wants to put on it. The reality is that they just do not gel. The electorate is not silly; it can see right through it. 
Having delivered this bill to this place, the government now needs to start providing some explanation. Why 
does the government need a 40 per cent advance when a 20 per cent advance was considered reasonable in the 
past? When this Parliament approved the amendments to the Financial Management Act in 2006, it determined 
that a 20 per cent advance was more than adequate for any government and that anything beyond that should be 
questioned. The minister comes to this place with a Supply Bill that is asking for a 40 per cent advance. That is a 
significant amount of money, yet we have absolutely no indication from this government about how that money 
is proposed to be spent. It is usual when a government delivers a Supply Bill that it provides some explanation of 
how that money will be spent. We have a situation here in which not only is the government asking for double 
the amount that is the usual standard in a Supply Bill of this nature, but also, as I understand it, it has indicated 
that it does not intend to provide this house with any explanation of why it needs a 40 per cent advance ahead of 
the appropriation bills and that it has absolutely no intention of informing this house how that money will be 
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spent. Is the minister seriously going to stand here and tell us that the government is a good financial manager 
and ought to be trusted, when the government cannot provide us with simple information about how this money 
is going to be spent? I do not think it is unreasonable—I am sure the community will agree with me that it is not 
unreasonable—when a government comes to the Parliament to ask for an advance in funding, that it delivers 
some explanation of why the advance is needed and how that money is going to be spent. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: It’s for the ongoing business of government. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: That is a very general statement. If the member had been listening to what I was saying, 
he would have understood that in the past governments have provided a schedule, a list, of where that money is 
expected to be spent—an itemised list. It is not unreasonable for that to be provided in this situation. I find it 
very disturbing that the government seems to think that it can come to this place, expect this place to approve a 
40 per cent advance, and provide no explanation of how that money is going to be spent, particularly when it will 
be spent on capital works as well. Why is it so difficult, minister, to provide us with a list of those capital works 
on which money is going to be spent? I am sure that a business plan is in place for those capital works, and I am 
sure that there is a project plan for how those moneys will be spent. Why not share it with this place? Why not 
inform us of how the government is going to spend the money? 

As I indicated earlier, the minister also needs to explain why Treasury has now provided a new methodology for 
calculating the iron ore cost, because certainly it raises a lot of questions in the minds of the community when 
just before the election one set of methodology was accurate and now we find out that that is not the case. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: It seems as though Hon Simon O’Brien must be getting a bit hungry because he is 
getting very tetchy. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: No; I just don’t like tedious repetition; that’s all. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Perhaps if Hon Simon O’Brien stopped interrupting, I would not keep losing my place. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Perhaps if you didn’t read your speech, you wouldn’t be losing your place. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I am not reading my speech. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Aren’t you? 

Hon ADELE FARINA: No. Okay. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: If you were, the Chair would pull you up anyway. It’s not up to me to do it. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Stephen Dawson): Members, Hon Adele Farina has the call. It is difficult to 
hear her. I encourage all members to listen to her. We have fewer than 20 minutes left and it will be tea time, 
Hon Simon O’Brien, but Hon Adele Farina has the call. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. 

The situation — 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Would Hon Simon O’Brien like me to sit down and perhaps the Deputy President will 
afford him an opportunity to leave his chair earlier so that he can get to his dinner a bit sooner? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: No, but I’d like to see the time of the house made better use of. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members, I appreciate that everybody would like to make a contribution — 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Hon Simon O’Brien! Members, I appreciate that everybody is passionate in this 
place and may well want to make a contribution on this bill. At this stage Hon Adele Farina has the call, so I 
encourage everybody to listen. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. 

As I said, before the election and during the election campaign, the Liberals told the community that their plan 
for the future—their plan for these four years of government—had been fully funded and fully costed and that 
every election commitment that they made would be honoured. It was a pledge that they made to the people of 
Western Australia. After the election, we see a very different reality. This government has to hold the record for 
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the fastest and most numerous breaches of promises in such a very short time. We know that there have been at 
least 12 broken promises within just a few weeks of it winning government and that this continues to grow. 

I will just detail them so that this will at least give us an idea of what will not be funded through this Supply Bill, 
because the government has indicated that it is not inclined to provide us with a list of how it is going to spend 
the money that it is asking for in advance. But we know that it will not be spending it on the following 
commitments because it has had to concede that it cannot deliver these election commitments. Over 1 200 public 
service jobs are going to be cut. There will be an increase in third party car insurance premiums, and there will 
be electricity price hikes that are 45 per cent higher than the consumer price index. Despite the fact that the 
Liberals went to the election promising people that they would increase electricity prices only by CPI, within a 
few weeks of winning government, they have now had to concede that they misled the community and that 
electricity prices will increase by 45 per cent. There will be no tax cuts for small business, and this is not the first 
time that the Liberals have broken that promise; it is the second time, I think, that they have broken that promise. 
There will be no Swan Valley bypass, and no Metro Area Express light rail by 2018. Is that not interesting? 
Before the election, Labor came out with a very comprehensive plan for public transport in the Perth 
metropolitan area, which forced the Liberals to respond in some way. So they came up with their proposal and 
promised the people, “Ours is better, and we will actually deliver it on time and on budget, because we’ve got it 
fully costed and fully budgeted because we’re in government and we understand the state of the finances and we 
know we can deliver this.” As Hon Samantha Rowe said, it was not long before they had to concede that they 
were relying very largely on federal government funding to deliver this proposal and, given that that is not likely 
to be forthcoming, they will not be able to deliver it. It is a pretty significant broken promise, and I am sure that 
the electorate will not be quick to forgive them on that one. 

The opening of the Fiona Stanley Hospital is to be delayed by 12 months. Princess Margaret Hospital for 
Children is not coping with demand, but there are no immediate plans to do anything to deal with those issues, so 
we know that the Supply Bill money will not be spent there, despite the fact that there is a demonstrated 
significant need. There have been significant pay increases for the Premier’s own staff—up to 52 per cent. At the 
same time he is expecting and requiring 1 200 public sector jobs to be cut, but he has no qualms about increasing 
salaries for his staff by up to 52 per cent. It sends a very clear message about where this government’s priorities 
are, and it is certainly not looking after the interests of the people of Western Australia. There will be the 
ongoing use of overpaid personal consultants—we have certainly heard a lot about that this week—and the loss 
of Browse gas onshore processing. The promised 24/7 police station in Ballajura will not be delivered. That is 
just a small list of the broken promises as we know them now. I am sure that when the government finally gets 
around to delivering its next budget, we will be enlightened on what other further election commitments it will 
be unable to deliver in this term of government. 

To recap, we have a situation in which we are being asked to provide 40 per cent additional funding in advance. 
We have no indication of how that money is going to be spent, and this government thinks it is okay to do that. It 
is no greater sign of an arrogant government than for it to come to this place, demand money to be forwarded, 
and provide no explanation of how that money is going to be spent. 

We need to appreciate that this government has form in this regard. Members who have been following the 
questions that I have been asking in Parliament in recent weeks will know that in about 2011, the minister went 
to Bunbury and made an announcement that, in the 2011–12 budget, an additional $220 000 would be made 
available to fund two additional full-time equivalents for the south west child and adolescent mental health 
service. She did that because I highlighted a great deficiency with the south west child and adolescent mental 
health service; it was not able to deliver and meet demand in the community with its existing resourcing. South 
west CAMHS was so stressed that it was forced into a position in which it had to provide the minister with a 
business case to ask for additional funding. The business case that was submitted to the minister sought an 
additional $1.6 million in funding just for south west CAMHS to deal with the then existing needs within the 
south west region. Many children in the south west are unable to access the child and adolescent mental health 
service because the service is simply not well resourced enough to meet the growing demand in the area. 

The minister made that announcement in about October 2011. She came to Bunbury and told the community, 
“Don’t worry, I’ve heard your cry for additional funding. While it’s not the $1.6 million that’s been asked for, I 
have committed $220 000 in this year’s budget to deliver two additional FTEs”. When I asked a question at the 
beginning of this parliamentary session about what additional funding had been made available to south west 
CAMHS in 2012–13, the minister told me that she was pleased to announce that $220 000 had been made 
available in 2012–13 for two additional FTEs for south west CAMHS. My initial response was, “Hey, this is 
fantastic! Two consecutive financial years, $440 000 made available to south west CAMHS, and four FTEs”. 
But then I got to thinking about how curious it was that the figure and number of FTEs were exactly the same, so 
I asked a further question, only to be told that, despite the fact that the minister came to Bunbury in 2011 to 
announce that she was delivering $220 000 to south west CAMHS in 2011–12, that did not actually happen, that 
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no additional funding was delivered to south west CAMHS in 2011–12, and that the money had been delivered 
to south west CAMHS in 2012–13. When I asked the minister to clarify her answer, she then said, “Oh, look, it’s 
a matter of semantics”, that it was not an error and that she had not misled the house; she said that it was a matter 
of semantics, and that what she had meant to say was that the $220 000 had been allocated in 2011–12, but had 
not been spent, and therefore it was reallocated in 2012–13. 

The minister might think that we on this side of the house cannot see through the statements she is making in this 
place, but we can see right through them. There is absolutely no reason why at least some portion of that money 
could not have been spent, and if the minister knew it could not have been spent in that time frame, she should 
not have made public announcements about having allocated the money. 

This is a real issue, and it is symptomatic of what we saw during the election campaign: again, everything was 
fully funded and fully costed and the government would deliver on all its election commitments; yet, within a 
few months of winning government, here it is, week after week, having to concede that there is yet another 
election commitment it made that it cannot deliver on. The government expects to have credibility out in the 
community; well, the government’s credibility is fast drying up because of the way it spins things all the time, 
and it is simply not good enough. 

This is not just something that has happened recently, and it is not something that has happened because there 
has been some significant financial shift since the election; this is part and parcel of the way in which this 
government has operated over its last four years in government. Sadly, it looks as though we can expect more of 
the same. I am sure, however, that at the next state election the community will not be as forgiving as it was this 
time, especially given the very fast growing list of election commitments that have been broken already. 

I turn now to my electorate of South West Region, which has some really significant demands. I want to talk a 
little about what has been happening in the south west over the last 13 years, to put some context around this and 
to explain why I hope that a significant portion of this money that we are going to supply the government with in 
advance of the budget will actually be delivered to my electorate in the south west, because the needs there are 
great, and for the last four years they have been ignored. I hope at least some of the money in the Supply Bill 
2013 will be delivered to my electorate. 

Over the past 13 years, the resident population growth rate in the South West Region has increased by an 
average of 2.5 per cent per annum, with some coastal areas experiencing significantly higher population growth 
rates. The average growth rate of 2.5 per cent per annum is greater than the state average and greater than the 
national average. The region is growing at a much faster rate than both the state and national averages. This 
growth resulted in the estimated resident population of the region increasing by 28 per cent in the 10 years to 
2011. Members who were here during the last budget estimates hearings will recall that I asked the 
Commissioner of Police whether he was going to deliver on election commitments to provide more police to the 
south west. The commissioner responded in a way that shocked me. He said, “We understand that there are 
increases in population numbers in the south west during high tourism periods”. Yes, that does happen; yes, that 
is a problem; and yes, it does present a whole lot of factors for policing which need to be taken into account and 
which are not being addressed, but what the commissioner failed to acknowledge was that there has also been a 
massive increase in the resident population over the last 10 years, and resourcing for the south west has certainly 
not kept pace with that significant rate of population growth, which has placed significant pressure on 
infrastructure and services in the region. 

At the same time, the average age of people resident in the south west has decreased, with more young families 
moving into the region and bringing with them an increased demand on services and infrastructure for children 
and young people. The provision of services and infrastructure to address the needs of this younger population 
has not kept pace with the growing number of children and young people residing in the south west, which has 
created a whole lot of new challenges for us in the region. As at the 2001, 2006 and 2011 censuses, the age 
structure of the south west relative to the state shows that there is a slight overrepresentation in the zero to 14 age 
cohort; a significant underrepresentation in the 20 to 34 age cohort; and an overrepresentation in the 65 and over 
cohort. The underrepresentation in the 20 to 34 age cohort is likely to be associated with the process of migration 
out, as young people seek higher education opportunities and training and employment opportunities elsewhere, 
particularly in Perth, which means that significantly more needs to be done by government to address this out-
migration of this age group. Sadly, over the last four years we have seen nothing done by this government to 
address this issue. 

The overrepresentation of the 65 and over cohort means that a slightly higher proportion of the south west’s 
population will reach retirement age in the next one to 10 years, placing greater pressure on our already limited 
and stretched infrastructure and services for the aged. According to the 2012 instalment of the WA Planning 
Commission’s “Western Australia Tomorrow” publication, yearly population growth in the region is expected to 
continue to outpace the state over the period 2012 to 2026. According to the WA Planning Commission, the 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 18 June 2013] 

 p1578c-1586a 
Hon Samantha Rowe; Hon Adele Farina 

 [8] 

forecast rates of increase mean that the region could develop a population of between 210 000 and 250 000 by 
2026, making the region a population hotspot over the next 15 years, with a population increase of about 
152 000. That is significant, and requires forward planning by government; yet we have no evidence of any such 
forward planning actually happening. Certainly, there were no election commitments that gave any indication 
that this government has even turned its mind to these pressures.  

In respect of population distribution across the south west, the 2011 census shows that the population distribution 
of the region is fairly unequal, with a high proportion of the population located within the local government areas 
of Bunbury, at 20.5 per cent; Busselton, at 19.5 per cent; and Harvey, at 14.8 per cent in 2011. Over the past 
decade, the populations of Capel, Dardanup and Busselton have increased by 116 per cent, 43 per cent and 
35 per cent respectively, while the population in Manjimup over the same period fell by nine per cent. We can 
see that there is a difference in what is happening across the south west in population growth. The difference in 
population distribution across the south west means that one size does not fit all, and that government needs to 
ensure that it is directing its funding for infrastructure and services to where they are most needed, rather than 
seeking to influence population growth through government funding, which has proved unsuccessful and not 
cost-effective when it has been attempted elsewhere in Australia and across the world; yet that has been the 
focus of this government for the last four years, despite all the evidence that it simply does not work.  

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm  

Hon ADELE FARINA: Before the dinner break, I was explaining how, over the past 10 years, the South West 
Region has experienced a population growth rate that is greater than both the state and national averages, and 
because that is expected to continue well into the next 13 years, it will place enormous pressure on the region’s 
services and infrastructure. I had also explained that the growth pressures are greatest in the coastal areas and in 
the greater Bunbury area. Over the last four years, this government, through its royalties for regions program, has 
focused on delivering funding to slow-growth or negative-growth regional towns and areas in an effort to 
influence population growth, despite all the academic evidence that this does not work and is not a cost-effective 
use of public moneys. The government should be directing money to deliver services and infrastructure to high 
population-growth areas. Population growth rates are highest in the greater Bunbury area and in Busselton, and 
this has placed significant pressure on those areas’ services and infrastructure. Yet Bunbury has received 
precious little funding from the government over the last four and a half years. The Premier is happy to talk 
about Bunbury being the state’s second city, but he has not backed up that talk with action or funding to ensure 
that the services and infrastructure in Bunbury are of a standard that would be expected in a second city and to 
service a rapidly growing population in that region. The Premier says that Bunbury is important to this state and 
that it is the state’s second city, but he did not visit Bunbury once during the election campaign. He made many 
visits to Eaton and to Australind in the adjoining and more marginal seat of Collie–Preston, but not once did he 
visit Bunbury.  

With a couple of exceptions, major infrastructure projects in the greater Bunbury region delivered in the last 
term of the Barnett government were committed to and funded by the previous Labor Party government with the 
assistance of the federal Labor government. The Bunbury waterfront project had its funding cut by about half. It 
is a project that should have been completed in the last term, but just a few weeks before the election, there was a 
ceremonial sod-turning—yet another attempt by this government to give the illusion that it is delivering when it 
is falling well short.  

For the last four and a half years, I, together with the business community and local governments, have been 
telling the Barnett government that it needs to fund and deliver on the Roads to Export projects. Yet no 
additional funding has been provided to deliver these critical projects. The government’s regional transport plan 
or strategy is nothing more than spin. It simply states what we already knew; it simply reiterates what is already 
in the Roads to Export documents and it does not deliver one additional cent to actually ensuring that those 
projects are built. In July last year—again, in response to public pressure—the Minister for Transport announced 
$3 million for the design and engineering report on the diversion of the Preston River. He said that the report 
would be completed in 12 to 15 months, which would have meant delivery within the next month to three 
months. Last week, the minister issued a media release announcing $1.5 million in funding for the same report—
a report that, based on his announcement of last year, should have been nearing completion. It has not even been 
started. In response to a question asked today, we learnt that the report will now not be completed until 2015. 
This further delays the important expansion of the Bunbury port, which is critical to the future economic growth 
of the south west in delivering jobs for its growing population.  

The arrogance of this government in making announcements, doing nothing and then re-announcing the same 
funding commitment 12 months later defies belief, not to the mention the fact that with a lot of these 
announcements, there is a definite cost shifting to the royalties for regions program. I am interested in hearing 
from the minister how much of this Supply Bill advance will be spent on advancing the pressing needs in the 
south west. The Liberal’s election commitments for Bunbury show a complete lack of understanding of the 
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pressures in Bunbury and the region, and they were disappointing, to say the least. I would be interested to know 
from the minister how many of those election commitments for Bunbury will actually be delivered, or at least 
started, out of this advance funding that will be provided if we approve the Supply Bill. How much of that 
money is being allocated to delivering on those Bunbury election commitments? I would also like to know 
whether there is any prospect that the balance of the $1.6 million that is critically needed by south west child and 
adolescent mental health services to provide what it needs to deliver for the children and adolescents who live in 
the south west region will be funded out of this advance that we are looking to approve. Also, are we likely to 
see the Barnett government delivering on its 2008 election commitment to deliver more police to Bunbury? We 
went through a whole government term and not one additional police officer was provided to Bunbury, despite it 
being an election commitment. I note that, although the Minister for Regional Development rejected the findings 
of the Grattan Institute report that the government was misdirecting royalties for regions funding, the Nationals 
promised that if they won government, they would invest royalties for regions funding in a regional cities 
initiative to help these cities maximise their economic potential and provide attractive places to live. I would be 
interested in learning whether any of the advance money will be directed to getting this initiative off the ground, 
and whether Bunbury can expect the government’s investment that it needs to realise its standing as the state’s 
second city.  

Also during the election campaign we heard many times the Premier say that if he was re-elected, he would 
revise the royalties for regions funding by reviewing how that money is directed, yet there was no detail on what 
sort of revision was proposed. I have been receiving many representations from local governments throughout 
the region, concerned that this might result in a reduction of funding to local government through those 
programs. I would be interested to know from the minister what impact, if any, this funding will have on those 
royalties for regions programs, and whether any of the funding is being directed to delivering an explanation for 
those changes that the Premier envisages making to the royalties for regions fund during this term in 
government.  

To sum up very quickly, we are faced with the issue of being asked to advance a significant amount of money, 
but not being given any information about how that money is to be spent. Although it is fine to say that it is for 
the ongoing operation of the government, surely, when asking for that much of an advance, a bit more detail is 
more than reasonable and justified. I ask members to consider that through the consideration of the Supply Bill. I 
am sure that a number of these questions, if they are not answered by the minister in her reply to the second 
reading debate, will definitely be asked of the minister during the consideration of the bill in committee. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House). 
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