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PUBLIC TRANSPORT AUTHORITY BILL 2003 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 10 April.   

HON ALAN CADBY (North Metropolitan) [9.08 pm]:  According to the minister in his second reading speech, 
the function of the Public Transport Authority Bill is to establish the Public Transport Authority as the state 
agency responsible for public transport services throughout Western Australia.  This will result in the 
consolidation of Western Australian Government Railways, Transperth, and the school bus section of the 
Department for Planning and Infrastructure.  According to the Government, the benefits of the Public Transport 
Authority were identified in the Machinery of Government Taskforce report “Government Structures for Better 
Results”.  I took the time to look at that report.  Page 166 refers to the WA Transit Authority and states that -  

The Taskforce believes there are considerable benefits in bringing the WA Government Railways and 
Transperth together into a consolidated passenger transit agency.  This will achieve operational 
efficiency and better co-ordination.   

That is all it states.  That is certainly not overwhelming support for the move to create a Public Transport 
Authority.  I will turn to what is behind that brief statement.   

Hon Graham Giffard:  It does not have the Foss factor attached to it, does it?   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  No, it does not.  

The minister outlined several benefits of a single transport authority.  She suggested that having a single 
organisation responsible for public transport would provide greater efficiency and better coordination of the 
public transport system.  Of course, only time will tell.  The Opposition supports improvements in the provision 
of public transport, both in the city and in country regions of Western Australia, including the rail system.  On 
the Mandurah rail link, we have differences with the Government on the route, and disappointment with the 
delayed completion date, but in general we support the concept of a rail link to Mandurah.  The Public Transport 
Authority will be governed by its own chief executive officer, and will be an agent of the Crown.  It will have a 
variety of powers, including the ability to deal with crown land by way of lease, licence or easement.  Ministerial 
approval will be required before any land the authority holds in freehold can be disposed of.  It appears to the 
Opposition that there is little justification for going down that path.  No mention has been made of the cost-
effectiveness of this proposal either in the machinery of government report or in the ministerial second reading 
speech.  Can the parliamentary secretary tell the House whether an economic impact study has been completed; 
and, if so, what are the proposed savings in the first year of operation of the authority, and in subsequent years?  
Also staffing issues were not mentioned in the second reading speech.  What effect will this proposal have on 
staffing levels?  If there is an excess in staff, will there be redundancies or transfers of the surplus staff? 

The Bill contains eight parts.  I have some general matters to discuss, beginning with part 4, which deals with the 
main functions of the Public Transport Authority - to provide and operate safe, reliable public transport 
passenger services.  Clause 12(2) reads - 

This Act does not prevent - 

(a) the provision of public passenger transport services other than by the Authority or persons with 
whom it contracts; or  

(b) the Authority from performing functions under other Acts that do not relate to, or are not 
limited to, public passenger transport services. 

Will clause 12(2)(a) stifle private provision of transport?  After all, it is now competing with a Goliath.  Clause 
12(2)(b) seems to be a very broad brief, in that the authority is not limited to public passenger transport services.  
Maybe the parliamentary secretary can give some idea why that provision was included.  Clause 12(3) contains 
contentious material.  It reads - 

A secondary function of the Authority is to earn revenue by engaging in commercial activities that are 
not inconsistent with, and do not have an adverse effect on, the performance of its other functions under 
this or any other Act and are - 

(a) connected with the performance of the Authority’s functions under this or any other Act; or 

(b) authorised by the regulations. 

Clause 13(2) reads, in part - 

The Authority may, for the purpose of performing any of its functions under this Act or any other Act, 
but subject to any limitation imposed by any Act - 
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. . . 

(d) participate, with the Minister’s approval, in any business concern and, with the Treasurer’s 
approval, acquire, hold, and dispose of, shares, units, or other interests in, or relating to, a 
business concern; 

Once again, that seems very broad.  It seems to me that those two clauses, put together, allow the authority to 
spend the money how it likes.  For instance, it could buy overseas shares, or put money into a company like ERG 
Ltd, which may bid for a ticketing contract at a later date - or it may be currently doing so, we do not know.  Can 
the authority play the stock market, invest offshore, or transfer its assets to a different authority?  Who will 
supervise these financial transactions, and what proposals do we have for public scrutiny of such actions?  In the 
briefing, we were told that clause 13(2)(d) is not as broad as it seems, because of clause 12(3), but I do not think 
that is the case.  It is a very broad brief and it gives the authority power to spend money wherever it likes, when 
it likes and on whatever it likes, without public scrutiny.  Clause 13(4) reads, in part - 

The Authority may - 

(a) make any gift for a charitable purpose or any other purpose of benefit to the community or a 
section of the community;  

Is there any public disclosure of the gift?  Are there any limits to the individual amounts or accumulated 
amounts?  Could the authority, for instance, give a gift to the health or education budgets?  What are the 
limitations, if any, on that clause?  If this provision is in this Bill, are there similar provisions in other authority 
legislation, and if so, how have they been interpreted?  Clauses 15 and 16 detail actions within regulations.  Are 
there similar regulations about land use or disposal of land for other authorities, and if so, will these regulations, 
of which we do not have a copy, be similar in nature?   

Part 5 deals with accountability and financial provisions.  It seems to outline the enormous power of the 
Treasurer in the planning of the authority.  The authority and the minister are unable to enter into any major 
initiatives or to change plans without the approval of the Treasurer.  Does that make the Treasurer the 
accountable minister for this authority, if it gets into difficulty?  Who will carry the can - the Treasurer or the 
minister?  Clause 26 reads, in part - 

The Authority must - 

(a) keep the Minister reasonably informed of the operations, financial performance, and financial 
position of the Authority, including the assets and liabilities, profits and losses, and prospects 
of the Authority; 

That statement is clearly subjective, and I wonder whether the parliamentary secretary can give a definition of 
what “reasonable” means in the context of this Bill.  Will this House have the capacity to question this agency 
during the estimates committee?   

Hon Ken Travers:  That is up to this House.  

Hon ALAN CADBY:  I understand that in the other place there are some conditions that may not allow that to 
happen, so, if we are giving them all this authority, do we have the right to scrutinise what they are doing?  I am 
sure the parliamentary secretary, not Hon Ken Travers, will give me the answer at a later date.   

Clause 29 deals with commercially sensitive information being denied public scrutiny.  This is a concern to 
Opposition members, as we have seen a number of Administrations use similar clauses to hoodwink the public, 
at great cost to the community.  We will not talk about WA Inc.  Surely, at some stage, information that was 
deemed to be commercially sensitive becomes redundant.  If that is the case, are the mechanisms in place for that 
information to be scrutinised by this House? 

Clause 34 outlines certain guarantees to be given by the Government on the performance of the authority.  I 
earlier mentioned clauses 12(3) and 13(2)(d) on pages 8 and 9.  Does this provision put state assets at risk?  Will 
the Government, in reality, become a bank of last resort for this authority?   

Part 6 of the Bill is entitled “Miscellaneous” and deals with a number of additional provisions.  Clause 56 on 
page 31 deals with authorised persons and security officers.  I have a couple of questions on clause 56(6), which 
states that each authorised person is to have a certificate.  Will that be like a warrant card, which those people 
will carry with them when on duty?  If so, will a person have the right to see that certificate or warrant card 
before following out the orders of a guard?  Will transit guards and the like be in a similar position to police and 
always be on duty?  Therefore, will they have the opportunity to abuse their powers to get information from 
people without due cause?  For example, a transit guard who is travelling home after performing his duties may 
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eye a potential romantic partner and ask that person for his or her name, age and address without due cause.  
What is the situation?   

Hon Graham Giffard interjected.   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  They can do it on duty. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  For those purposes?   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  No.  They can ask for a person’s name, age and address.   

Hon Graham Giffard:  For the right purpose.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Yes.  The fact is that power can be abused.   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  Is there the potential for them to abuse their power?  Will they be able to use that warrant 
card only when they are on duty, or will they always be on duty, as is a police officer?   

Hon Peter Foss:  They can also abuse it.   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  Indeed, but we are not talking about police at this stage.  This is the Foss factor coming 
into the discussion!   

Hon Peter Foss:  Come on, be careful.   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  Clause 60 states that a security officer will be able to search for and seize any dangerous 
article.  This is very subjective.  To my wife, a nail file is probably an important part of her purse.  She files her 
fingernails.  However, to the airline industry, a nail file is a dangerous implement.  One cannot take a nail file on 
board a plane.  I wonder whether the parliamentary secretary can give us an idea of the nature of the goods 
captured by the term “dangerous article”.  If that is too difficult, which it may prove to be, what actions, while in 
possession of an article, will make an article a dangerous article?  The same could be said for clauses 69(3) and 
(4).  What will be considered to pose a risk or nuisance to other passengers?  Clause 62 provides for the 
searching of people.  I have a concern with clause 62(2)(a), which states that a security officer or member of the 
Police Force cannot carry out a search of somebody of a different sex.  He or she must get another person to 
conduct the search under his or her supervision.  If this were to happen on a bus or train, is it likely that a fellow 
passenger could be called on to assist the officer in the search?  If that is the case, what protection will that 
coopted person have under the law against prosecution by the person who is searched?  Is it saying that a person 
must be taken to a police station to be searched and, therefore, normal police regulations would apply?   

Clause 63 talks about seizure of property.  There does not seem to be any provision for the giving of a receipt.  
As I understand it, if somebody were travelling on a train and a guard believed that he was carrying a dangerous 
article, the first thing the transit guard would like to do would be to request that person to leave the train or bus.  
That would be extremely difficult for some people.  They could be travelling on a late bus or train, or be 13, 14 
or 15 years old.  Of course, we would not like such a person to be denied access to that service.  That person may 
be told that if he will not leave the train, the guard will seize the goods that are deemed dangerous.  As I said 
earlier, such goods could be a nail file, a broken CD or a variety of things.  If that person wanted that article 
back, under the current regulations he would have no proof of ownership of that article.  What will be the 
mechanics of proving ownership of a seized good?  If a person carried something like a knife and used it to 
deface chairs, seats, windows and the like, he might not want the article back, so the issue of a receipt would 
probably be academic in that instance.  However, if I were carrying home a can of spray paint on the train - I 
bought some the other day for my fridge - and was asked to leave the train - 

Hon Peter Foss:  For the outside, we hope.   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  Yes, for the outside of the fridge.  In that situation I would give up my goods on the 
condition that they would be returned to me at a later date.  How will an owner of seized goods have evidence of 
ownership of those goods if a receipt is not given?   

The Opposition does not oppose this Bill but wonders what real benefit it will deliver to the public of Western 
Australia.  In particular, what does it do to encourage more people to use public transport?  Indeed, what does it 
do to make public transport more available to potential users?  Finally, what encouragement does it give to 
potential users to give public transport a go?  I will finish on that note.  I would be grateful if the parliamentary 
secretary would answer those questions in his response.  Perhaps then the committee stage will be somewhat 
shorter than it might otherwise be if those questions are not answered.   

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [9.28 pm]:  I welcome the opportunity to speak on this Bill, which I 
support.  I want to give an outline of where I think public transport has gone over the past couple of years and 
the impact that the activities of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and the Government have had on 
transport in Western Australia.  There are some benefits in pulling together under the one umbrella the 
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metropolitan rail, bus and ferry services and the regional public transport services - that is, the country bus and 
rail passenger services and the school bus services - as they all have a similar function.  This Bill includes 
provisions for the Public Transport Authority to raise money to build infrastructure and the like, and I will touch 
on that later.   

The establishment of the Public Transport Authority, a dedicated government service agency for those four areas 
I have mentioned, will provide some benefits.  The authority will be responsible for all public transport, 
including the management of the rail corridor, commercial leasing and the management and supervision of 
contracts for new infrastructure.  The authority will comprise only a chief executive officer - staff and 
contractors - who will manage the day-to-day operations.  It will handle the operational revenue of the public 
transport system - that is, the receipts and payments - through the trust fund approved by the Treasury.  The 
authority will be given borrowing powers for capital works programs.  It will have to satisfy the Treasurer and 
go through what I hope will be rigorous scrutiny before such borrowing is permitted.  The principal accounting 
mechanisms are that the authority must, by 1 May each year, submit a draft operational plan to the minister for 
approval.  The minister may direct aspects of that plan by any ministerial direction, and the plan must be 
published in the authority’s annual report.  The authority has a statutory obligation to keep the minister informed 
of its operations, financial position and performance.   

This Bill pays significant attention to public security, and makes amendments to the Weapons Act.  The Police 
Union has some concerns in this area, and I can understand why.  It is getting to the point at which some security 
officers on public transport need training similar to that which police officers receive in the use of such things as 
batons.  It might be more efficient if police officers carried out that particular work.  I will mention some issues 
about that later.   

I have some concerns about the ability of the Public Transport Authority to borrow without the adequate and 
timely disclosure of the mechanisms for borrowing.  That is an issue that needs to be brought to the fore.  As 
members will be aware, some huge infrastructure in the form of a rail line is being constructed.  It has been 
claimed that the cost is $1.4 billion, $400 million more than anticipated.  That increase is a result of the decision 
by this Government, which was made without any public consultation whatsoever, to take the southern 
metropolitan rail line into the centre of Perth along the freeway from Berrigan Drive.  We have some real 
concerns about that.  It will be very interesting to see whether the Government can come anywhere near its 
expectation.  I have had briefings on the progress of the section from Narrows Bridge into the city.  Already it is 
anticipated that the cost will be $215 million, when earlier it was estimated to be $195 million.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson interjected.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  No, the cost of construction from the northern side of the Narrows Bridge into the 
city will be $215 million.  The anticipated cost for the construction of the line from Berrigan Drive to the 
Narrows Bridge is something like $195 million.  I have spoken to some of the contractors, and they think it will 
be very difficult to get even close to that.  That is how I arrived at the figure of $400 million in extra costs.  Hon 
Derrick Tomlinson will also be aware that the coalition Government was going to take the rail into Rockingham 
at a cost of $107 million.  I think that has been set aside.  It will now be a more direct route, and I have not heard 
any suggestions that the bus service that we intended to provide in Rockingham will be provided.  That was to 
cost in the vicinity of $30 million.  It would have been known as the Rockingham area transit - RAT - system.  It 
will be interesting to see what the minister learns from her trip overseas, where she is looking at various 
mechanisms for transport.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson interjected.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  RAT was for the Rockingham area and CAT is the central area transit system.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  She is probably looking at cats and rats in Europe.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I am not aware of her endeavours in Europe, but I will be more than interested to 
see if they are fruitful in giving the State a better transport system.   

I was talking about the piece of infrastructure leading into the city.  As late as today I was given information that 
about 30 leaseholders in central Perth who have businesses that will be affected by the new rail line will be told, 
without too much warning and without reasonable recompense, that they will have to move out.  I will be 
watching with very close interest how those people are dealt with.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Order, members!  The level of audible private discussions in 
the Chamber is unacceptable.  If members wish to carry on a private discussion, please leave the Chamber so that 
Hon Murray Criddle can be heard.   
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Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Thank you, Madam Deputy President.  Those people will be disrupted.  Their 
businesses will be virtually taken from them.  I went through that process with the Northbridge tunnel 
resumptions, and I listened to this minister’s outcries, which continued for a number of years.  It is an absolute 
disgrace what is happening to those people and the way the situation is being handled, especially in the light of 
the way she carried on when she was opposition spokesperson for transport.  I hope it reflects on the way she is 
performing, and that those people get a reasonable outcome.  I have not had any assurances about the tunnelling, 
which is a huge risk factor.  I will be interested to see how that part of the public transport system network and 
the building of rail links into the city from the Narrows Bridge will be carried out.   

The public transport system in the southern metropolitan area is serviced by buses.  I understand that in the 
vicinity of 74 bus services will continue to run from Murdoch and Canning Bridge into the city every day, 
regardless of what happens with the rail system.  That is an amazing duplication of services into the city.  I 
realise that changing from one mode of transport to another when commuting results in a loss of time.  That 
makes a nonsense of the statements by the Premier and the minister that the new rail route will provide a saving 
of 12 minutes, which will be a benefit to passengers.  That argument is ridiculous.  I can understand that people 
will remain on the buses because they will get into the city quicker than if they go by rail.  It does not add to the 
Government’s argument that a rail system along the freeway into the city will be of benefit.  We will lose that 
patronage on the rail system, and we will pay the community service obligation for public transport into the city 
twice because we will be running two services.  That suggests amazing flaws in the decision-making processes 
of this Government.  As I said, I have spoken to contractors who are looking at some of the engineering works 
that must be done on this rail system.  It will be interesting to see the figures that result.   

I refer to the Bill and the powers the authority will receive from the Treasurer to raise funds.  What mechanism 
will be put in place to guarantee that this Government will not overspend?  The Government promised that there 
would not be extra spending in this area.  The extra cost is now at $1.4 billion.  It will be very interesting to see 
how the Government will manage an overrun in any of these areas.  We need some assurances.  Will these 
contracts be let if there is an obvious overrun?  That has already happened with the rail cars.  The contracts for 
the rail cars have blown-out from $300 million to $400 million, which is an enormous blow-out.  The number of 
rail cars will be reduced from 117 to 93.  Not only is there an overrun on the capital cost, but also not as many 
services are being provided on the ground.  The minister is fond of saying that that number of rail cars are not 
needed to run the service.  However, there will be no rail service between Berrigan Drive and Kenwick.  
Although a spur will operate to Thornlie, there is an obvious gap in the service that will need to be filled some 
time in the future.  The residents in Rockingham will not have a service from there to the centre of the city, 
which leaves holes in the Government’s argument.   

I understand that the Government is also taking some credit for what was to be a bus station in Mandurah.  The 
previous Government announced that well and truly before the election.   

Hon Ken Travers:  You kept announcing before elections that you would build the Clarkson railway line, but you 
never did.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Hon Ken Travers visited the northern suburbs when I was the minister for 
Transport and told the people that he would deliver a rail service to the northern suburbs in the first year the 
Labor Party was elected.  Two years later, the Government has delivered nothing.  Even Hon Ken Travers will 
admit that it will be - 

Hon Ken Travers:  It is being built.  What are you talking about?  I have seen the tracks being laid.  For years 
you promised it and never delivered it.   

Hon Peter Foss:  We started building something; you have not built anything.   

Hon Ken Travers:  There are tracks there.  The member should have a look.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  There are no rail cars to travel on that track and they will not operate on that track 
until 2004.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Because you forgot to order them. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The Labor Party promised that the service would be running the year after it was 
elected to Government.  The member knows it.  Everybody in the northern suburbs knows that Hon Ken Travers 
was there, and he has made a mess of it.   

Hon Ken Travers:  For four years you promised to build the track and you never laid a single track.  You were 
hopeless. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  We know that the member will never carry out a promise, do not worry about that.   
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Hon Ken Travers:  At the next election there will be a railway line, which is more than your promise at the 1996 
election.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  At the next election there will be what?   

Hon Ken Travers:  A railway line running.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  We will see how it goes.   

It is obvious - 

Hon Ken Travers:  In 1996 you promised it but never delivered.   

Hon Peter Foss:  What have you delivered?  What trains have run over your tracks?   

Hon Ken Travers:  At the next election there will be a railway line at Clarkson. 

Hon Peter Foss:  What have you done? 

Hon Ken Travers:  Come and have a look. 

Hon Kim Chance:  We are extending the northern suburbs line; that is what we have done.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Hon Adele Farina):  Order members!  Hon Murray Criddle has the call.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I am pleased that Hon Ken Travers has put all that on the record because I will take 
that to his electorate so that the people know that he has not done what he said he would do three years ago.   

Hon Ken Travers:  It is being built now.  Go out there. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I was there and listened to Hon Ken Travers when he made that speech.   

Hon Ken Travers:  I asked you whether you would meet your 1996 election commitment, and you never did.  
You never started it.  You were hopeless. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Did the train run in the first year?   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  No trains have run there and no trains will run for at least another year because no 
trains have been ordered to operate there before that time.   

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Why does the member not get up and make a speech when he gets the opportunity?  
He is lying in his seat as though he could not care less and is making ridiculous statements.  The member has not 
made a reasonable speech since he has been in Government.   

Hon Ken Travers:  I will remember that.  When McClean called you a boofhead, I defended you.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The Minister for Works has taken the sewerage program out of country areas.  The 
Government will never do anything for those people.  Services are 15 years behind schedule since this 
Government came to power.   

We could talk about the AvonLink, which is expected to be up and running in 2001.  Of course, we have not seen 
any progress on that.  This minister tried to put that off altogether.  The rail link to Kalgoorlie is not going ahead 
either.  However, that is country rail; that will never happen.   

Hon Kim Chance:  What do you reckon is not going ahead?   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  When will it go ahead, minister?  It is like Cervantes Road, which will never be 
completed.   

Hon Kim Chance:  We have already made an announcement.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Made an announcement?  Goodness gracious me.   

Hon Kim Chance:  That project is following very precise time lines.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  What precise time lines?  Let us see the Government do something and pay for it.  
All the announcements the Government makes will have to be paid for in the next term of government.  That is 
about as accurate as I can make it.  We are waiting for the Lancelin to Cervantes Road project to get far enough 
down the track so the Government will not have to pay any money to put it in place. 

Hon Kim Chance:  We do not even have Environmental Protection Authority clearance on that yet.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The minister went through a process that put that project on the backburner, and he 
knows it.   
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Hon Kim Chance:  The EPA is an independent body.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The project was not even under scrutiny until the Government got hold of it.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  Hon Murray Criddle should address the Chair; he will invite fewer 
interjections that way.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  It is very difficult when I cannot get a word in edgeways because of the 
interjections.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  If Hon Peter Foss would remain quiet, Hon Murray Criddle would be able to speak.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Here comes Mr Nobody.   

The previous Government substantially upgraded public transport services.  One need only look at the bus 
services that we put in place.  The decision to order the Mercedes buses that travel around the city at present was 
outstanding.  They are a wonderful advancement.  Anybody who knows anything about the bus system and the 
addition of the circuit route around Perth and the access into Perth as a result of that route would consider it to be 
a wonderful service.  I wonder what has happened to programs such as TravelSmart, which was an initiative to 
get people to use the buses, to walk or to cycle rather than use their cars.  We have heard nothing about those 
types of programs recently.   

Hon Peter Foss:  They have been abandoned.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The member is dead right.  The Government seems to have put public transport 
service initiatives on the backburner.  The Public Transport Authority Bill concerns school bus services.   

Hon Kim Chance:  That was another mess in which you left us.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Hon Kim Chance - 

Hon Kim Chance:  We are still trying to sort it out.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I know the Government is trying to sort it out, but it never will at the rate it is 
going.  The fact is that it was very close to finalisation.   

Hon Kim Chance:  You left us in a mess and you know it.  We are trying to fix it.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  This is the way the minister tries to fix everything. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Why did you build the northern end of the road and not the southern end?  You could not 
build the southern end.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Let us get this on the record.  Is the member saying that the Government is trying to 
fix the school bus services?  Two years and three months after this Government was elected, school bus services 
are in an absolute mess.  Even the transport unions are trying to sort out the mess and the Government is getting 
further and further into trouble.  The unions are now talking about going on strike.  I have never before heard of 
school bus operators talking about going on strike.  I wrote a letter to those unions about perpetuity - 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Perpetuity?   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Yes, about perpetuity, flexibility of spurs and a composite - 

Hon Kim Chance:  Did your policy of perpetuity fit the state supply guidelines?  Are they the ones that you are 
supposed to be bound by but ignored in making your commitment to them?  You just ignored the guidelines.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  There was never any question about perpetuity until the Government wanted an 
excuse to shut down the school bus services.  That is what this is about. 

Hon Kim Chance:  That is the mess you created.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  There was no mess. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It was a total mess.  You ignored the state supply guidelines.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  That was never raised as an issue until this Government came to power, and the 
minister knows it.   

Hon Kim Chance:  The state supply guidelines are supposed to apply to all of us.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The Government can waive the state supply guidelines - even the Minister for 
Housing and Works has said that.  He wrote me a letter and said that in answer to a question in this House.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Is the Government supposed to waive the state supply guidelines for a $1.5 million contract?   
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Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The minister knows as well as I do that there are 700 contracts and 450 operators.  
He is out of his depth. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Tell me how you waived state supply guidelines.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  They have been waived for years.  What is wrong with the minister? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Members, please come to order. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The fact of the matter is that we have a major problem with school buses that has 
been going on for two years and three months under this Government, and it is not even attempting to sort out 
the issue - 

Hon Ken Travers interjected 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The member knows that himself.  The Labor Party policy on school buses says that 
it will ensure - 

 timely reviews of contract remuneration for providers of school bus services are carried out, that 
current negotiations are completed as a matter of urgency and -   

Hon Ken Travers:  That was only the start.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  This was Labor’s policy.  It continues -  

that the remuneration adequately takes into account the level of capital investment made by contractors.   

That is Labor Party policy.  Two years and three months afterwards it has done nothing.  That was read word for 
word from the policy, which also states that - 

 the educational needs of students are the primary focus of decisions made in respect of access to 
school bus services 

 contracts remain in local communities 

 school buses are of a consistently high standard and remain subject to the current regime of random 
inspections - 

I agree with that; that is fine.  The policy continues -   

 contracts will not be unilaterally altered and the investment by contractors into school buses will be 
taken into account in any renegotiations.   

This Government has done nothing in two and a half years, and it was going to do that urgently!  That just 
underlines the fact that this Government, when it does not want to make payments to essential services - 

Hon Kim Chance:  Hang on, we offered an increase of $1.5 million. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  It should have been about $8 million.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Will you commit to that as an election promise? 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I have said that plenty of times.   

Hon Kim Chance:  So that makes it about $1.238 billion of promises.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  What a ridiculous statement.  The Minister for Agriculture has ripped the guts out 
of the Department of Agriculture.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Why didn’t you give them the $8 million when you were the minister if that is what they are 
entitled to?   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I told the member many times that Mr Tim Shanahan was about to come forward 
and it would have taken about a month after -  

Hon Ken Travers:  Eight years of government and in only one more month you could have done it!   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  The member does not want to hear the speaker, who is making a good contribution to this 
debate.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The member does not want to hear either that Labor said it would fix this problem 
as a matter of urgency.  He is making a fool of himself.  His party has a policy that in no way is it getting 
anywhere near close to carrying out.   
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A little while ago I touched on the issue of compensation for the guys in William Street.  Members opposite 
listened to the minister when she was worrying about the fellows.  I remember the people involved in the 
building of the tunnel and all the palaver that carried on from that.  In the end, the minister did very little for 
those people.  We were worried about the contracts for Main Roads and that the Government would take away 
all that work.  Now, local governments face the possibility of losing $23 million.  Just imagine the number of 
people in their work force whom they will have to put off if that happens.  People from shire councils have come 
to me and said, “We will have to put off a couple of guys.”  That is not acceptable.  The minister at that time was 
arguing about us leaving the money there and putting more money into roads through the contract system.  The 
minister said that we were taking away from people in Main Roads the opportunity to earn money.  What we 
were doing was shifting it into the contract system and allowing the contractors to do the work.  Now, there is a 
loss of opportunity for the work force in Western Australia across the spectrum.  The money is not being spent 
on roads anyway.  It has been taken right out of the system.   

Hon Ken Travers interjected.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  This is what is going on across the board in regional and rural Western Australia.  
Money is being taken out hand over fist - 

Hon Kim Chance:  This is amazing coming from a member whose electorate office is in Geraldton and with the 
enormous amount of money being committed to Geraldton.  You cannot possibly believe what you are saying! 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I am pleased the Leader of the House mentioned that - 

Hon Kim Chance:  No single area in Western Australia is getting anything like the capital funds that Geraldton is 
getting.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I want the opportunity to answer that interjection.  Let us talk about what is going 
into the mid west region and the Geraldton area.  The road from Leinster to Mt Magnet was signed off by me.  It 
was funded in the budget.  The harbour development borrowed through Treasury Corporation, and that money 
will be paid back by the people who will use it.  The southern transport corridor was provided for in the budget.  
No tender has been let and it will not be let until the end of this year.  Work will start in this Government’s last 
year of office.  When will it be paid for?  It will be paid for by the next Government.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Perhaps we should wait until Thursday when you will see the precise details of that. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I am really anxious -  

Hon Ken Travers:  We spent money in the bush and you spent it all on the tunnel and now we are having to pay 
that off too because you did not care about the bush.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The fact of the matter is that when we were in government, we provided a fair 
outcome for all Western Australians.   

Hon Kim Chance:  All you did was flog off the State’s assets.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  No, we did not.  The road funding -  

Hon Kim Chance:  You flogged off Westrail and you built the belltower.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Is that all the minister knows about funding?  He has not got a clue.   

Several members interjected.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The one thing about it is that when the topic of transport is discussed, no-one 
knows anything about it and everyone wants to have a say.  I cannot let the interjection by the Leader of the 
House go by - 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Yes, you can.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Perhaps I should for his benefit.  The fact of the matter is that road funding was 
raised by the fuel levies and by the registration charges on vehicles.  That money was put directly back into 
roads.  That is something that we will not see happen in the future, apart from the registration charges, which, 
according to the Act, stipulate that the money has to go back into roads.  I challenge the Leader of the House to 
indicate that he will maintain the funding for roads at the level that was stipulated in those funding mechanisms.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I guarantee to outmatch your capital works budget any time and to do that without flogging 
off the State’s assets, which is what you do.  You delivered five out of eight deficit budgets and you flogged off 
most of the State’s assets.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  And this Government’s bottom line is already going to be in excess of $6 billion.   
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Hon Kim Chance:  You are in no position to lecture us on financial management.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  A person goes broke in farming when he runs out of borrowing power and dough; 
that is the bottom line.  This Government is going backwards - 

Hon Kim Chance:  Hang on; compare your own forward estimates on debt with ours.   
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  No, minister.  Does the minister not understand -   
Hon Kim Chance:  You are being critical of your own forward estimates now.   
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Does the minister not understand - 

Hon Ken Travers interjected.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I can tell the member that I knew more about the budget than he will ever know.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders. 

House adjourned at 10.00 pm 
__________
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

 


