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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Time Limits — Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [3.07 pm] — without notice: 
I move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended to apply the time limits on speeches for bills under 
standing order 21 to order of the day 15, Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure—Consolidated Fund 
Estimates 2013–2014. 

By way of brief explanation, the reason for this is that the consideration of the tabled papers enables us to have a 
concurrent debate with the Legislative Assembly. The actual bills themselves will arrive in this chamber only 
after the Assembly has considered them. As I said, this will allow us to take the opportunity to have a concurrent 
debate. Under the new standing orders, time limits, as members know, relating to motions accrue to 45 minutes a 
speaker, with a potential for a 15-minute extension. Under normal circumstances, this standing order would 
require adherence to those time limits so that every speaker would have 45 minutes. Under this motion, this 
proceeding would be treated as a debate on a bill and therefore the Leader of the Opposition, the lead speaker of 
the Opposition, and leaders of parties, the Leader of the Government and the mover of the motion would all have 
unlimited time to speak, as with consideration of a bill. Other speakers would get 45 minutes, with a potential 
15-minute extension. What we are doing is eminently sensible and it has been done in the past; that is, we are 
providing the opportunity for the consideration of the tabled papers to be treated as a debate on a bill. 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [3.09 pm]: I would not mind looking 
at the wording of the motion, if I may. We have got ourselves in a pickle before and I want to make sure we do 
not get ourselves in a pickle again. The Leader of the House and I had a conversation about this matter behind 
the Chair and I am happy to indicate that we agree to the motion. 
Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Consideration of Tabled Papers 
Resumed from 8 August on the following motion moved by Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental Health) — 

That pursuant to standing order 68(1), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 506A–E 
(budget papers 2013–14) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 8 August 2013. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.10 pm]: I start by saying 
that I am not the lead speaker on this motion—just to disappoint everybody—but I would like to make some 
comments on the budget papers that have been tabled. It has been quite interesting to watch this budget because 
the government talked about being responsible, coming up with a balanced budget and looking to the future, but 
all we have seen since Thursday is a massive outcry from across the community about the various aspects of this 
budget. We only have to go the various editorials and commentaries in the media to see how upset people are 
about the way the government has managed this budget.  

I refer firstly to The West Australian editorial of Friday, 9 August—a day after the budget. The headline was, 
“Barnett’s big promises come at a heavy cost”. This editorial refers to the fact that when the Liberal government 
came to power in 2008 there was a $3.6 billion debt in place; since that time that debt has grown to $21 billion, 
and then to $24 billion, and I understand that it is projected to go out to $28 billion over the next few years. That 
is a substantial issue. We now see that this government finds it very difficult to manage the books. I have had a 
pretty reasonable first run through the budget papers, looking at areas of interest to me in my various shadow 
portfolios, and I must say again that there is a difficulty in trying to find detail. It is the same issue we have seen 
over the last five years as the government has bedded itself in. It does not want us to have the detail of its 
expenditure and income—it glosses over things. I know that in my portfolios of commerce, trade, electoral 
affairs and industrial relations, it is very difficult to find out what this government is actually doing in regards to 
its commitments, programs and grants.  

I am not going to spend a lot of time today canvassing specific monetary details in the budget, because I know 
that there are two rounds of estimates coming up over the next few weeks. The first round will commence in the 
other place next week and there will be ample opportunity to apply the blowtorch to this government and try to 
get it to articulate exactly what it is seeking to do in this budget. Again, in September, we will have that 
opportunity in this place. I think it will be quite a tortuous process, because, based on previous experience, it is 
very difficult to get information out of this government about how it is managing the state’s finances.  
We had that first headline the morning after the budget with big concerns about how the government had 
managed it. There is another headline in an opinion piece in The Australian Financial Review on Friday 
9 August, written by John Nicolaou from the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia. I am 
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going to read the last couple of paragraphs because a direct quote from the peak industry body of our state, 
representing both large and small business people, beautifully sums up the situation. He states — 

The lack of fiscal discipline this year has long term consequences, highlighted by the projected budget 
deficit of $147 million next financial year, and the run up in net debt to $28.4 billion by 2016–17. With 
the State already on negative watch, it is likely it could now lose its AAA credit rating.  

While CCI supports the government’s focus on investing in the future capacity of the economy through 
major infrastructure projects, we remain concerned some of these projects will not deliver value for 
money to taxpayers and come at a huge opportunity cost for future generations. 

I will refer to some of those examples later on. He then goes on to say — 

The challenge faced by WA is not unique. All levels of government need to commit to a broader 
microeconomic reform agenda that can build more efficient and competitive markets and reduce the 
size of government. It’s only through these wide-ranging reforms that the benefits of WA’s once-in-a-
lifetime investment boom will be maximised. 

I think that last sentence is very important because we are coming off a very busy time in our economy in 
Western Australia. I know that Hon Stephen Dawson will be seeing this firsthand in his Mining and Pastoral 
Region electorate. The heat is certainly coming off the mining sector; we are starting to see people coming away 
from employment in that part of our state and returning to the metropolitan region looking for other work. We 
are starting to see that change; things are getting tighter. Access to housing is getting much harder and people are 
trying to find employment in the city; things are changing.  

There was a headline of “What a shocker” on the front page of The Sunday Times. The focus of that article was 
the increased cost of utilities and transport that households will have to deal with. While we are seeing the heat 
coming off and people trying to work out how to manage their own private budget, the government is now 
starting to again turn the screws and make it even harder. I am going to go through some of these things in detail.  

Gareth Parker wrote a very interesting article in The West Australian, again on Friday, 9 August—a very busy 
day with lots of strong commentary and a lot of surprise and disappointment in the media about how this budget 
was framed. He states — 

This Budget, coming from an allegedly conservative Liberal–Nationals Government, is a dog. 

I thought that was a pretty good way to describe it. He then says — 

It hit motorists, businesses small and large, first homebuyers, public transport users, skilled immigrant 
workers, rooftop solar panel owners—everyone really—with new taxes, fees and charges totalling 
$1.6 billion over the next four years. 

He is right! We have a government that has in its budget speech and its budget document committed to small 
business payroll tax cuts stretching out to 2016–17, when the payroll tax threshold will be raised to $850 000. I 
know that that will certainly be welcomed by small businesses and that it will impact about 16 000 businesses in 
the state. That is worth $120 million to the government—that figure may be slightly out—but at the same time as 
changing the payroll tax threshold, the government is going to hit up those businesses with increased utility costs 
of up to 22 per cent over four years. Water bills will go up by seven per cent each year and land tax bills will go 
up by 12.5 per cent. What the government gives with one hand it is certainly taking away with the other and 
receiving it back into government coffers at two to three times the rate at which tax relief was provided. 

A lot of small businesses might say, “Well this is great; over the next two to three years our threshold will be 
gradually increased—that is terrific—but we are now going to have to find income to pay for these additional 
charges and taxes that the government will be pressuring us with.” We all know that the government broke a 
significant election commitment to small business when the duties bill was pushed through Parliament—we all 
know that because we sat in this place for almost twenty-four hours.  

Although there was a longstanding commitment to remove those taxes, the government decided that it could not 
afford to lose that income and pushed that legislation through Parliament so that taxes would still be paid on non-
real assets associated with business. The tax on non-real assets particularly hits small businesses when they are 
looking to sell and need to estimate the value of their goodwill, intellectual property, business lists and so on. On 
one hand small businesses had the government saying, “Yes, we’re going to give you some tax relief”, and on 
the other hand, “but we’re going to sustain and jack-up taxes and increase your other burden.” Not only is the 
government increasing the cost of utilities that everyone has to deal with in their life, but also small businesses 
have incurred an additional 10 per cent utility cost increase in the past few months. It is getting harder and harder 
for small businesses in this state to manage. Although the government says that it is helping small business, I do 
not think it is. I think it is making it a lot harder and a lot less attractive for people to manage a small business in 
this state. There is a litany of broken promises in that area. 
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Mr Parker goes on in his article and lists the annual fees and charges that will increase in this budget. For a 
family or a pensioner on a fixed income, it is a really tough thing to deal with. Motor vehicle licensing will go up 
by 13 per cent; compulsory third party insurance by 4.1 per cent; drivers’ licences by five per cent; electricity by 
four per cent this year, with more to come; water, sewerage and drainage by six per cent, with more to come; 
public transport by five per cent; and emergency services levy by 7.3 per cent. Those are all additional costs for 
which families will have to find extra dollars this year because the government cannot manage its books. 

I looked in the budget papers at a range of these extra charges that are being made and I thought I would not 
really want Troy Buswell managing my household budget, and I certainly would not want Mr Barnett managing 
it, as they cannot seem to balance the books. Given that we have come through this period of great prosperity, 
people in the community are saying, “Where’s the money gone? What have you done with the money?” It is 
certainly not going back into families. The government is still prepared to find the dollars to put into projects 
such as the football stadium and to continue developing Elizabeth Quay. I have said in this place before that I 
question the government’s priority against other projects that the community might say are more important. 
There is a lack of public housing, which I think is a greater priority than Elizabeth Quay or the stadium. 

Last week on the issue of the feed-in tariff, which I will come back to and spend more time on, my office 
received a number of phone calls. People were saying to me, “The government has got its priorities wrong. Why 
are they doing this to us? If they can’t afford things, why are they continuing with expenditure on things like the 
stadium and Elizabeth Quay?” Those sorts of issues are really starting to bubble along again. People are also 
saying, “Why did the government not tell us they were going to do these things before they were voted back in?” 
Last week we listened to another debate when the Leader of the House referred to the percentage of votes that a 
range of Liberal members received in various seats and he articulated the reasons for some members getting back 
in. I think it is becoming perfectly obvious to people in this state that this government made a series of promises 
that it was obviously not prepared to keep. The Premier has been heard on radio saying, “Well, I don’t think 
people expect you to keep promises.” I think most people would say, “If you don’t expect to keep promises, why 
make them in the first place?” We have heard the Premier, in relation to commitments he has made, say, “Well, 
that was just an FM commitment.” 

There are some serious issues about the integrity of this government and about the integrity of the commitments 
it made to the community prior to the state election. I think the house of cards is starting to come tumbling down. 
We have seen that in this budget, which shows that the government is not able to manage matters. The crystal 
clear issue that provides the best evidence that the government is not able to manage matters is the feed-in tariff. 
Since 2008 this government has mismanaged the feed-in tariff issue right from the word go. It has bumbled the 
tariff. It was initially a gross feed-in tariff and then it became a net feed-in tariff. The tariff was changed quickly 
after it was finally introduced and people were caught out. I listened with interest today to the current Minister 
for Energy, Mike Nahan, trying to explain what had happened with that issue. It was probably one of the worst 
interviews I have heard on radio. I do not know whether he agreed with what he was saying or whether he had 
been directed to say those things, but it was a bumbling, awkward interview. I do not think he felt comfortable at 
all about what he was saying or about the reason he gave for the government’s initial decision announced last 
week in the budget to cut the 40c feed-in tariff rate to 20c, and then after all the hue and cry to reverse that 
decision. There has been nearly five years of constant error with the feed-in tariff. Hon Peter Collier has got 
away with a lot of it, and the current minister, Nahan, will have to bear the heat for a lot of those issues. 

An interesting aspect of the feed-in tariff is that the 75 000–odd homes that had signed up for the 40c feed-in 
tariff had been given a commitment on a number of occasions by this government that the agreement would stay 
in place for 10 years. Hon Peter Collier stood in this place on a number of occasions, either during debate on that 
issue or in response to questions, and consistently gave a commitment that those people would be locked into a 
10-year agreement. Obviously, his word stands for nothing. We now know that the government had obviously 
been working on the details of this change—this flip-flop—to the contract since last year and that it would put 
responsibility for those costs back into Synergy’s bailiwick. Advice was given to the minister this year that there 
could be some legal ramifications if the government made this decision. The people I spoke to from my 
community who rang on Friday were very, very angry about what has happened. They all said that they thought 
the government had given its word and that they had a 10-year agreement in place.  

It was therefore quite amazing to listen to the radio on Friday, to hear people talk and to realise that a very quick 
organisation of anger had erupted in the community about this single issue. That is obviously because people had 
taken up the feed-in tariff as they wanted to do the right thing by the environment; they wanted to generate 
energy and put it back into the grid; and they wanted to save money for their households. They wanted to do the 
right thing, so a lot of them had invested a significant amount of money. A lot of retired people and a lot of 
seniors certainly invested money. A lot of money was invested by people on solar panels at that time. Those 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 13 August 2013] 

 p3162b-3173a 
Hon Peter Collier; Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Kate Doust; Hon James Chown 

 [4] 

people expected to be able to recoup the costs of those solar panels over that 10-year period by getting this 40c a 
kilowatt back from the government.  

Contracts obviously mean nothing to the government, and it quite easily chops and changes. We heard about 
thousands of people forming a group and setting up an online petition; I think a couple of thousand people had 
signed up for it by Friday morning, and they were obviously phoning around the offices of members of 
Parliament. We have that image of the Treasurer going into cabinet yesterday saying, “Look, sometimes you just 
have to take the tough decisions and people have to wear it. Times are tough, and we had to find money from 
somewhere. We’re not budging; we’re not changing our minds.” Then the Premier came out after the cabinet 
meeting and said, “We have changed our minds; we’re not going to go ahead with the alteration to the feed-in 
tariff; we’re going to cop it.” There must have been a lot of phone calls from Liberal Party backbenchers on 
Friday, talking about the impact on their communities and the anger from their electors about this government 
decision. I would imagine that the government realised what a mistake it has made not only from the media out 
there and the anger in the community, but also from their own backbench. I listened very carefully to the 
member for Hillarys, Rob Johnson, on radio yesterday talking about this particular issue. I must say, Mr Johnson 
is the gift that keeps on giving! I thought, “Good on Rob for being honest.” He actually demonstrated some 
integrity in this government, and spoke his mind about the impact of this government decision on his 
community, how stupid it was, and how it should go back and change it. I thought, “Good on him for being the 
only one to step up to the plate and actually speak his mind.” I dare say he probably did not get a lot of hugs and 
kisses, and there probably was not a lot of love shared with him in his party room today, but good on him for 
showing that integrity. 

Hon Jim Chown: That’s the difference between the Liberal Party and the Labor Party; we are allowed to have 
our members speak their minds. They aren’t controlled by unions.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I look forward to every opportunity when Hon Jim Chown actually opens his mouth!  

The PRESIDENT: Order, members.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you, Mr President.  
As I was saying, good on Mr Johnson for showing some integrity and articulating his concern and anger at this 
particular issue of the reversal.  

Hon Michael Mischin: You were one of his biggest fans when he was Minister for Police, weren’t you? 

Hon Sue Ellery: Yes, but he’s changed.  

Hon KATE DOUST: He has changed now; he has seen the light! I am sure that, one day, Hon Michael Mischin 
will be the same! We look forward to that with great anticipation.  

I think the government made a decision, it decided to be tough, it decided it needed to cut costs and corners and 
drag some income back to the coffers, and then it did a backflip.  
Hon Jim Chown: It’s called being fiscally responsible, as opposed to what the Labor Party has done around the 
rest of the nation.  

Hon Sue Ellery: I hope you’re going to make a budget speech, honourable member, because I look forward to 
your speeches—they’re few and far between! 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Members, I know you are all very keen to make a contribution to this debate, but the 
rules of this house are that you have to do it in order; one at a time. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I do actually have a lot of things to go through. I look forward to others taking their turn, 
but it is my turn now.  

I think the government has lost credibility with the community. It is only sad that it has happened at this point in 
the electoral cycle, not in three and a half years’ time. Because even though it has done this backflip and has 
changed its position, I think people are now going to ask, “When can we believe you? When are you telling the 
truth?” I am not going to say any more about the feed-in tariff today because I am sure there will be substantial 
debate on this issue on other occasions over the next few weeks. But a lot indeed can be said about the actual 
decision-making process that led to the government trying to cut the 40c to 20c. I look forward to having an 
opportunity at a later stage to go through the detail of that, because I think the Western Australian community 
needs to know how the government managed to get to this point, having now done a backflip. It is a serious 
issue, but one I am sure we will have other opportunities to go through.  

We then go on to other headlines: The Sunday Times reads, “Sneaky budget breaks faith with WA voters”; and 
The Weekend West reads, “Details missing from wish-list spending cuts”. That comes back to my point that it is 
very hard to find the detail of this budget. I notice that more costs have been cut this year, because there used to 
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be a document that actually told us what was happening in our own electorates; that does not happen anymore, 
because there is really not a lot happening in the various electorates. Another headline in The Weekend West 
from Gareth Parker reads “Budget would make the lefties proud”.  

There are some serious issues with this budget, and I will use my last 20 minutes to go through some specific 
concerns. We have already talked about the issue of utility costs. Over the past four years there has been a more 
than 50 per cent increase in utility costs; we are now looking to another 22 per cent over the next four years, and 
severe increases in gas and water prices. All these things just add to the burden on families, and to the litany of 
broken promises and commitments made by this government.  

We have talked about the issue of small business and how difficult that is. The other issue related to small 
business is the fact that even though this government is providing some tax relief with one hand and taking it 
away with the other, it has not addressed the long-awaited red tape review recommendations, of which I think 
there were more than 120. Small business is certainly waiting to find out when, if ever, the government will 
come out and say what it is going to do to make life easier and better to do business in Western Australia. That is 
also an issue that needs to be canvassed. 

I want to talk briefly about the commitments made by this government leading into the election in the science, 
industry and innovation area. Science and innovation were warehoused under the portfolio of commerce, even 
though there was a separate science minister. The Premier decided he would take on the role of science minister 
and went out and talked about how we needed to have diversity and a whole-of-government approach, to raise 
the profile of science and to diversify and look at employment opportunities. That is all great, and we on this side 
have been talking about those things for the past four or five years. Since then, the Premier has been 
cherrypicking what he wants to do in the area of science. Of course, the government has made a commitment to 
the Square Kilometre Array. Given that Western Australia was picked jointly with South Africa to be the 
location of the SKA, there will have to be an ongoing financial commitment from the federal and state 
governments to ensure its ongoing development. But the real concern is that that may very well be one of the few 
things this government focuses on in the arena of science. We cannot find a lot of other money allocated to the 
area of science in this budget. We certainly cannot find the detail that used to exist on the programs and grants 
that universities and industry rely on for a boost. We will come back to those things and go through them in, 
hopefully, pedantic detail when we get to the estimates session.  
I scanned through this budget, but I certainly could not find any reference to Scitech. The Premier made an 
election commitment—if somebody can point me to that, Hon Donna Faragher, I am quite happy to have that 
reference made—of $15 million to assist Scitech with a fit-for-purpose building at Burswood, next to where the 
stadium will be. I have had a look through the budget papers for science and those for commerce, and I flicked 
through budget paper No 3, thinking it might be stuck there, but I cannot find a reference to Scitech. I do not 
know whether that has just dropped off the perch like another broken promise, or whether that is a promise that 
has been put out to the never–never. That is something that needs to be clarified by this government, and 
certainly I think the community would want to know whether the government will deliver on that commitment or 
whether it will be another broken promise for the community. 

Very few people will talk frankly about what this government is doing. I want to acknowledge Barry Marshall, 
our Nobel laureate, because he has no fear on these issues. We know that in the past when he has been 
disappointed about how the government is handling this portfolio, he talks about it, and he has done that again. 
The headline in The Weekend West is “Nobel winner’s plea for science”. Again he says that the government 
needs to take more risk with science, to be more innovative and to commit to the science budget. These are real 
concerns. This is backed up by another article that quotes the Australian Chief Scientist, Ian Chubb, who also 
says that more scientists are needed. But those things cannot happen unless there is clear government policy and 
the government is committed to putting money where its mouth is and investing in the future. Time and again, 
this government has continued to erode this portfolio. We see in the budget papers that there is a transfer from 
the industry and innovation area in the Department of Commerce to this allegedly new portfolio of the Premier. I 
do not know what that means for jobs, but a few weeks ago we were alerted to the fact that many staff in the 
industry and innovation area in the Department of Commerce were called in and told that they should look for 
another job. We will go through this in detail during the estimates hearings.  
It is a real concern that the government would be looking to cut from those areas those very people the 
government needs to assist industry and universities to drive their policies, to give the government direction or 
advice on what it should do to encourage innovation, to assist universities to apply for grants and to drive the 
opportunities for our state. If those people disappear from this area, who will do that? I am sure that it will not be 
the Premier’s spin doctor, Dixie Marshall. I know that she is all things to all people and can manage a good bit of 
public relations, and we now understand that she does advertising as well, but I do not think she is cut out for 
providing advice to the Premier on innovation and science for our state in the future. I hope that the government 
sits up and listens to people such as Barry Marshall and Ian Chubb, because they are the type of people we want 
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to help grow others in our state. They are great role models and great achievers. If the government is not 
prepared to put the money there and have a plan, the Premier’s words prior to the election about wanting to 
encourage diversity in industry and to develop our state as a leading science state mean nothing. That is a real 
disappointment. 

I come back to the other issues that this government has failed on. We know that it has not tabled the report into 
the review of the Industry and Technology Development Act. We asked last November where that review was at 
and we were told that a draft review was being considered. I asked the government last week where it was at and 
I got virtually the same answer. We also know that there are a number of members of the Technology and 
Industry Advisory Council whose positions were due to expire in June. We do not know what is happening with 
those people. We do not know whether TIAC will continue under the Department of Commerce or whether the 
Premier will pick it up. I do not think the Premier wants the things that are hard work; I think he wants the big 
picture things that make for a good headline, including the Square Kilometre Array project and, hopefully, 
Scitech, if the government ends up delivering on the funding. Who would want to be the Premier of this state 
who kills off Scitech? If members thought the uproar over the feed-in tariff was pretty bad, imagine what the 
parents in this state would do to a Premier who killed off Scitech? I hope that for Scitech’s sake, and for the 
families in this state, the Premier delivers on his promise and provides funding to Scitech for its future. It does 
great work. I note that its twenty-fifth anniversary is coming up this week. I would like to congratulate Alan 
Brien and his team for the fantastic work they do. I have visited a number of these types of facilities around the 
world and I think Scitech does an exceptionally good job. Hopefully, if the government continues to provide 
support, it can continue to do a fantastic job in the future. 

A range of other promises that were made during the election do not appear to have been delivered in this 
budget. One that is particularly important in my electorate is in South Perth. The South Perth council has been 
looking for an extended period at the issue of river walls and the damage to the river walls around the Swan 
River. I know that in the lead-up to the election, commitments were made by this government, particularly by the 
member for South Perth, John McGrath. The government said that it would have a $1.35 million river wall 
promise. I have been through the budget papers but I have not found that money anywhere. We know that there 
has been a $16 million loss to the Swan River Trust, and that is where the money would have come from to assist 
the South Perth council with building the river walls. It is very unsafe in the area where the ferry docks in South 
Perth and in the area under the Narrows Bridge. The council has had to put up fences to keep people away from 
those parts of the river wall. The area has been eroded and degraded. I understand that it costs about $6 000 a 
metre to replace the river wall. I think the council has to find $6 million just to repair the river wall in those two 
particular areas, so this $1.35 million commitment by the Liberal government and by the local member was seen 
as a very important top-up to assist the council with rebuilding the river wall and making those areas a lot safer 
and more attractive. Parents certainly would not want their children venturing near the river in those areas 
because it is very dangerous. That is another broken promise. I imagine that that would be just another kick in 
the guts for the local council in South Perth, which already has to deal with a few other issues from the failed 
promise about forced amalgamations, and now it will have to find other ways of funding the repairs to the river 
wall. There is a quote from John McGrath, the member for South Perth, in the Southern Gazette of 5 March. He 
said — 

If the South Perth foreshore is to complement the Elizabeth Quay development, and continue to be a 
destination for tourists using the ferry, the river walls must be fixed. This can be achieved with 
promised funding if our government is returned at the election. 

The government was returned at the election and it did make a commitment, but it is not going to deliver on it. I 
think that if John McGrath is a candidate at the next election, he will have to try to convince his party and this 
government to deliver on the commitment. This is a significant issue for this Liberal member of Parliament, and 
the government keeps saying no. In fact, I looked at the commitments made by John McGrath on a range of 
matters in his electorate and he probably would have been a very disappointed member after the budget was read 
last Thursday, because I do not think he would have got too much for South Perth, and certainly not in the 
funding for river walls. 

Another issue that I will raise about the electorate is in relation to Clifton Road in Southern River. There has 
been a lot of media from the local member about funding for a football park project, and $1 million was 
committed over a period of two years. Again, it is very difficult to find in the budget papers where the money 
will come from to continue with that community project. I do not think that that particular project has progressed 
too far; I certainly could not find any commitment in the budget papers to demonstrate that the government is 
actually going to deliver on that money, but rest assured, the opposition will ask about it in more detail once we 
have gone through the budget papers. 
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A range of other matters have come up in this budget. One very interesting point was highlighted on page 10 of 
the Treasurer’s budget speech, in which reference was made to a “sunset clause”. It states — 

In addition, from January 2014, material new policy proposals will be subject to ‘sunset clauses’, 
whereby additional expenditure will be allocated for a finite period only, and continuation of the 
program beyond that period will be conditional on a rigorous evaluation demonstrating that the program 
is achieving its intended objectives and delivering value for money. 

I think that that type of sunset provision is based on the American model, and that should cause some concern for 
the community. We know that funding for a number of the projects the government has talked about has actually 
been pushed out further and further. I am sure that when Hon Ken Travers rises to speak, he will speak 
extensively about transport-related issues. It will be very interesting to hear what he thinks about the ways in 
which these sunset clauses will impact upon the areas of infrastructure funding, grants and programs, and how 
the assessment will be made about whether the government is actually delivering on its objectives and providing 
value for money. It will be interesting to see how a sunset clause could be applied to the stadium or to funding 
for Elizabeth Quay. How will we know whether Elizabeth Quay is delivering value for money to the community 
and whether it is delivering on its intended objectives? At some point, the government is going to have to start to 
cut back and we will end up with a big hole in the ground—another disaster. We have seen constantly updated 
images of Elizabeth Quay, and I do not know how the government thinks it will fit all those buildings into that 
area. It is just not going to happen. It will cost more and more money, and the community of Western Australia 
will start to ask: “Are we getting value for money? Is this what we really need at this point in time?” If the heat 
is coming off the economy and people are finding it hard to manage their bills because of the government 
constantly adding to their financial imposts and household costs, people will start to ask the government: “Do we 
really need those things?” 

It is like anything else: when we handle a household budget, we know that the basic bills—the rent and the 
mortgage, feeding and clothing the kids—have to be paid and then if there is money left over, that is when we 
buy the candy; that is when we think about the extras. I do think we have reached that point; we should have, 
given the resources boom that we have been through, but I really do not think that Western Australians are 
seeing the benefit of that boom. As the heat comes off the boom, I think things are going to get harder and 
harder. In 20 or 30 years’ time, people will look back and say, “Really, what was that all about? What did we 
really gain from that? What did the Barnett Liberal government really deliver for this community?” I do not 
think people are seeing anything being delivered. All we have had since the election is a series of broken 
commitments from the Premier and the government. We have a Premier who says, “Well, so what if I made the 
commitment? I don’t think people really care if I break it. So what?” I think that is important. I think the 
community cares, and I think that the swift and angry response the government experienced on the weekend over 
the feed-in tariff issue is an excellent example of people caring about election promises being broken. This is the 
first budget in a four-year government term, so I think we have more to come. I hope that over the next four 
years the community gets angry and speaks up to challenge this government and Premier and says, “If you’re 
going to make a commitment, stick to it. Don’t go out there and say things just to get yourself elected”. 

The Leader of the House gave us the reasons for why he thought the government was elected; the government 
can have all the spin and all the smoke and mirrors it wants, and massive expenditure on big billboards and 
posters, but at the end of the day, if it makes commitments and promises to do things and does not deliver on 
them, I say, “Enjoy the next three and a half years on the government benches, because I think you’ll be out of 
government after that”.  
A few weeks ago I watched The Lone Ranger with my kids; many members would have been fans of the original 
Lone Ranger when they were children. I am looking at you, Mr President; I see you are smiling! I thought it was 
a great film, and I always think of when Tonto says to the Lone Ranger, “You speak with forked tongue”. I think 
that is what our community is going to say to Mr Barnett. He thinks of himself as being the Lone Ranger—the 
only one, the action man of the cabinet—the only one who can make decisions and do things. I think the 
community will say to him, “Mr Barnett, you speak with a forked tongue. You aren’t telling the truth, you’re not 
delivering on your commitments, you’re breaking your promises, you’re lying to the community. Get on and do 
your job and do the things you promised to do, and make sure people can have a decent standard of living in 
Western Australia; don’t continue to disappoint us.” 

HON JIM CHOWN (Agricultural — Parliamentary Secretary) [3.55 pm]: It is certainly a pleasure and a 
privilege — 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! Obviously the member’s speech is eagerly anticipated. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: Obviously! I will start again. 
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It is certainly a privilege and a pleasure to be the first speaker from the government benches to debate the budget 
here today. For the last five and a half months, the government side of this house has sat here and listened to the 
incessant braying of the depleted opposition—members should note that there is only one herbivore that actually 
brays—about broken promises. I find this to be the height of arrogance coming from an opposition that is 
obviously trying to gain some credibility in the eyes of the public of this great state, and it is failing all the time 
at achieving any credibility—certainly in this place, and certainly in the public arena. 

With regard to promises, I will hear any argument. A serving government, at any time, can implement policy or 
change policy, regardless of what commitments have been made. But a party that has lost government and is in 
opposition has a litany of broken promises that can never be fulfilled. Let me refresh the selective memories of 
members of the opposition about when they were in government and the promises they made to the public of this 
state that will never be fulfilled. 

I will start with the Albany Hospital. The Labor Party made a commitment to the people of Albany in 2005–06 
of $20 million to upgrade the Albany Hospital. By 2006–07, the amount had grown to $26.8 million. It is worth 
noting that the last time a Labor government served in this state, every budget estimate it put in the budget 
papers increased exponentially; I will get to that later. There was still no sign of action. The $26.8 million for 
2006–07 was not spent, and the government of the day actually blamed the Department of Health bureaucracy 
for that stagnation. 

Closer to the 2008 election, the then Premier, Hon Alan Carpenter, went to Albany to resurrect the Albany 
Hospital issue and announced $50 million to upgrade it. At about that time, the then opposition found a leaked 
report that discussed different scenarios for what should be done. The recommended option was to build a new 
hospital, and that is exactly what this government did. It promised it in opposition in 2008 and that hospital is 
now underway. It was built on budget; it is finished and it is serving the good people of Albany. That was a 
broken promise by a Labor government that was flush with funds. It had an $800 million surplus, and even up to 
a $1 billion surplus during that time.  

Let me talk about Indian Ocean Drive, a part of the Agricultural Region I am familiar with and a fantastic road 
on the midwest coast that today connects Perth to the city of Geraldton. In the 2001 election campaign Labor 
claimed that it was a funding priority and it made a commitment to get on with completing Indian Ocean Drive. 
On 31 May 2001, in answer to a parliamentary question from the Liberal member for the electorate of Moore, 
Hon Bill McNee, to the then Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, Hon Alannah MacTiernan, in relation to 
the progress of Indian Ocean Drive—there was no progress even though it said in 2001 it would finish that 
road—stated — 

Government has no intention of reviewing the project … is hopeful of being able to provide the funds 
for the project to be finished in 2003. 

On 22 August 2001, Hon Graham Giffard—I assume a parliamentary secretary—stated in this house that it 
would be completed by 2005–06. It was never completed. The present government completed the Indian Ocean 
Drive, and it completed that road within its first two years. That road is now a very busy thoroughfare for light 
traffic. For the people of Jurien Bay it cuts at least 30 minutes off the journey from the city. The population is 
growing in Jurien Bay and the coastal area of the midwest.  
I will now talk about the Midland saleyards, another commitment of the Labor government at the time. For eight 
years there was nothing. It had focus groups, it talked to farmer representative bodies, but it could not make up 
its mind whether to put it in Midland, Muchea or Northam. In fact, in 2003 it was the former Labor government 
that declared the old Midland saleyards out of date and that the state-of-the-art saleyards at Muchea would be 
built for $11 million. The new yards were expected to be ready in 2006. In fact, the 2006 budget estimates stated 
that the new yards would cost $30 million to $32 million. The cost went from $11 million to $32 million and it 
still did not happen. The then Labor government could not make a decision. It was flush with funds but did not 
know what to do with them. In fact, I remember during the 2008 campaign the Liberal Party put out a pamphlet 
in Labor seats, saying, “Can you remember what this government has achieved in eight years? Name two 
things.” Of course people responded by saying the Mandurah railway line. They were then asked the second 
thing they could remember the Labor government had done. They had no idea. Where did the money go?  

Hon Col Holt: That is why they need to go to the bush.  

Hon JIM CHOWN: Absolutely, Hon Col Holt. The Midland saleyards project suffered numerous delays due to 
indecision and the inability of the Labor government to manage the project. This is exemplified in every Labor 
government throughout the state, throughout the nation and certainly in the federal sphere. The people of 
Australia have finally woken up that Labor is dysfunctional. That is another reason this government will win a 
third time and win well. I put that on the record today.  
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This Liberal government built the Midland saleyards, and it cost $54 million. From the initial get-go, when it 
was first announced by the former Labor government, the cost to the public of this state has increased from 
$11 million to $54 million, and it could have been built for probably $25 million at the time if the then Labor 
government had made a decision on behalf of the regional members of this community.  

Let us now talk about the biggie: the wonder plan of the Office of Shared Services. Members have just heard an 
address from the Labor opposition about what this government can do. This government is doing a great deal for 
the people of Western Australia, but the Office of Shared Services program—my god, what a black hole for 
hundreds of millions of dollars! Western Australia is still paying for that initiative, because the former Labor 
government had no ability to organise it. That program, once again, was initiated in 2003 by the Gallop 
government. It deliberately continued to funnel millions of dollars into that program after taking office. It was 
Premier Colin Barnett who described the program as one of the greatest bungles of public administration in this 
state’s history, and by 2001 it had cost $440 million, more than five times its original $22 million price tag.  
Hon Kate Doust: Why didn’t he stop paying for it then?  

Hon JIM CHOWN: Do members get the theme here? These Labor party members in opposition—that is where 
they should be—have an inane ability to put into budgets and to make electoral commitments with price tags that 
have no reality to the construction of infrastructure. The initial business plan that stipulated the rolling of 80 to 
150 agencies—corporate services such as payroll, human resources, finance and procurement—into one office 
would save the state $54 million a year after an initial setup cost of $82 million. I refer to my previous statement: 
an amount of $82 million to save $54 million a year into perpetuity on this particular project, and in reality it has 
cost over $444 million and is still costing the public of Western Australia to unravel this initiative of the former 
Labor government. I will not go into the health debacle, with Jim McGinty, Neil Fong and Brian Burke, because 
that would probably take today, tomorrow and the next day, but it is all on the public record. I am simply talking 
about Labor promises that are on the record and that have been broken, and Labor promises that have been 
broken on behalf of the electorate, statements it made that will never come to fruition, a number of which have 
been rectified by this government. 
I now turn to fuel prices. Opposition members constantly raise the issue of the cost of living. Prior to the 2001 
election the Labor Party distributed to many country electorates copies of a leaflet containing promises regarding 
fuel prices. These leaflets said that Geoff Gallop would bring back petrol pricing for country Western Australia. 
On the reverse of the leaflet the Labor Party was urging the electorate to vote for it to kill the gap between rural 
and urban fuel prices. It did not happen. It never happened. It was a promise that was never intended to be 
fulfilled or kept. In fact, by 2004 the difference between country and urban fuel prices was 85c a litre and it 
continued to rise. There was a gap of 50c a litre, and that is attributable to Labor.  
I now turn to taxation increases. As I said earlier, that former Labor government was running a surplus and was 
in government at the best economic times this state has ever seen. It promised not to increase taxes. By the time 
it was re-elected in 2001 it had implemented a raft of taxation increases, including 5.56 per cent to six per cent 
on payroll tax. It extended the tax base to include employees, such as contractors and, by raising the top rate, 
over a full year that budget blew out that promise. That government broke its promises in 2001, 2002 and 2003, 
with across-the-board tax increases totalling $1 billion. In his first budget Gallop increased the scheduled payroll 
tax for larger employers—I do not know what larger employers are; I presume they are businesses employing 
over 100 or 200 people—from 5.56 per cent to six per cent. He later proposed to decrease that to 5.5 per cent in 
2004. It did not happen. We have an opposition with a very selective memory. It has no credibility when it 
comes to broken promises. As I said when I started this address, serving governments really do not break any 
commitments because they have the ability to make adjustments as they go forward. To take that strategy prior to 
a budget coming down has to be the height of arrogance. Governments can only work with money and programs 
and for that, they require a budget. The opposition’s actions smacked of absolute desperation and of an 
opposition going nowhere, struggling for credibility in the public eye.  

I shall move on to the budget. This budget was put together to respond to the state’s changing economic 
circumstances, the unprecedented demand for infrastructure and the imbalance between the growth in the state’s 
expenditure and the state’s revenues that in large part are due to the strong population growth. In fact, by 2031—
over the next 17 years—we expect to see the population of Western Australia grow by 700 000 to 800 000 
people. It is almost unprecedented growth. We are feeling that impact on a daily basis with substantial enrolment 
increases in schools, for example, and congestion on our roads throughout the state. We are also experiencing a 
historical low share of our goods and services tax, which is also adversely impacting on the budget. Western 
Australia is penalised through the Commonwealth Grants Commission process as our share of GST revenue in 
2013–14 is falling to just 45 per cent of our population share. It is an all-time low in comparison with any other 
state or territory.  
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Just talking about infrastructure requirements and the cost of infrastructure, I refer to probably one of the greatest 
infrastructure projects this state has ever seen; that is, the Kalgoorlie pipeline. From about 1897 to around 1902 
the government of the day, under Sir John Forrest, along with C.Y. O’Connor and his team, undertook to build a 
major piece of infrastructure for this state. At that time the average salary or weekly wage was between £15 and 
£20, or about $40. The government of the day had to go out and borrow £2.5 million to finance this project. It 
was a massive undertaking. In fact, borrowing £2.5 million, or $5 million, was virtually equivalent to one year’s 
state budget. The outcry was enormous, as we all know. The opposition brayed and brayed and made life a 
misery for that government. A number of other issues were involved with the construction of the pipeline but the 
bottom line was that this pipeline was completed. Its benefit as a piece of infrastructure to the community of 
Western Australia is incalculable. It opened farmlands, it opened up a part of the state and the city of Kalgoorlie 
that never would have been accomplished without this sort of infrastructure and investment, borrowed or not, to 
ensure that the future of the state and the population of this state could go forward. That is what infrastructure is 
all about. That pipeline is still operating today. It is still supplying the people of Kalgoorlie and the hinterland 
between there and Perth. I say again that infrastructure for this state is critical; it is absolutely essential. This 
government is implementing infrastructure not only for today’s population, but also for future populations.  

We continue to place major investment in infrastructure. The budget contains $26.9 billion over the forward 
estimates for an asset investment program, with $7.5 billion in this year alone. Transport infrastructure is where 
the majority of those moneys will be spent. The pressures associated with population growth and our growing 
economy are particularly evident in our transport system. As Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for 
Transport, I have been able to meet a wide range of representatives across the state who have provided me with 
an in-depth insight into the problems faced by not only the daily commuter but also private industry. I have said 
in this place before that Western Australia encompasses a massive area; it covers one-third of the nation, yet it is 
populated by only about 2.5 million or 2.6 million people. Everything we use and everything we require rolls in 
on the back of a truck; it rolls in on rubber. Road infrastructure is absolutely essential to the benefit and forward 
prosperity of our community. In fact, as I have also said in this place on previous occasions, heavy transport is 
expected to double between now and 2031 from two billion tonne–kilometres to four billion tonne–kilometres. 
For example, the Great Northern Highway experiences 700 vehicle movements per day. That will increase to 
1 000 to 1 400 by 2031. Infrastructure for transport has to happen, otherwise we may as well pack up, go home 
and do nothing because this state will just degenerate into a Third World country without this massive 
investment. 
The combined asset investment program of the Department of Transport, Main Roads and the Public Transport 
Authority is a record $1.7 billion in 2013–14. Over the four years to 2016–17, the state government has 
committed a total of $5.7 billion to transport infrastructure. This is the equivalent of four Mandurah–Perth 
railway lines. That investment will be spread throughout the state. The budget reaffirms the government’s 
commitment to deliver transformational infrastructure to this state. By 2020, Western Australia will be able to 
utilise the new airport rail line. Hon Alyssa Hayden organised a briefing with the airport hierarchy. I thank her 
for that. It was a very informative briefing. I was not aware that 1.2 million people will use Perth Airport this 
year. Did anybody know that? I had no idea that 1.2 million people would be flying in and out of Perth Airport. 
That number is expected to increase. In fact, on any given night, over 160 aircraft are housed on the hardstands 
at Perth Airport. Between 6.00 am and 8.00 am on a weekday, aircraft movements out of Perth Airport exceed 
those out of Sydney. Why would we not build a railway line to Perth Airport?  
The budget reaffirms the government’s commitment to deliver transformational infrastructure. Commuters will 
be able to zip across town on the new Metro Area Express light rail system. We are getting cars off roads. At an 
estimated total cost of $2 billion, the new airport rail line will provide direct access to the new consolidated Perth 
Airport terminal—$1 billion will be spent there; not by the government but by the lessees of Perth Airport—and 
continue on to Forrestfield. The line will see three new stations constructed, including 3 000 additional car 
parking bays to service the expanded rail network. The new line will be complemented by 18 new railcars. 
Construction is set to commence in 2016 and scheduled to finish in 2019. Project costs of $174 million are 
reflected in the current forward estimates period. The transformational MAX light rail system will provide a high 
capacity solution to connect our growing northern suburbs and the Perth CBD. The MAX light rail system will 
also link with Victoria Park in the east via the CBD to the Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre in the west. The 
estimated cost of $1.9 billion includes the construction of 22 kilometres of track, stations along the route and the 
purchase of 25 light rail carriages. Project costs of $432 million are incorporated in the current forward estimates 
period.  
These transformational public transport projects will be supplemented by other key transport infrastructure 
investments, including $56 million over the forward estimates for the Aubin Grove train station. Aubin Grove 
will have 2 000 car parking spaces. It will have a dedicated bus service that will be working within the area 
servicing the train station. The Aubin Grove train station is an essential part of infrastructure for the southern 
area of this state. Hon Phil Edman will be very happy to hear that his electors will have 2 000 parking spaces and 
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a state-of-the-art train station courtesy of the infrastructure of this government. There is $219.2 million allocated 
for the Perth City Link bus station. There will be delivery of 66 additional railcars, the first of which will arrive 
later this year. There will be an investment of $237 million to upgrade our bus fleet. There will be $46.5 million 
allocated over the forward estimates to construct a new secure multistorey car park at Edgewater train station 
comprising approximately 1 000 car bays. Our rapidly growing population also places pressure on our road 
network, as I have already stated, and it will benefit from a record $1.1 billion asset investment program in this 
year alone. That includes capital expenditure of $325 million over four years with the state funding a 
contribution of $100 million to construct the 37-kilometre section of the Perth–Darwin highway. Hon Alyssa 
Hayden has spoken at length on the benefits that the Perth–Darwin highway will achieve for not only her 
electorate, but also the people she represents in this house today. This program has been on the books for many, 
many years and it will be done under the patronage and oversight of this government. 
Hon Darren West: Who’s paying for it? 

Hon JIM CHOWN: Does the honourable member want me to repeat what I just said?  

Several members interjected. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: No? Okay. 

There will be $152 million over the forward estimates to commence the extension of Mitchell Freeway from 
Burns Beach Road to Hester Avenue and there will be a major upgrade program for Reid Highway, including the 
conversion to four lanes between Erindale and Duffy Roads, and the grade separation of the Malaga Drive 
intersection. There will be a grade separation program at three intersections of Tonkin Highway with an 
expenditure of $66 million between 2014–15 and 2016–17.  

We are now courting significant investment in regional roads. I think a report was tabled on regional roads in the 
last Parliament over the last four years stating that regional road upgrades are absolutely essential and 
maintenance requirements are blowing out. Therefore, we will upgrade roads in conjunction with support from 
the commonwealth government—I assume that commonwealth government will not be a Rudd government. One 
of the major highways—Great Northern Highway—will receive $512 million in funding. I have spent my life 
travelling along this road. When Richard Court visited my hometown of Dalwallinu at a function, I stood and 
said that the most dangerous thing that community members and I did was to hop in our cars and travel from 
Dalwallinu to Perth on Great Northern Highway. That will change because this particular road will have 
significant money spent on it. It is a major arterial route to the north and, as we know, the north is the economic 
powerhouse of not only this state but also the nation, and an upgrade is long overdue, I might add. Over four 
years, $809 million will be invested to deliver major upgrades of the road from Muchea north to Bindoon south, 
Batty Bog Road to Walebing, Bindi Bindi rail crossing to Lyons Road, Lyons Road to Pithara, and to Wubin. 
The people who travel that road know that at the turn north east at Wubin towards Meekatharra there is a major 
road train assembly area, which will be expanded once again. This will be the third expansion. A realignment of 
the Wubin corner will be undertaken because there is an issue there with heavy transport heading south along the 
main street of Wubin having to cross over the white line to accomplish the turn around the corner. That will all 
take place under this Great Northern Highway upgrade. We have all heard about the Bindi Bindi curves or the 
Bindi Bindi bends, which is a stretch of about 12 kilometres with 15 corners on it and unless a driver is fully 
alert, by the time they come out the other end, whether it is north or south, they are not sure whether they are 
Arthur or Martha. That will be addressed and $34.2 million will be spent on the significant realignment of that 
area. Hon Brian Ellis and I had a meeting recently in the towns of Bindi Bindi and Miling to inform people about 
what was taking place. People were concerned about heavy transport overtaking cars in the main street of 
Miling, which can at times be fairly quiet. Hon Brian Ellis and I are working with Main Roads to address the 
issue. Main Roads inform us, through the Department of Transport, that part of the moneys allocated for the 
realignment of the Bindi Bindi bends will be used to address these issues in the Miling town site. Curbing in 
strategic places in the middle of the road will be looked at to ensure that heavier vehicles do not overtake in the 
main street, which is obviously extremely dangerous. 

This government will unashamedly make massive investments in infrastructure in Western Australia over the 
next four years, which is long overdue. Of course, population growth and infrastructure decline do not happen 
overnight, and obviously the previous Labor government ignored that. It was not prepared to make hard 
decisions that would ensure that the rest of this state and its population could move forward comfortably 
knowing that the basics were in place to maintain a lifestyle that is better than none in the world. The last Labor 
government was more intent on spending hundreds of millions of dollars on the Office of Shared Services, 
spending the whole budget surplus on putting in a railway line and ignoring infrastructure requirements in the 
regions. In fact, if memory serves me right, the Liberal government initiated the Mandurah railway line. 
Several members interjected. 
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The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon JIM CHOWN: If my memory serves me right, I am fairly certain the initial plan was put in place by the 
Court government. 
Hon Helen Morton: It was. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: I have just had confirmation. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Jim Chown has the call. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: We have another example of a Liberal government ensuring infrastructure was put in place. 
The Labor government of the day decided to change the plans and double the cost and that is exactly what 
happened. This budget presented by the Treasurer last Thursday will ensure that this state moves forward and 
has the infrastructure required to move forward. 
Hon Kate Doust interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! If I am not mistaken, I just heard a speech from Hon Kate Doust and she is not 
entitled to make another one until the next bill comes out! 

Hon JIM CHOWN: Where was I, Mr President?  

The PRESIDENT: I am not sure! 

Hon JIM CHOWN: You have no idea! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: This budget will allow the state to move forward, not only for the next four years but also 
into future generations. Yes, some debt has been undertaken, there is no doubt about that and nobody is denying 
it. I revert to my example of the Kalgoorlie pipeline—unless some risk is taken, nothing happens. Unless 
decisions are made—the previous Labor government could not make any—nothing happens. If a government is 
populist and panders to the population without making decisions that will benefit that population and if a 
government gives into pressures from minority groups, it does not serve the general population at large.  

Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order, members! 
Hon JIM CHOWN: I am very proud to be part of this government, as are all its members in this place, and I 
look forward to all their speeches on the budget as I look forward to the opposition braying about matters it 
thinks are important. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: I certainly look forward to Hon Ken Travers’s budget in-reply speech. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order!  
Hon JIM CHOWN: In fact, Mr President, to err is human. Collectively or individually, regardless of our best 
endeavours, we make mistakes. It never ceases to amaze me in this place that every time Hon Ken Travers rises 
to his feet, he exemplifies this human failing. In fact, it is my belief that he has actually made an art form of it—
an art form that the rest of us are doing our best to overcome. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 3187.] 
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