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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) RECURRENT 2014–15 BILL 2014 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) CAPITAL 2014–15 BILL 2014 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 14 August. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [3.12 pm]: When we were dealing 
with the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent 2014–15 Bill 2014 and the Appropriation 
(Consolidated Account) Capital 2014–15 Bill 2014 last week, I had begun to make some comments about the 
education portfolio. In particular I had noted—which I then went on to note in another debate in this house on 
the same day, I think—that WA Labor supports the new student-centred funding model in that we support 
increasing funding into the early years and a simpler model that makes it easier for schools to manage their 
money. What we do not support is taking that money from secondary schools in some of the most economically 
and educationally disadvantaged areas to invest in the early years in primary schools. We do not support a model 
that does not put in place measures to track how the new model performs against academic results, and I want to 
make some comments about what Professor Teese has said it will take to make this model work very well. I note 
that in the course of debate in the other place last week, the Premier made the comment that this was WA’s 
version of Gonski and this was just like Gonski. The essential difference, of course, is that Gonski gave 
additional funds to every single school in Australia; it did not take money from any school. That is the essential 
difference between Gonski and this model. 

But if the Premier is serious about the similarities between this model and Gonski—that is, an objective to meet 
equity—then ought we not be measuring whether or not we are achieving that? It seems to me that the answer to 
that ought to be yes. I think that is clearly what Professor Teese had in mind in the report. The report he provided 
to the state government contained a whole chapter addressing the equity challenge, but, more importantly, 
towards the end of the report—on pages 97 and 98—he set out what he described as the essentials needed to 
make the model work and achieve its objectives. The report states — 

To work well, a student centred funding model should be supported by other changes, including: 

• fully devolved financial, decision-making and accountability structures 

• schools having capacity for autonomous control of staff recruitment 

• financial management skills in schools being of even and high quality 

• mechanisms for ensuring that quality and equity targets are met 

• processes in place for monitoring expenditure in relation to improvement, and 

• rolling benchmarks established at intervals to assess targeting and changes in cost. 

All schools must operate sound financial management practices that support the financial objectives of: 

• establishing proper financial management arrangements and accounting procedures, 

•  maintaining a reliable system of internal controls, 

• ensuring that funds are used for the purpose intended, 

• fulfilling the requirements of public finance accountability. 

Moving to this new approach will require a phased process to enable schools to adjust to an 
environment in which they have new responsibilities, but also greater freedom of action. It will be 
important to ensure that principals are well-prepared and supported to manage the transition and to take 
full advantage of the flexibilities delivered by the new model. In the long run, the adjustments relate to 
the capacity to choose staff to match students this is the single biggest complaint levelled by principals 
against the current funding arrangements and on the other hand to manage the budget to employ the 
most suitable staff. Principals accept the need for change, but they also need time to adjust. 

If we go back and unpick which of those this government has implemented in the model, I think it is quite 
alarming that we have not put in place the measures that the author of the model has stated need to be in place if 
the model is going to work well. We can put a tick against “fully devolved financial decision-making and 
accountability structures”. Schools will have their own one-line budgets and will make decisions about how 
those budgets are allocated. The new accountability structures will require principals to sign an agreement, 
which they have not had to do before, that reflects the things for which they will be held accountable in 
managing their school’s budget. There might be some matters around the edges of those issues, but it would be 
fair to say that those elements have been incorporated into the model. 
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The second point—schools having the capacity for autonomous control of staff recruitment—is an essential 
element of the independent public school system; however, it is not an essential component of the new  
student-centred funding model. The right to hire and fire, which exists for principals of independent public 
schools, will not be extended to every public school across Western Australia. 
Hon Peter Collier: They cannot fire them, but they can hire. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes, sorry; but essentially they can recruit, which is what they want. 
The third point refers to the financial management skills in schools being of even and high quality. It is certainly 
the case that a lot of school leaders—principals and deputy principals, members of the executive, school officers 
and school finance people—do not feel that they are ready to step up to the new requirements. Certainly training 
is in place. The general feedback about the new IT system is pretty good. However, there is a high degree of 
nervousness about whether they will properly understand the new system and whether they will have the 
resources needed to manage it. We are on the way to achieving that. 

I have not seen anything in the model that addresses the next point, which refers to mechanisms for ensuring that 
quality and equity targets are met. No quality and equity targets have been set, which is a fundamental flaw. If 
we are to believe the Premier that this is our version of Gonski and that it is about achieving equity, ought that 
not be measured to determine whether we have our system in place? I am not suggesting something completely 
unrealistic. I am not suggesting that we implement the system in February 2015 and expect to increase the 
National Assessment Program — Literacy and Numeracy results and close the gap between Indigenous students 
and non-Indigenous students by the end of 2015; that would be unrealistic. However, we ought set a time frame, 
and, indeed, Professor Teese said that one is essential to ensuring that the model works well. He also said that we 
need to have processes in place for monitoring expenditure improvement. In the report he canvassed the idea of 
having the schools in low socioeconomic areas that are having success report against the measures that are in 
place to address their academic achievements, and of asking other schools to report similarly. I am not sure 
whether that is the best way to proceed, but it seems to me that there is nothing in place in this model to monitor 
expenditure improvement. The government has not set any targets; indeed, it has not said that it wants to see, for 
example, a five per cent increase in results for this category of students or this category of schools. 

The other change that Professor Teese said that needs to be made if this model is to work is for rolling 
benchmarks to be established at intervals to assess targeting and changes in cost. Again, none of that has been 
put in place in this model. I am concerned that of the six things that the author of the model, Professor Teese, 
said are needed to ensure that the model works well, we can tick off only one and we are, perhaps, halfway 
towards ticking off another. But that is it. We are certainly not putting in place measures that the author of the 
model said are needed to make sure that the system works. 

I now turn to the sound financial management practices that support the financial objectives. Professor Teese 
said that it will require a phase-in process to enable schools to adjust to the environment in which they have new 
responsibility. There will be no phasing-in; rather, the new model will start in every school in February 2015. Let 
us be generous and say that we believe what the government said in August 2013: that the cuts being made to 
every single public school across Western Australia are about transition to a new funding model, and that that 
was the point at which the transition began. Of course, that was a period of cuts and of great uncertainty and 
trauma for schools. There was no move towards anything; rather, resources to the value of $185 million were 
removed from schools. That was not an orderly, phased-in transition; it was just cuts. The opposition takes issue 
with the notion of putting in place a new system—no matter how important it is, how much it is needed or how 
good it is—on top of cuts that were effectively made this year but announced in 2013. The government is setting 
the system up to fail. It is putting schools under enormous pressure because of the removal of many resources 
from the system. What I am hearing from school communities, particularly those in secondary schools in low 
socioeconomic areas that are losing money, is that those schools will do everything they can to make sure there 
are sufficient teachers in the classrooms. However, all the things that support teachers and manage schools well, 
such as pastoral care and team members who contribute, whether they are youth workers, counsellors or 
additional hours for school psychologists or school chaplains, will be where the cuts will be made to 
accommodate the changes and to accommodate the cuts coming as part of the implementation of the new model. 
Of course, schools in those areas are the ones least able to accommodate the changes and most in need of 
additional pastoral care because of the very complex matters that their students present with. I find it astonishing 
that the best safety net that the government could come up with is the phasing-in over five years, which is better 
than nothing. I am not belittling it, but if that is the government’s idea of a safety net for schools with the 
greatest demands in terms of a complexity of students and all the issues that go on in their families, that leaves a 
lot to be desired. Being serious about addressing equity is not so much about making sure that all students or 
schools achieve exact the same results; rather, it is more about creating an education system in which every child 
has the opportunity to attend a public school, and that that public school is the very best it can be. That is what 
we mean when we talk about equity in education. The new model makes it easier for principals and school 
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officers to manage resources, which is great. However, it is not simply about budgeting; it is also about properly 
funding schools so that all students can develop to their highest potential. 

Professor Teese is adamant that equity funding is one of the most critical issues in designing a new school 
funding model. He said that it might be better if equity funding is more clearly linked to programs, and through 
schools providing details on what they are doing to address the additional needs of their students to give some 
insight into successful programs and innovative teaching and successful attendance policies. In moving to the 
new model, we ought to put in place some measures to determine whether the model does anything other than 
make sources of money easier to manage. Should we not ensure that the new model involves something that 
measures improvements in student outcomes? If there is a gap between the NAPLAN results of schools and our 
NAPLAN results for Aboriginal students are alarmingly low, is it not fair to ask what the success measure of the 
new models is and when will we see those results. When will Aboriginal student’s NAPLAN results improve 
and their retention rates increase? If that is the objective of the model—I believe that it is—when will we see 
that? Why are there no measures in place to address that? I thank the minister for providing me with a briefing 
the week before last. In the briefing, the director general made the point that there were ongoing discussions 
about the evaluation of the model. I welcome that. But I think Professor Teese was talking about building into 
the model measures and time lines at which point we would measure the achievements of the model. That is 
different from getting an independent person after the event to come in and say, “This is what happened”. I think 
it is far more sensible to build time lines and measures into the model. It was disappointing that details of how 
we will measure the success of the model were not provided when the model was announced. It is less than two 
terms until the model goes live in February next year. If we are to be true to what Gonski, Professor Teese and 
Stephen Lamb recommended, we have to address equity, find a way to measure it and set a timetable by which 
we will measure it. 

I was disappointed with the appropriations bills because the only additional money for the model was the 
$10 million—two lots of $5 million—over two financial years, but effectively one academic year of transition 
funding. And that is it! We know that $45 million is coming out of secondary school budgets and going into 
primary schools’ early years budgets. The only additional money is the transition money. I think that there are 
elements of the model that are very good. Clearly, I accept the argument about the need for a new model of 
funding. I think the objective of setting equity as one of our key purposes for a new model is really important, 
but I think creating a new funding model without providing additional money and building in measurable and 
timetabled outcomes is short-sighted. With those comments, I conclude my remarks on the appropriations bills. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.32 pm]: I rise to 
comment on the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent 2014–15 Bill 2014 and the Appropriation 
(Consolidated Account) Capital 2014–15 Bill 2014. I gave a fairly lengthy critique of the budget some time ago, 
and I had cause to go back through some of those comments today, so members might be relieved that I will not 
repeat a lot of what I said then. I thought about where we are in the electoral cycle. We are sort of midway. By 
the time we get to March 2017, a date that I am sure all members are looking forward to—I think it is about 
11 March—people in Western Australia will be asking themselves what they have gained from eight and a half 
years of a Liberal Barnett government. I think it will be difficult for them to answer. In 2008, an advertisement 
posed the question: “Name three things Labor has done for you?” 
Hon Simon O’Brien: What was the answer? 
Hon KATE DOUST: There was an awful lot—Fiona Stanley Hospital, the train line to Mandurah, more 
schools. There was a whole range of things. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: You didn’t do anything to Fiona Stanley Hospital. 
Hon KATE DOUST: We put the money in and set up the legislation. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members. Let one person speak at a time. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you; I thought I was going to have issues this afternoon. 

Yes, there were a lot of things. But come March 2017, if that question were put to the public of this state, what 
would they respond with? They would likely talk about higher electricity bills, ever-increasing debt, school 
budget cuts, delays in health, under-funded transport and it would go on and on. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: I do not think Hon Kate Doust needs a running commentary on the side from about three 
other directions. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you, Mr President. It does illustrate that everything that people will think about 
will be negative. There are no positive outcomes for people in this state. Everyone in this chamber can come up 
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with a list of quite negative things that their constituents have had to deal with as a result of this government. 
Unfortunately I was unable to attend, but I know government members on the other side of the chamber 
attended, the Liberal Party annual state conference a couple of weekends ago. I think it was on  
Saturday, 9 August. On Monday, 11 August, the Liberal Party state director, Mr Ben Morton, said in his speech 
to the believers of the Liberal Party, “We have to start off by believing that we can”. He then went on to talk 
about being sick of the negativity amongst those who were talking themselves into losing. It is an interesting 
comment from the state director; it bears his frustration that a lot of his own team are starting to believe the 
problems their government is causing the taxpayers of this state. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Two days later, the Deputy Premier went out and backed a paedophile. I am sure Ben Morton 
was thrilled with that. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you, for that assistance, Leader of the Opposition. 

Government members have obviously convinced themselves that their leadership team is leading them down the 
wrong path, making bad decisions and handling the finances abysmally. The feedback to those members is that 
they are thinking about—hopefully—packing up their offices and what they will do next. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Starting the shredders. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Starting with the shredders; that is a good option. 

I thought it was an interesting and telling comment. At this part of the electoral cycle, the director of the Liberal 
Party is already starting to tell people to pull their heads in, pull their socks up, get on with it and stop being 
negative. Leading up to 2017, I think the director of the Liberal Party will have a really tough time trying to turn 
things like this year’s budget—trying to turn a sow’s ear into a silk purse. The latest incarnation of a Treasurer 
that this government was able to find said that this was the budget the government needed to have in these times. 
I have already talked about how difficult people are finding this budget. I sent correspondence to a couple of 
thousand seniors in Jandakot a while ago and received a number of responses that were quite detailed about the 
hardships they are putting up with while they tighten their belts as a result of this government’s decisions to put 
up transport, power, water and in some cases public housing costs. These people are at their wits’ end trying to 
work out what they can do to cut costs. They even talked how they have had to change their diets so they can 
afford to eat. Some people are in really appalling situations. I will talk about that a bit more. I met with a number 
of mayors in my electorate and they talked about some of their issues. One mayor talked about the issue of 
homelessness, which they had not encountered to the same degree before. 

I think that the 2014–15 budget and the figures listed in these two bills show that we are in a serious situation. 
This government has no money and will have no money to fund the projects that it continues to announce. Last 
week, even though I was absent from Parliament, I noted the grand announcement from the Liberal Party state 
conference, which everyone had been waiting for, about the train line out to the airport and how it unravelled 
within a day. It was another typical example of this government. It has a great vision, paints a beautiful image, a 
picture of what will happen, but when it comes down to the detail and the costing, it fails every time. I think that 
is a key flaw of the Premier; he has these great pipe dreams, but does not pay attention to the detail, to the 
detriment of our state and the taxpayers. At the end of the day, he says that it will cost X, but it ends up costing 
triple X, and our constituents have to deal with that. 

In 2017, the taxpayers of the state will look at what they have got: they will have a gaping great hole down at 
Betty’s jetty, or Elizabeth Quay as some people like to call it. The government is pushing that project along to 
get it finalised. It is trying to get people excited. It has engaged the council, talking about pop-up shops, 
restaurants and bars. That is all very nice and a great image, but it will still be a gaping great hole for the next 
10 to 20 years. People should be asking questions, and it is a real shame that the fourth estate in Western 
Australia does not challenge the government in the detailed way that it could or should. It needs to ask the 
government whether Chevron Australia has signed the contracts and what is the start date for buildings on the 
side of Elizabeth Quay. Is the government going to deliver on those commitments? The government has made a 
strong commitment that Chevron will be an anchor tenant in that area, which will then attract other businesses. 
Some key questions still need to be asked of the government to verify what will happen there; or, at the end of 
the day, will the taxpayer have to foot those bills when there is a change in position? All the commitments that 
the government has made that are set out in these appropriation bills are well and truly into the future, and in 
most cases beyond 2017 when, hopefully, the Liberal government will no longer be sitting on those benches. The 
Premier is a bit like Peter Pan in never–never land, making promises now in the full knowledge that the  
Liberal–National government may not have to deliver on. Those are the types of things we see with the vanity 
projects such as Elizabeth Quay and the stadium and, last week, the Forrestfield–Airport Link project. These 
projects are guaranteed to escalate in cost. When that happens, the government has to cut expenditure and find 
the money elsewhere. Unfortunately, I did not hear the whole speech given by the Leader of the Opposition, but 
I am sure it was excellent and full of detail about cuts to the Department of Education and schools in this state. 
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That is where the government will find cuts. If the government cannot manage its budget, it will look at the soft 
edges—the easy targets. The government has obviously done that with education. 

Like a number of members in this place, last night I attended the sixty-ninth anniversary of the independence of 
Indonesia at the Consul General’s office in St Georges Terrace. I was talking to one of our key leaders in the 
science community. I asked how things were going now that the Premier had taken the lead in the science 
portfolio, and whether he had noticed any difference. I asked whether he thought we would start to see some 
money flowing towards the science community. He said that the government was pretty tied up in all these big 
projects—tunnels, trains and stadiums—but once it gets over that maybe it would start to funnel some money 
back to the science community. That was a really nice thought, but I do not know whether he had a lot of 
enthusiasm that this would happen or that he really believed that would be the case. The government has cut into 
the soft edges in the areas of education, science and commerce. I talked about this at length during my earlier 
contribution to the budget debate, and it will continue to cut expenditure. In 2017, we will put the question to 
people: what has this government done for you? But I cannot think of anything that will be completed. It may be 
that the government will push to gets its stadium finished but, quite frankly, from the feedback the opposition is 
getting from people, no-one will be able to afford to buy a ticket to the football and attend the stadium—if and 
when it is ever finished. 

This government has some serious challenges to address. The Liberal Party’s state director has already 
articulated concerns about the way its own members are conducting themselves and the negativity that is 
pervading through the backbench of the Liberal government, so I do not think it will change. 

Hon Jim Chown: Did you hear what he said about the Labor Party? 

Hon KATE DOUST: I love the sound of Hon Jim Chown’s voice. I would love to hear him get on his feet one 
day and talk about these things, rather than chipping away at people as he does, which is not very helpful at all. 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Let us talk about the failure of the transport industry or the tier 3 rail line. 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Why does not the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Transport just listen? 

Hon KATE DOUST: I thank the parliamentary secretary for that interjection, because it reminded me about the 
tier 3 rail issue, which is an ongoing issue. 

The PRESIDENT: Do not encourage him! 

Hon KATE DOUST: I would not encourage him. I could go through every aspect of people’s lives in this state 
and almost every section of the community in this state would have a story about how they have been impacted 
in a negative way by a decision of this government. That is not necessarily because there has been a political 
agenda to cause confusion or grief, but simply because this government cannot manage its finances. I am sure 
my colleagues have talked about the number of individuals who have held the Treasury portfolio. I imagine that 
by March 2017, if Minister Nahan is still in that role, he will quite rightfully claim to be the longest serving 
Treasurer of the Barnett government. It might only be for a couple of years, but he will be able to rightfully 
claim that title—that is, unless something has gone wrong and the government has worked its way down the 
pecking order. I do not know who we would end up as Treasurer after Minister Nahan. It could very well be the 
Premier again, who seems to take it as part of the rotating door syndrome. 

The opposition has talked about a number of aspects of the appropriation bills. During the winter break, I took 
the opportunity to go out into a range of different parts of the South Metropolitan Region. I will talk about local 
government first up, because we know that is another very good example of a major fiasco created by this 
government. We have had a couple of ministers who tried to manage the so-called reform process that this 
government wants to put in place. Most people in the community want to see some change in local government.  
I have referred to some changes needed to assist small business across the area of local government, because 
each local government tends to have different regulations, licensing fees, forms and ways of doing business and 
it would be much better to have some sort of uniformity across the spectrum of local governments. It is very 
difficult to know what the changes are, because they are constantly changing, but it seems this government is 
seeking to provide reform by simply moving the lines. This is causing a large amount of grief amongst the 
community. We have seen simmering anger from constituents in a range of local governments in my electorate. 
The people of Cockburn held a march and rally at Parliament House. We had a significant public meeting of up 
to 1 000 people in Canning, and another was held about a week ago. We have had the battle for Burswood as a 
result of the state government proposing to excise the Burswood precinct from the Town of Victoria Park and 
give it to the City of Perth. I note that a number of my colleagues in the South Metropolitan Region from the 
government side have also spoken out against that happening. Good on them for doing that, because we know 
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that in the South Metropolitan Region that will be a very negative change. It is certainly a hindrance to the future 
development of the merger between South Perth and Victoria Park councils. Those are just three examples I raise 
at this time; however, some of the issues that members have not raised but which warrant further debate include 
the significant amount of money that has been expended by state and local governments on this process. Having 
spoken to a number of mayors and CEOs, they tell me that the approximate figure for this process will be 
somewhere in the $60 million to $65 million ballpark. That is a huge amount of money that could have been 
spent in other ways. When I look at the bills we are dealing with today, that $65 million could have been spent in 
other ways. I have talked to these councils and I have asked them how much per month they are spending on this 
process. One local government body said to me that it is spending somewhere between $8 000 and $10 000  
a month, and another one said to me that it is spending money but it is really its staff time in putting in 
submissions, doing all the paperwork, working out how it will manage this after the change, negotiating with 
other councils and trying to get access to information. It is very time consuming for those councils.  

Feedback from Cockburn indicates that if it is compelled to go down the path that the government wants it to go 
down with the proposed merger with Kwinana, it will cost the council about $7.5 million, and that does not take 
into account the additional costs of changing street signage and those other types of cosmetic matters that need to 
be dealt with or the additional funding it will need to change its information technology system. I understand that 
each local government has a different IT system. We know that local governments certainly use their IT systems 
extensively in allowing ratepayers to connect with them and access information and in councils disseminating 
information back to ratepayers. That local government is saying that it will cost at least $5 million to change its 
system, and we can multiply that amount by each of the remaining councils after the process has finished. Local 
governments have not even had a proper discussion about the impact on their employees in dealing with the 
different enterprise bargaining agreements and working arrangements that exist across councils and how that will 
be restructured and costed or the types of redundancy payments that will be made. There are other costs. There 
has not been enough public discussion about what will happen to those people who may be displaced or how 
councils will organise their employment arrangements. There are still some very significant problems for local 
governments. I know that some of them are expecting a decision towards the end of this month, but I do not 
know whether they will all get the change that they want or are hoping for. It will take a while to bed down. 

Returning to that amount of money, it is a significant amount of money for this government to spend. I think that 
last week when I was away, the Minister for Local Government, Tony Simpson, made an announcement about 
planning changes in local government and he articulated the process. I thought: that is reform; that is a sensible 
idea that would be very attractive to people across the state, particularly in the metropolitan area. People have 
talked about the problems they have when dealing with some local government planning departments or 
decision-making bodies in the building area. I thought that if the government had started talking about those 
sorts of ideas as part of the reform at the very beginning of the process—that is, ways to improve opportunities 
for small businesses to operate across the spectrum of local governments in the state—that would have been 
genuine reform. However, I do not think just shifting the boundaries is genuine reform in this case, and I do not 
think the local governments think that either. 

At the 2017 election, will people say to themselves, “The government has done the right thing by us and our 
local community. Have they looked at how we would deal with that?” I think local community members will 
think about how the change impacts on them, where they see themselves in their community and how they 
identify with their part of the community. It was put to me yesterday by the Mayor of Melville that people who 
live in Bicton identify themselves as being part of Melville. They live in Melville, they go to school in Melville, 
they recreate in Melville and they go shopping in Melville; they do all sorts of things in Melville. However, 
under the proposed changes, they will be in Fremantle, but they do not identify as being members of the 
Fremantle community. I think there will be some interesting challenges. 

Hon Helen Morton: Is there a township of Melville? There isn’t, is there? 

Hon KATE DOUST: No, but the minister knows what I am saying. People identify with those sorts of things; 
they identify as being part of a community. It is the same in Victoria Park. People might live in St James or 
Kensington, but they identify as living in the Victoria Park area, and the minister knows that. 

These issues have not been canvassed appropriately with the community. At a lot of these meetings that are 
popping up around the place, people are asking why they have not been given the opportunity to have a proper, 
open and frank discussion about how this change will impact on them in the future. If the government does not 
handle this process appropriately and take on board these concerns, and if it tries to have all the boundaries 
redrawn and bedded down well and truly before the next election, I think there will still be enough anger 
simmering about the decisions and the process and the way it was handled to cause this government some 
problems, and I certainly hope that is the case. 
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As a result of this process, we are now seeing another impact upon the ratepayers in those areas. A number of 
councils have had to pass on the additional costs that they have incurred as part of the reform process in the form 
of increased rates. A number of councils have already started to increase rates. Victoria Park has increased its 
rates by over 12 per cent, but it was advised that it should increase the rates by more than 17 per cent. That is just 
one example, and I am sure there are a number of others. The council says that the rates will continue to go up. 
With the increases in rates and the state government increasing utility costs and a range of other factors, it is 
indeed getting harder and harder. I do not know whether this is the budget that we needed for our times. I think it 
is the budget that the state government needed to try to cover its faults and failures in its fiscal management, but 
I certainly do not think it is the budget that the bulk of the community needed, because it is simply making it 
harder and harder. 

There is a range of other things that the government perhaps needs to provide better focus on. In both these bills, 
there is reference to the Small Business Development Corporation. Some very good work is being done by the 
SBDC. Even today a report was put out about growth in the small business sector, and people are starting to feel 
a bit more positive about what is going on. The government has delivered on one election promise that I am 
aware of—that is, the payroll tax change. The first tranche came through in July this year and the next tranche is 
expected to occur in July 2016. That is a plus. It is a good thing that the government has finally delivered on a 
promise, as opposed to the 50-odd that it has not delivered on. We know that this government is not fussed about 
whether it adheres to promises it has made. There is a range of issues around how the small business sector 
operates. Even the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, with its new CEO, 
Deidre Willmott, has offered some criticism in the August 2014 edition of Business Pulse, which it has titled 
“State of the Future: A Vision for WA”, and I will talk about that a bit later. The one point she makes in her 
editorial is that the government has not articulated how it will seek to regain the AAA credit rating for the state. 
The CCI obviously regards it as a key failure that the government has not really talked that up and has not talked 
about its plan. We know that this is not a government of plans; this is a government of big ideas. I will read from 
page 6 of that document. It states — 

On the one hand, the Barnett Government was criticised for being ignorant to the pressing long-term 
Budget challenges following the loss of its AAA credit rating. While the sudden change in Treasurer 
just weeks before the Budget was a setback, it was not an excuse for presenting a Budget early in the 
Barnett Government’s second term without a plan to restore the AAA credit rating. The consequences 
of inaction mean that WA may never return to being a AAA economy—a legacy that will be left for 
future generations to address. 

The peak employer industry body is criticising the government because it has no plan in place to return Western 
Australia to a AAA rating. In fact, I do not think I have heard any comment from this government since it lost 
the AAA rating. We have not heard ministers talk about what they are going to do. Ms Willmott’s editorial 
continues — 

Leadership is not just about announcing tough measures to improve the performance of a business or 
the economy—it is also about clearly communicating the case for change so that employees and 
shareholders (in a business context) or the voting public (in a political context) are able to 
understand … 

I thought that was very interesting criticism, and I am sure that that is something that we will bring back in due 
course. It will be interesting to see whether those comments are reiterated next year and the year after. 

I have already touched briefly on the vanity projects—Betty’s jetty and the stadium—which show that this 
government is lacking in a set of priorities. We have had the education cuts; the tardiness in the opening of 
Fiona Stanley Hospital, which is a key and significant hospital in my electorate; the fiasco with local government 
reform, which is in turn costing constituents a significant amount of money; the government’s failure to 
articulate on what it intends to do to improve the economy and get back the AAA credit rating; and the capping 
of wages for public servants and the exceedingly high level of redundancies, which I am sure will have a  
long-term impact on the corporate knowledge that previously existed throughout the public sector, which could 
be an issue for concern. 

When we look at some of the matters set out in the appropriations bills, we see other examples of the tardiness of 
this government in making decisions, and doing the things that it has committed itself to do. The government 
seems to have a predilection for sitting on information and decisions. I refer to page 3 of the Appropriation 
(Consolidated Account) Recurrent 2014–15 Bill 2014. Under the heading of “Premier; Minister for State 
Development; Science”, there is an item for the Governor’s establishment. Quite appropriately, an amount has 
been allocated for the Governor’s establishment, but the sad thing is that we do not actually have a Governor in 
that establishment. At the end of June, the former Governor, Mr McCusker, retired from that position and we 
have all been waiting for an announcement of the new Governor. I am not too sure why that delay has occurred, 
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and I am sure we all look forward to such an announcement, but that is just one example of tardiness. We are 
now in August, and time is ticking on and we will be in September soon. I am sure that Chief Justice 
Wayne Martin is doing an excellent job as the acting Governor, but we need to wait for a full-timer. 

On page 5 under “Attorney General; Minister for Commerce”, two items are listed at numbers 48 and 50. Item 
48 is “Commissioner for Equal Opportunity”. Has a commissioner been appointed? No; the review of the Equal 
Opportunity Commission was meant to be finalised in the past week, but we do not know when that will be 
tabled and made public. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: I think it was delivered to the minister last week. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Okay, but we will probably wait another 12 months, given he has sat on the occupational 
health and safety review since 2012. It may take a while. 

Item 50 is “Commissioner for Children and Young People”. I am trying to remember how long it has been since 
the former commissioner resigned from that position. I think it is more than 12 months. We have had no word on 
who will fill that position, and no indication from the government that it is doing anything at all to fill the 
position. It is a significant role that was pushed along quite heartily by one of the government’s former 
colleagues, Hon Barbara Scott. I am sure she is probably at home watching us today. 

Hon Helen Morton: She is actually in here today. 

Hon Peter Collier: She is in the library. 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is good. I hope Barbara is still listening, and that we are still championing her cause 
of having a children’s commissioner. The opposition is certainly pushing for it, because the government is not.  
It has not bothered to fill the role. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Three cheers for Kate! 

Hon KATE DOUST: Three cheers for Barbara, I think, for her commitment to children in this state. She 
continues to be committed to children in this state through her role at Ngala, so all power to her. If we had had a 
Commissioner for Children and Young People, it would have been interesting to have had comment from such a 
person on the issues we have been seeing around surrogacy, about its impacts and what can be done in that area. 
I have a range of views on that issue, and unfortunately that is not something I will be able to talk about today.  
I hope that at some stage we have an opportunity to have an open and frank discussion about how we deal better 
with those matters. 

Those are just three things that stood out for me in the recurrent appropriation bill. It is great that we have 
funding for each of those things, but no-one is actually performing the roles. When will that change? Maybe we 
will have to ask formal questions. Will the minister be doing a reply to this debate? 

Hon Peter Collier: Yes. She was not listening, but the Deputy Leader of the Opposition can be sure that she will 
be giving a reply. 

Hon Helen Morton: I absolutely was listening, and I am definitely doing a response. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Perhaps when the minister gives her response she might be able to tell us when the 
government is going to announce the new Commissioner for Equal Opportunity and the new Commissioner for 
Children and Young People, and whether the Premier has decided on a new Governor yet. 

Hon Helen Morton: I probably will not answer any of those questions. 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is a shame, but is that not typical? The government has no answers, it does not know 
what it is doing and it cannot manage anything. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! I think we are getting a bit flippant. Let us get to the real issues contained 
in these appropriation bills. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you, Mr President. 

I want to raise another issue now about the capital account. On page 3 of the Appropriation (Consolidated 
Account) Capital 2014–15 Bill 2014 there is reference to the Western Australian Land Information Authority.  
I assume that is Landgate; I try to keep up with the changes of names. I want to talk briefly about Landgate 
because somebody raised this with me a while ago. When Landgate was set up as a statutory authority in the 
mid-2000s there was a lot of excitement about the opportunities for the state, using the technology that Landgate 
had access to, and the nature of the work it was doing in the area of titles and mapping, and the very significant 
work it does in detecting fires throughout our state. There was a lot of interest from a range of overseas countries 
about accessing this technology, or having contract work done by Landgate. Countries such as Indonesia and 
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Malaysia were looking to change their land title arrangements, and because of their very archaic systems they 
needed to bring in the skills to identify where boundaries were, so they could start this process. At the time  
I thought this was fantastic. A statutory authority was actually able to make some money for the government 
because it was going to use its skills to bring the dollars back into the state and promote itself. Landgate is very 
highly regarded around the world for the work it does. However, I understand it is no longer performing that type 
of external contract work, and I thought it was disappointing that we are not allowing Landgate to do that.  
I would be very interested to hear back from the minister about whether Landgate is performing any contract 
work outside of the state, and for whom. The minister may not be able to provide that to me now, but I just float 
that as an important issue for us to follow. It is not just about providing that fee-for-service work; it is about 
providing a service to assist our neighbours as well. Last night, at the Indonesian function that a number of us 
attended, there was a very strong discussion about ways to improve our relationship. Providing those sorts of 
services is another way of doing that. 

As I was going through these bills, a few questions popped up. I wondered how they are managing these sorts of 
processes now. I will not go into issues relating to the Zoo. 

Hon Sue Ellery has talked at length about education. I was fortunate to visit a number of schools in the Jandakot 
area with Hon Sue Ellery over the past couple of weeks. They are fantastic schools. They are doing some 
excellent work with their students and the external communities and also bringing outside bodies into their 
schools to assist their communities. They are trying to do as much as they can on a very thin budget. I note that a 
number of schools in the Jandakot area, particularly Lakeland Senior High School and Leeming Senior High 
School, have taken a cut of about $250 000 each as a result of this government’s decision. That is a crying 
shame. Lakeland school has about 580 students. It is a very strong music school—not music in the traditional 
sense but more contemporary music. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Best contemporary music school. 

Hon KATE DOUST: It is the best contemporary music school. I thank the member. It has some outstanding 
students. There is a great atmosphere in the school. We visited the homework class afterwards. It will now have 
to find another $250 000 to provide the best possible education for its students. This means that things that it 
would probably like to have happen on the school campus will now have to be put off for another day, or for 
many years in some cases. 

Carson Street School, another school in Victoria Park, is a brilliant school that is about to celebrate its tenth 
anniversary for conductive education. The Minister for Education will be attending that particular event in 
September, and I think he will thoroughly enjoy it. That school has taken a cut of over $60 000. Mr Ben Wyatt, 
the member for Victoria Park, and I attended the Carson Street quiz night on Saturday. An amazing group of 
parents are working to improve the facilities at that school for the students. Hopefully, they made a lot of money 
on Saturday night. Again, when schools take a cut, the parents have to step in and try to find other ways to fund 
the work that is done in that school. For those members who have not been to Carson Street, children with 
significant and severe physical disabilities go to that school. It is one of the most uplifting places one will ever 
visit. That is because of the parents, the teachers and the children themselves. I am happy to take anyone to the 
school who has not been there or give them the principal’s number. It is one of the best experiences one will ever 
have. 

I have only a couple more minutes in which to speak. In my final comments, I want to say that on Friday night  
I had the good fortune to attend a mass to celebrate the twenty-fifth anniversary of the University of Notre 
Dame. It was held in the Drill Hall in Fremantle. Other members have been to functions to celebrate this very 
significant anniversary. The mass was lovely. There was a fantastic gathering of people from across Perth who 
had been involved in the university over that 25-year period. The music was brilliant. I want to congratulate the 
university, particularly people such as Peter Tannock; Celia Hammond, the vice-chancellor; the board; the 
students and staff. I was heartened to see in a message from the Prime Minister congratulating Notre Dame that 
reference was made to a former colleague of both this chamber and the other chamber, Hon Phil Pendal, who 
was involved in getting Notre Dame established in the first place. The Prime Minister referred to Phil Pendal in 
his letter, who was quoted as stating — 

“Australia is on the verge of a new era in tertiary education with the creation of its first Catholic 
university … It will be of significance not only to Fremantle and Western Australia, but also to the 
nation”. 

The words spoken by Hon Phil Pendal more than 25 years ago have certainly rung true. It is an absolute credit to 
Fremantle and to the rest of the country. As a member for South Metropolitan Region, it is with great pride that 
we have this university based in Fremantle. I am sure that if Phil Pendal were with us today, he would be 
exceedingly proud of what has grown out of that original idea of establishing the first Catholic university in the 
state. 
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Coming back to the two appropriation bills, we note that there are significant ongoing problems with this 
government’s financial mismanagement in this state. The government has been criticised by not only the 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, but also a range of groups around the community, be 
they business or local government, for the way in which it is managing a range of its decisions—poorly, I might 
say. Organisations such as the Chamber of Commerce and the Economic Regulation Authority are coming out 
with their grand plans for how things could be improved in the state. Over the next couple of years the Liberal 
government will start to pick up on those documents and pull from them its forward planning and policies to go 
into the 2017 election. I hope that over the next couple of years we are able to pick apart those two documents 
and pick apart what will be Liberal policy. They are not necessarily ideas that are in the best interests of the 
people of this state. I come back to what I said at the beginning of my speech. In March 2017 the people of this 
state will have to ask themselves what they have really gained from having a Liberal government in place for 
eight and a half years. They will not be able to say anything positive. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [4.16 pm] — in reply: I thank 
members for their contributions to the debate on the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent 2014–15 
Bill 2014 and the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 2014–15 Bill 2014. It is obvious from listening 
to everybody speak that we have some quite different priorities and approaches to achieving better outcomes for 
all people in Western Australia. I guess that is what makes our two parties different. That is also reflected in the 
way that the general community votes various parties into positions from time to time. Consequently, we have 
the differences that we have been hearing about over the past few weeks. 

As members will be aware, these appropriation bills are the legal authority for the release of funds supporting the 
delivery of services across government. Members have had extensive access to agencies through the estimates 
hearings process and have been able to gain a detailed insight into the ways in which approved funding will be 
spent over the coming year. I think it is fair to say that members have almost had a double opportunity to talk 
about these issues around the budget and the appropriation bills with the speeches that we had on the motion to 
table the papers and then this second round of discussions around appropriations. 

I will not be able to respond to every single thing that everybody has raised. I will try to confine my comments to 
the things that specifically relate to the budget papers. In response to some of those, I make the following 
observations. First, I will talk about the state’s credit rating. A number of members have mentioned the 
September 2013 credit rating downgrade by Standard and Poor’s from AAA to AA+. Standard and Poor’s noted 
that the key factor in the credit rating change was the volatility of the state’s revenue, including royalties and 
GST grants. It quite specifically talked about the increasing reliance on royalty funding and the decreasing 
reliance on GST funding. The royalty funding being as volatile as it is and the GST funding being as stable as it 
is pushes our revenue into a situation in which we are reliant on a major component of revenue that is in that 
volatile situation. The state government has no ability to change the iron ore price and the exchange rate or our 
share of the GST that is forecast to fall to a record 11 per cent of our population share by 2017–18. Standard and 
Poor’s also noted growth in borrowings. This is an area that the government can and has acted on, with debt 
savings of $6.8 billion in the fiscal action plan in the 2013–14 budget and measures worth around $2 billion 
more in both the last Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement and the 2014–15 budget. The 
budget papers show that Western Australia is forecast to have the lowest net-debt-to-revenue ratio of all the 
mainland states over the forward estimates.  

That was at the time of the budget. The net-debt-to-revenue ratio is the amount of debt that can be afforded by a 
particular organisation or government. When I was much younger, I had a much smaller level of debt, because 
my wages were lower and I was not in a situation in which I could afford to pay back a lot of debt. But as my 
situation improved, I was able to afford a larger amount of debt, because my debt-to-revenue ratio had obviously 
improved. I do not believe there is anything significantly different about the level of debt that an organisation as 
large as the state government can manage.  

Following the release of the budgets of other states, Western Australia’s budget is the second lowest, behind 
Victoria, but with a lower ratio than New South Wales, with both these states rated AAA by both credit rating 
agencies. People need to understand the issues around the net-debt-to-revenue ratio. At the same time, we are 
delivering significant increases in spending on education and health, subsidising household electricity and water 
costs, and delivering key infrastructure for our growing state. 

Quite a lot of members talked about Western Australia’s share of the goods and services tax revenue. Western 
Australia’s share of GST will fall from 45 per cent in 2013–14 to a forecast 38 per cent in 2014–15, and it is 
expected to fall further to 11 per cent by 2017–18. In the last year of the Labor government—2007–08—Western 
Australia’s share of GST was 94 per cent. This government is on the record as actively seeking fundamental 
reform of the Commonwealth Grants Commission process, which is clearly broken. Western Australia’s 
submissions to the commission’s current methodology reviews have included calls for the development of a new 
mining assessment; appropriate treatment of mining-related expenditure; and implementation of a long-term 
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vision of a per capita distribution of GST grants. Without a significant overhaul to the way GST is distributed, 
Western Australia will gain almost no benefit from what was meant to be a national growth tax for the states. 
The budget papers show that the difference between what we expect to get from GST and our per capita share is 
expected to be around $23 billion by 2017–18. This is clearly unsustainable, and, as the Premier has noted, the 
commonwealth needs to step in and address this significant inequity in our share of GST collections. 

Some comments were made about the carbon tax. I again put on the record and reassure everybody that the 
government has committed to remove the carbon tax on various charges, with further detail to be provided as 
part of the 2014–15 midyear review.  

At the expense of repeating everything that my good colleague the Minister for Education has said many times 
over, I want to respond to the comments by various members on school funding and school buildings, and 
training. In the 2014–15 budget, the education budget will increase by $188 million. That includes funding for an 
estimated 550 additional teachers in 2015, and $10 million in 2015 for transition to the new student-centred 
funding model. Over the next four years, there will be funding of $812 million for student enrolment growth, and 
a $1.2 billion asset investment program to deliver 16 new primary schools and three new secondary schools.  

In training, the fee structure for training will reflect the priority of qualifications, with state-priority 
qualifications attracting the highest rates of subsidy. Fee-assistance measures have also been introduced to assist 
eligible students, including fee caps, fee maintenance, and a continuation of concession arrangements and 
availability of various loan arrangements. 

In terms of the comments, made mostly by Hon Ken Travers, but others as well, about the Forrestfield–Airport 
Link, in 2013, Treasury estimated the total cost of this project to be $2 billion between 2014–15 and 2018–19. 
This costing was indicative and based on preliminary design concepts. Since the 2013 costing, a number of 
changes to the project have occurred. That includes a change in the route due to the original proposal to use the 
Tonkin Highway median strip not being considered feasible because this would have required bringing forward 
substantial roadworks and upgrades to the Swan River crossing, at significant cost, to create a sufficiently wide 
median strip. It also includes the completion date being deferred two years from 2018 to 2020.  

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! The debate is being conducted between other members. The member who just 
interjected has only just arrived in the chamber and has proceeded to assume that he can speak when he likes. 
Well, he cannot. He has to take his turn, like everybody else.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Thank you, Mr President. 

The final project definition plan recommended using bored tunnelling along the entire route, with an estimated 
capital cost of $2.18 billion between 2014–15 and 2020–21. The project capital costs were estimated by IQE, a 
cost estimation consultancy. The estimate was prepared in accordance with the commonwealth Department of 
Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Local Government’s “Best Practice Cost Estimation for 
Publicly Funded Road and Rail Construction”. Treasury is a member of the steering committee for this project 
and has endorsed the initial plan. As with all major infrastructure projects, Treasury did not formally cost the 
project during the development of the business case and initial planning. However, it has reviewed the cost 
methodology and considers that the estimates are appropriate for the present stage of the project. Cost certainty 
will be better known following the tender process, which is expected to commence in early 2015. 

Many people talked about the commonwealth budget impacts on Western Australia. I would say that a lot of 
those impacts are not clear at this stage. They will be dealt with on a case-by-case basis. But an underlying 
principle is that the Western Australian government should not necessarily be seen by the opposition, or others, 
as the alternative or default funder of all services. I am aware of the difficult decisions that the commonwealth 
has had to make to look at a budget that was expending something like $1 billion in interest a month. Therefore, 
cuts have to be made along with that problem that the commonwealth has to deal with. 

I will very quickly conclude by saying that in a challenging financial environment, the budget provides for 
significant additional funding to key front-line services, while still projecting general government operating 
surpluses. In 2014–15 alone, the government is increasing the appropriation to WA Health by $480 million, or 
11.4 per cent; to education by $200 million, or 5.6 per cent; to the Disability Services Commission by 
$53 million, or 8.3 per cent per cent; to the Mental Health Commission by $55 million, or 9.7 per cent; and to the 
Department for Child Protection and Family Support by $32 million, or six per cent. In this way, the budget is 
ensuring that we will continue to protect the most vulnerable in our community and achieve sustainable financial 
outcomes into the future. 

This budget provides for an asset investment program of $6.7 million in 2014–15, supported in no small part by 
the appropriations in this budget. This investment reflects the state government’s extensive commitment to 
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improving public infrastructure, ensuring ongoing access to quality schools and hospitals, modern road, rail and 
power networks, and other essential services.  

In conclusion, the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent 2014–15 Bill 2014 and Appropriation 
(Consolidated Account) Capital 2014–15 Bill 2014 support a budget that responds to the government’s changing 
economic circumstances, builds on the government’s achievements and focuses on delivering essential reform 
while also responding to growth in demand for health, education, disability, child protection and other front-line 
services. It is a budget in which tough but responsible decisions have been made to secure our economic future. 
Once again, I thank members for their contributions and commend the appropriation bills the house. 

Questions put and passed. 

Bills read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

[Continued on page 5402.] 
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