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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [5.06 pm]: I was very pleased to have been interrupted by 
question time today, because some very interesting answers came back during that session. 

As I was saying before the break for question time, in the past in Western Australia we have seen what happens 
when a government tries to secure a price above the true value of an asset: either the charges to the ordinary 
consumer need to go up, or there is a period when investment in that asset is constrained and there is a period of 
instability, with companies falling over and that asset having to be onsold for a true and correct value. I think it 
could be very strongly argued that the privatisation that the former Minister for Resources—now Premier—
undertook for the Dampier to Bunbury gas pipeline is a good example of that. I hope this government, if it goes 
down the path of privatising assets, is prepared to be open and accountable and present a full business case that 
accurately reflects the cost of the asset, how the estimated prices of the assets are arrived at, and the future 
impact on state revenue. There should be a clear business case that demonstrates that Western Australia is better 
off in the long term, and that it is not just a simple case of selling the family jewels to pay off the debts—worse 
still, selling the family home to pay off the debts and then leaving us without a future income just so that the 
government can say it has cleared the debt it ran up. 

I wanted to touch on a couple of things in response to some answers during question time today. An article 
appeared in The Weekend West on 10 May about the proposed $1.6 billion freight link plan that connects 
Perth Airport to Fremantle port without traffic lights. The article reads — 

… the Perth Freight Link will involve upgrades to High Street and Stock Road as well as an extension 
to the Roe Highway. 

I might add that the High Street upgrade is one that has been around for some considerable time and has been 
funded by the federal Labor government since 2008. The article continues — 

To be finished by 2020, it will take 16 minutes off the Reid Highway to Fremantle Port route and 
remove about 65,000 trucks a day from local roads, addressing some of the traffic pressures for when 
the Fiona Stanley Hospital opens. 

It will not be built in time for the opening of Fiona Stanley Hospital. 

The other question that arises is this claim of removing 65 000 trucks a day. Interestingly, I asked the 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Transport—his representative in this place—whether the minister 
agrees with the statement that the Roe Highway extension from Kwinana to Stock Road will take 65 000 trucks a 
day off local roads. The answer was “We believe this project will remove a significant number of trucks from 
local roads and will carry out further analysis at the state level.” It is interesting that the state government is not 
signing up to that figure. I can only assume from that answer that the parliamentary secretary believes the figure 
of 65 000 trucks a day is a figure provided by one of the Liberal Party’s federal colleagues. I look forward to 
seeing whether that figure can in any way be justified. Considering the number of heavy vehicles—non-light 
vehicles and cars—in Western Australia is about 81 000 according to Bureau of Statistics figures, I find it 
extraordinary to suggest that that one extension between those two locations will be able to remove 65 000 
trucks. At best it will displace trucks from one route to another, but not actually ease congestion. I asked what 
the minister expected would be the case, and the parliamentary secretary referred me to the South Metro Connect 
website. The parliamentary secretary did not table the information in the house, but I had a copy of it available to 
me. It is interesting to look at the figures on building the Roe Highway. Let us look at Stock Road. If the 
Roe Highway extension is built, according to the government’s own modelling, it would lead to an increase of 
5 000 vehicles a day using Stock Road between Winterfold Road and South Street and there would be very little 
change on other roads. Hon Sue Ellery might be interested in this. The difference between building and not 
building the Roe Highway on the area between High Street and Karel Avenue on Leach Highway is a change of 
75 000 to 70 000 vehicles a day. Looking at the details of the modelling, one finds that difference is in part due 
to rounding. The difference is even closer than that. The number of vehicles currently on that section of Leach 
Highway is 40 000 a day. The government is predicting almost a doubling of vehicles along that section of road. 

I wonder what the modelling would be if we were to get a lot of those containers off trucks and onto rail and 
distributed to intermodal terminals across the Perth metropolitan area. What would that modelling show? The 
problem is that the government does not do that sort of modelling. Why is it that the government does not do that 
sort of modelling? It is because it is not in the Liberal Party DNA or its knitting—the Liberal Party equals hate 
rail. It is a great defining point between the Labor and Liberal Parties. Apart from the way that workers should 
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be treated, the point of difference between the two parties is whether or not they support rail. I want to make it 
clear that the Labor Party does not say that it should be rail and rail alone. We acknowledge that there needs to 
be a balanced approach to transport. Labor initiated many of the projects that are a part of the Gateway project. 
Alannah MacTiernan secured funding from the federal Labor government to commence work on those 
Gateway projects; and it is a great disappointment that the incoming government continually delays projects like 
the Horrie Miller Drive overpass on Tonkin Highway in Kewdale. If that overpass had been built to the original 
time frame, it would probably be completed by now. An important part of the road network is managing the 
freight task in the Perth metropolitan area. 

The Labor Party also accepts that part of a balanced transport system requires rail freight and passenger transport 
using rail, buses and light rail. It is about balance, and that is something that members on the other side of the 
chamber completely fail to get. Looking at these figures, I struggle to find anywhere a significant difference 
between traffic with or without Roe Highway. I am confident that if we were to do modelling on fixing up the 
rail freight network for a tenth of the cost, we would significantly change the amount of freight and how it is 
operated. We would get a far better economy for Western Australian, with higher productivity, which would 
allow us to expand and create more jobs, including in the transport industry and across regional 
Western Australia. We would then be able to spend some of that money on regional roads. There are many roads 
in regional Western Australia that desperately need to be fixed. I will talk about dangerous country roads in 
another speech at another time, but the way this government has completely ignored our dangerous country roads 
is a great concern to me. 

I will comment about the fact that this government, as confirmed in this budget, is stripping $70 million from 
local governments in Western Australia. At least half of that amount would have gone to regional local 
governments. Members representing both regional and metropolitan seats, the government is taking $70 million 
from local government, we are each losing about $35 million from our local governments and their road building 
projects. I suspect that most members in this chamber have written letters to local councils saying that they need 
to fix that road; or can they do X at that road; or I have had a complaint about the traffic conditions at this 
intersection and what can be done to fix it. I suspect that members will find that in the future local governments 
will write back and say “Well, if your government had given us the $70 million that you agreed to when we 
signed an agreement with you; if you gave us the money that you said you would under that agreement, then we 
might be able to do it. But thanks to you, Mr Barnett, Mr Nahan and Mr Nalder, we cannot do the roadworks that 
we promised to do.” That money comes from our motor vehicle licence fees. It just highlights the dishonest way 
that this government treats local governments in Western Australia. 

I previously expressed concerns about the way the government is going down the path of local government 
amalgamations. There are potentially areas where we can get efficiencies, but only if it is done in a cooperative 
way with agreement from the local councils about the best way forward. We are seeing a ham-fisted attempt to 
force amalgamations without the necessary funding. This budget does not provide the funding required to go 
down the path of local government amalgamations. Yet again, this government has taken a decision and then 
tried to transfer the cost of that decision onto ratepayers, when they get their rates notices, if amalgamations go 
through. I am increasingly of the view that the ham-fisted way that this government has undertaken the 
amalgamation process is actually beyond the act. I suggest that members of the Local Government Advisory 
Board should get some independent legal advice about the way in which they are conducting the current 
inquiries and whether they conform with the act, and, if they continue to act in the way in which they are acting 
and they are in breach of the act, whether any personal liability would arise out of that for them. It is clear that 
they are acting as if the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013 has passed this chamber. The bill has not been 
brought back on for debate by the government, and it is clear that the government intends to proceed down this 
path. It will be a shemozzle. Let there be no doubt about that. It will be is a shemozzle because of the way the 
government is trying to force local government amalgamations, and it will cost people money. People, when they 
get their rates bill, will need to understand that their rates have gone up because of the incompetence and chaos 
of the Barnett government—the same chaos that killed off MAX. 

I want to raise another issue about toll roads. Last week I asked a question during question time about the 
suggestion that a condition of federal money would be that we have to put a toll on trucks using the 
Roe Highway extension. It is very important that this house knows when the Premier was first made aware of the 
proposal to fund the Roe Highway extension and when the Premier was first made aware that that would be 
subject to putting a toll on that road. When I asked that question, I was told to talk to the Minister for Transport. 
I am not asking a question about Roe Highway; I am asking a question about the Premier’s knowledge of a 
matter that, in my view, goes beyond just Roe Highway. It goes to a policy decision of government—a policy 
decision that the Premier has talked about in the other place. The Premier in fact talked about it in a recent online 
discussion through The West Australian. We are entitled to know when the Premier first knew about these 
matters. The Leader of the House, representing the Premier, has obfuscated on that issue. He refused to answer 
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that question. He has refused to tell this house when the Premier knew about the funding and about the toll 
condition. That clearly says to me that this government has something to hide. It clearly does not want to let us 
know when the Premier first found out about it because it could be embarrassing. When the Premier first knew is 
relevant. For instance, an article in The West Australian on 13 November 2013 stated — 

Colin Barnett has ruled out introducing tolls for roads to deal with Perth’s growing traffic problems, 
saying people rightly paid their taxes in the expectation governments would provide proper transport 
networks. 

Colin Barnett said that; not the Minister for Transport, who at that stage was probably Troy Buswell. I lose track. 
Last year it would have been Troy Buswell. In November 2013, the Premier made comments about toll roads 
and said that he was ruling them out; they would not happen. We now find out that they are happening. When the 
Premier made that statement, was he already aware of discussions going on between the Minister for Transport 
and the commonwealth about introducing a toll? I refuse to believe this toll road just emerged overnight. I would 
hope the government did a significant amount of work on the proposal before getting to the stage of it now being 
announced. I suspect it is being announced in the federal budget as we speak. If it did not do that work, that 
shows how completely negligent and completely beholden the WA Liberal Party is to its Canberra masters. We 
know that the WA Liberal Party relies on Mathias Cormann for its preselections. It is no surprise it would be 
doing the bidding of Mathias Cormann and doing what he wants when it comes to agreeing to toll roads. He is 
clearly a part of the architecture of this policy. We know why members of the Liberal Party would all be 
kowtowing to him—because they rely on his preselection. His loyal lieutenant sits across the chamber from us. 
He will be doing the bidding because he knows that his position in this place is dependent upon it. Liberal Party 
members have caved in to Canberra. They do not even have the guts to tell this Parliament when the Premier 
found out about this proposal. 

The Premier says that he understands and accepts that part of his job is to stand up for WA against the federal 
government imposing policies on WA against our wishes. Where is he on this issue? Where is the Premier 
standing up for WA on this issue, as he promised at the last election? He is nowhere to be seen. He has sought to 
try to justify it. He has played the same silly semantics game that his other Liberal colleagues do that a toll is not 
a tax—it is a user charge, not a toll; or it is a levy, not a tax. That is semantics. If Liberal Party members believe 
that, they are the only people who do! The public do not believe their nonsense on these matters—they know that 
these things are taxes, they are tolls, and they are broken promises. 

It is clear that this government has its priorities wrong. It is running up massive amounts of debt. It is funding 
things that are unnecessary and ignoring the important areas of government. In doing that, it is hurting families. 
I said at the beginning of my comments this afternoon that this is a horror budget. It is a horror budget in that it 
demonstrates the continual poor financial management of the Barnett government. Ninety-three million dollars 
of the $175 million that it predicts as next year’s surplus will come from bringing forward an interim dividend 
from port authorities. That is $93 million of that! If I include the money that it actually has not expensed in the 
road trauma trust fund and some of the other areas where it has not actually put money into the budget, a deficit 
would have been predicted for the 2014–15 financial year. The government cannot keep introducing new 
dividends or bringing forward dividends. Fundamentally, it has to get the budget right by controlling its 
expenditure and cutting its cloth. If the government can achieve the expenditure growth predicted in this budget, 
I will be the first to congratulate it. It will be a remarkable occurrence because it has never been able to do it 
before in terms of what it has predicted over the next 12 months. 

It is a horror budget because it continues the government’s poor financial management and it will leave a legacy 
for future generations to pay off. It is a poor budget because it will impact on families and it continues cost-of-
living increases that total, after seven years, $2 500. That is just in the basket of goods as the government puts it 
forward. It does not include all those other things associated with living in the outer metropolitan area, the higher 
public transport costs, the parking levy, parking at railway stations, the waste levy or any of those other fees and 
charges that the Barnett government has put on families. It is a budget that confirms that the fully funded, fully 
costed plan that this government took to the last election was nothing but a hoax. It does not intend to deliver 
that plan. It is almost impossible to find promises that are actually being delivered within the time frame, in the 
amounts and with the scope promised back in 2013. The government should be condemned for that. The 
budget’s priorities continue to focus on vanity and bling; not on the basic, essential infrastructure needed for a 
growing economy. It is a budget that is based on selling assets that will do long-term damage to the future 
economy of Western Australia. It is a budget that sells out WA. Along with the federal budget that is being 
delivered in federal Parliament as we speak, the interests of Western Australia will be sold out by the 
Barnett government. 

I look forward to taking the fight up to this government over the next three years. It will be a fight. If the 
government had any real courage, it would actually not commit to things such as toll roads until such time as it 
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had a mandate from the people of Western Australia. Do not try to hide behind semantics—accept it is about to 
engage in this; accept it will not fund rail, it will only fund roads; and accept that is the wrong thing for 
Western Australia. If the government thinks it is the right thing for Western Australia, let us have another 
election. The Liberal Party can put its road projects out there and the Labor Party can put its rail and road 
projects out there for a balanced transportation system, and let the people decide. The government went to the 
people with a package of public transport initiatives, including rail initiatives, to try to match Labor’s. It has now 
completely changed it including, as I say, the expectation that no toll roads would be introduced. That is why this 
is a horror budget. I feel for those people who are on low incomes. Everyone in this chamber will get up 
tomorrow and might have to make some minor adjustments to our cost of living; my SmartRider will be 
automatically deducted from my cheque account perhaps a bit more quickly than it was last week, and I will 
have to slightly adjust my day-to-day expenditure to accommodate that. But there are many people out there in 
Western Australia who do not have the luxury that we in this chamber have and do not enjoy the incomes that we 
enjoy, and this budget will hurt them. For that reason, those opposite who support and encourage this budget 
should stand condemned. What I want to know is: where are the dries of the Liberal Party? Even Mike Nahan, 
who I thought would be the driest of the dries in the Liberal Party, is now a bit of a wet dishcloth. Where are 
they? When we think about the traditional orthodoxies of politics, it is amazing how this government is carrying 
on. It is not a Liberal government in the sense that it has traditionally tried to define and brand itself, and this 
budget—and, I suspect, tonight’s federal budget—confirms, once and for all, that the Liberal Party is a high 
spending, high taxing party. Worst of all, it taxes and spends on the wrong things. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (North Metropolitan) [5.31 pm]: I, too, rise to support the motion and to put 
on the public record my absolute disgust at what has been presented in this budget and served up to the good 
people of this state. It is a shocking budget from an appalling government. It is going to cause a great deal of 
pain to people in our communities and to the government’s own backbenchers. Backbenchers and rank-and-file 
members of the Liberal Party must be shaking in their boots after having looked at this budget, because there is 
absolutely no good news. There is no ray of sunshine in this budget; it is all gone. It is bleak, and dark clouds are 
coming. 

State debt, as has already been put on the public record, is expected to blow out to nearly $30 billion. Families 
will be slugged a massive $1.1 billion in additional taxes and levies, and it just so happens that $1.1 billion is 
about the amount that the Leader of the House, Hon Peter Collier, lost on all those energy projects. We can all 
remember the $600 million blowout of the solar panels scheme; the $150 million blowout of Muja A and B; the 
$150 million blowout of the Pilbara underground power project; and, of course, the Kwinana gas turbines. 

Hon Ken Travers quite rightly made the point that there is no problem with revenue growth; the problem is the 
lack of control over spending, and I could not agree more. There is a lack of control over spending, and it is 
spending by incompetent ministers who have no regard for the efforts of the taxpayers of this state, who work 
hard to earn an income and to make contributions, via their taxes, into the federal coffers through which, of 
course, the money comes back to Western Australia. It has no regard for the efforts of the people of this state 
who provide revenue to government. When one minister alone can rack up a debt of $1 billion, and still sit on the 
front bench in this Parliament without having had to answer any questions, I think it is a reflection of exactly 
what is wrong with this government. But he is not alone; they may not be quite as offensive as the 
Leader of the House, but there are also the enormous debts racked up by the Minister for Health and the Minister 
for Corrective Services. In fact, I could go through them one by one. They are all guilty of misappropriation of 
Treasury funds; that is what they are guilty of. They are also guilty of coming into this place, when asked an 
honest question in relation to — 

Point of Order 
Hon HELEN MORTON: Madam Deputy President, I believe it would be inappropriate to let go unchallenged 
the comment that was made about ministers misappropriating funds. I think the member should withdraw that 
and perhaps try to use some different language. That is not appropriate. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It does not take much! Very tetchy over there! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Not at all. Just remembering that after 16 years the member still does not know what 
is right. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! If you could just give me a minute. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: On the point of order — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I do not think points of order are matters for debate. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, but I want to put a point to you, Madam Deputy President. There is an opportunity 
for members to do that, normally, on points of order. I have just looked up the definition of “misappropriate”, 
and the first definition is to put to wrong use. The second definition is to apply wrongfully or dishonestly to 
one’s own use funds entrusted to one. I think it would be very dangerous if we were to start trying to redefine 
words that have very broad meanings and make them unparliamentary. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: There are three standing orders that relate to this point of order. The first is 
standing order 44, “Offensive Words”, which reads — 

A Member shall not use offensive words in debate, including offensive words against either House of 
Parliament, any Member of either House, the Sovereign, the Governor or a judicial officer. 

I do not think that that particular standing order applies in this instance, but it does not hurt for members to be 
reminded of that standing order. 

Standing order 45, “Imputations and Personal Reflections”, reads — 

All imputations of improper motives and all personal reflections on Members shall be considered highly 
disorderly. 

Standing order 46, “Unparliamentary Language”, reads — 

(1) For the purposes of these Standing Orders, “unparliamentary language” is any language that 
falls within Standing Orders 44 and 45. 

(2) A Member may object to the President that the words used by another Member constitute 
unparliamentary language, so long as the objection is taken immediately after the words have 
been used. 

(3) If the President determines that the words used by a Member constitute unparliamentary 
language, whether or not an objection has been raised by another Member, the President shall 
direct the Member to withdraw those words and may require an apology. 

(4) Any withdrawal or apology made by a Member must be made without explanation or 
qualification. 

I think in this instance the point of order relates directly to standing order 45, “Imputations and Personal 
Reflections”. The alleged imputation of improper motive is in this case marginal, so I am not going to direct the 
member to apologise or to withdraw her remark, but I just remind members that we are covered by parliamentary 
privilege in this house, and parliamentary privilege should be used as a shield, not a sword. We need to be very 
careful about the language that we use when we are in this chamber. I remind members to keep on the right side 
of that. 

Debate Resumed  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. Let me put it this way. If somebody 
thinks it is effective appropriation, because of a miscommunication error, to lose $600 million on a poorly 
implemented solar panel scheme, which cost the taxpayers $600 million; or that it is effective appropriation of 
funding to have a blowout on the Muja A and B refurbishment of $100 million, when the whole value of the 
project was $150 million; that it is effective appropriation to have a blowout on the Pilbara underground power 
project to the value of $100 million, when the project cost of that was $150 million; and that it is effective 
appropriation to also have a blowout on the gas turbines in Kwinana, I do not believe that to be the case, and 
perhaps they should think again. Having said all of that, the real point I wanted to make—because that was only 
by the by—was to say that Hon Ken Travers was exactly right, because there is a problem with lack of control 
over spending. The ministers in this government have no regard for taxpayers’ money; they have no regard for 
the public purse. The minister might be offended by the comment I make about “misappropriation”, but I use 
that word because it was not an effective appropriation to begin with. If something is not an effective 
appropriation, what is it? Anyway, I will leave that to somebody else.  

Having said that, it is on the public record that Labor left $3 billion worth of debt in 2008. The government 
obviously through ineffective appropriation—simply squandering the money—has now over the forward 
estimates got the debt level up to the order of $30 billion, which is the debt that is there. This budget is very 
interesting. Before I go on and look at the detail of it, I want to say that there is no doubt that this entire lack of 
spending control starts at the top. It starts with the Premier and flows through to his ministers. The Premier is 
totally obsessed with building monuments to himself and has no regard for what is happening to service 
provision to the good people of this state—they come somewhere in the order of about nine out of 10. As far as 
he is concerned, it is about him and his ministers. They do not really care what goes on as long as they have a 
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good time engaging in their pet projects and wasting people’s money. That is the sense you get. Hon Christian 
Porter knew this and he could see what was happening and he got out of the kitchen quick smart and got himself 
over to Canberra; so we are left with not a particularly experienced government in many ways, and certainly a 
government that does not have experienced Treasurers. We are on to about Treasurer number seven in six years. 
The government cannot run an effective Treasury if the Treasurer is changed every 12 months. It simply does not 
work like that. There is no doubt that we have some problems.  

I wanted to spend time on the spending risks, but instead of going into the budget papers and outlining the 
spending risks—I have done that before in the midyear review—I want to focus on questions that I asked in this 
place, the answers to which were very telling about what sort of controls there are and what we can expect from 
the government to control spending over the forward estimates. One of the spending risks, of course, is the 
government’s fiscal action plan, which is aimed at successfully limiting increases in wages and conditions to 
projected growth in the consumer price index, in accordance with the government’s public sector wages policy. 
There are many enterprise bargaining agreements coming up, including the teachers’ EBA that expires in 
December this year. That will be a major challenge because the Minister for Education is going to ask his 
employees to accept a 2.5 per cent wage increase—in fact, that will apply to all public servants; they are all 
expected to take 2.5 per cent. It will be a real challenge because wages are only one component of the expense 
growth of any agency. I take members to a question I asked about the average annual rate of growth in the 
agencies of health, education and law and order. I asked that question because the cost of the three portfolio 
areas of health, education and law and order make up 54 per cent of the state budget. They make up a huge 
component. It is very important that if any government is to control the budget, it must control the expense 
growth in those areas. In Legislative Council question on notice 870 of 12 March 2014, I asked the Minister for 
Mental Health representing the Treasurer what is the total growth in health expenditure in the last 10 years and 
what has been the average annual rate of growth in health expenditure in the last five years. The answer came 
back — 

(1) The Department of Health annual operating expenditure has increased by $4.4 billion over the 
past 10 years, from $2.6 billion in 2002–03 to $7 billion in 2012–13. The 2002–03 figures 
have been revised to make comparable with 2012–13 by adjustments for the transfer of 
functions associated with the new Mental Health Commission and accounting related changes 
such as the capital user charge.  

(2) The average annual rate of growth in Department of Health expenses over the past five years 
was — 

Guess what? 

$10.5 per cent. As per (1) above, adjustments have been applied to the 2007–08 actual for 
comparability purposes. 

Over the past five years health expenses have been running at 10.5 per cent. In anyone’s language, that would 
mean, “Warning! Warning! Danger, Will Robinson! We have trouble here.” A 10.5 per cent expense growth 
against a budget which has a paper-thin surplus of $175 million—you have got to be kidding! This government 
is starting way back from the start mark.  

I will quickly turn to education. I will not read out the answer, but for anyone who is interested it is question on 
notice 868, asked in the Legislative Council on 12 March 2014 by me. The answer is very revealing. The 
average annual rate of growth in education expenses over the past five years was 7.6 per cent. In police—this is 
question on notice 869 asked on 12 March 2014 by me—the average annual rate of growth in police expenses 
over the past five years was 7.1 per cent.  

In corrective services—this is question on notice 876, which I asked on 12 March 2014—the average annual rate 
of growth in Department of Corrective Services’ expenses over the past five years from 2007–08 to 2012–13 was 
10.4 per cent. The government simply cannot have those rates of expense growth and manage its budget. It does 
not add up. The point I am making is that although there is a paper-thin surplus, the government knows that it is 
heading into much higher deficits. Therefore, any suggestion by the government that it will be able to control 
spending is wishful thinking on its part. 

Budget paper No 3 contains a statement of risks that exist for the government in controlling expenditure. That is 
apart from the interest payment. One of those risks is the expiry of national partnership agreements. I note that 
63 national partnership agreements are due to expire in the near future. The government does not know which of 
its programs will continue to be funded or assisted to be funded by the commonwealth under those agreements. 
Surely that must be weighing on the government. I want to pick up on that point, because it is important to put it 
on the public record. It states at page 77 of budget paper No 3 — 
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The majority of NPs create increased service levels, which generates community expectation that such 
levels will continue despite the time-limited nature of NPs. Unless another source of 
Commonwealth funding is found at an NP’s expiry, the State must either fund the increased service 
levels or allow service delivery to revert to pre-NP levels. 

At the time the government was putting together its budget, no determination had been made about whether 
these national partnership agreements would continue to be funded by the commonwealth government. We are 
not talking about one or two agreements valued at a few million dollars. We are talking about 63 agreements 
valued at hundreds of millions of dollars. The question is: what will the state government do in the event that no 
funding is forthcoming from the commonwealth government for those agreements, particularly given that the 
government has only a paper-thin surplus of $175 million in its budget? One agreement that is due to expire is 
the National Partnership Agreement on Improving Public Hospital Services—Subacute Care. That agreement is 
valued at $166 million over four years. Another agreement is the National Partnership Agreement on Early 
Childhood Education—Universal Access. That is valued at $71 million over 18 months. Perhaps the Minister for 
Education would like to tell us whether any progress has been made on the funding for this agreement; and, if no 
money will be forthcoming from the commonwealth government for this agreement, where he intends to source 
that money from. I think the parents of the little kiddies who access this program need to be fully informed so 
that they can put in place some contingency plans in the event that this program is scrapped. Another agreement 
is the National Partnership Agreement on Indigenous Early Childhood Development. That is valued at 
$42 million over five years. We do not know about the future of that program. Another agreement is the National 
Partnership Agreement on Financial Assistance for Long Stay Older Patients. That is worth $39 million over 
three years. We do not know what contingencies this government has put in place to ensure that these services 
will continue to be provided, or whether these programs will just be wiped off the face of the earth. 

Another spending risk is education. It would seem to me, having looked at some of the spending risks in the area 
of education and training, that the Minister for Education is up to his old tricks, because, once again, we see huge 
deficiencies, and we see too many unanswered questions and too much uncertainty. It is important for the 
government, in framing the budget, to shore it up and try to eliminate the uncertainties so that we have a clearer 
picture of where we are going. However, once again, in the area of education and training there is a great deal of 
uncertainty. It states at page 80 of budget paper No 3 — 

Projections in this Budget are based on the assumption that the Department of Education’s Student-
Centred Funding Model (SCFM) will be implemented in time for the 2015 school year. Development 
and implementation of the SCFM could place pressure on the agency to remain within approved budget 
settings. However, this risk has been mitigated with the approval of $10 million in transitional funding 
($5 million in 2014–15 and $5 million in 2015–16) to assist in the implementation of the new funding 
model. 

Additional pressures in 2015 that pose potential risks to the projections include: 

• the transition in government schools of Year 7 students moving from primary school to secondary 
school settings; 

• the implementation of reforms to the Western Australian Certificate of Education that may impact 
the delivery of Vocational Education and Training in Schools; and 

• the impact of the next Teacher and Administrators’ enterprise bargaining agreement (the current 
agreement expires in December 2014). 

That agreement is one to watch, because the previous agreement that was struck between the State School 
Teachers’ Union of Western Australia and the government was quite generous. In fact, I think the government 
has given teachers a couple of generous agreements, basically to keep them quiet and keep them subdued. 
However, that has come at an enormous cost to the budget. We only need to look at the mess that the budget is in 
to see what has happened. However, I doubt very much whether teachers and administrators will be happy with a 
2.5 per cent wage increase. So that will certainly be one to watch. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members, noting the time, and just before Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich starts her next 
point of argument, I think this would be a good time to leave the chair until the ringing of the bells. 

Sitting suspended from 5.59 to 7.30 pm 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I welcome the opportunity to continue my remarks. Prior to the break, I was 
going through some of the spending risks, and I will continue on that point. Spending in a number of areas poses 
a risk to the achievement of the budget outcomes. I have already mentioned the 63 national partnership 
agreements that are yet to be confirmed and, therefore, raise serious question marks. In addition, there are also 
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spending risks with asset investment. Some projects listed on the asset investment register are still subject to 
confirmation of commonwealth government funding, further planning and definition of scope and design, and 
finalisation of contract negotiations and/or other events. It would be very interesting to know what those 
investment proposals are, and it would be very helpful if the government were to provide information on those 
asset investments that are still subject to confirmation of commonwealth funding. 

In addition, a key plank of the budget, of course, in trying to restrain spending is the fiscal action plan and other 
savings measures that the government hopes to achieve. A lot of store has been put into the fiscal action plan and 
the savings measures, and there is no doubt that that will present a challenge to the government. The measures 
include limiting the wages and conditions increases to projected growth in the consumer price index, in 
accordance with the government’s public sector wages policy. The outcomes of the upcoming enterprise 
bargaining agreements for police, firefighters, health salaried officers and general public servants pose particular 
risks to the assumptions upon which this budget is based. There is also the question of trying to manage the CPI 
cap on salaries expenditure. To date, I do not think there has been effective management of that CPI cap, and 
unless that can be managed effectively, clearly, that will also pose a risk. There is no doubt that time and again 
we have heard of the population increase and the pressure that is putting on government agencies. It does not 
appear as though that will go away, and it certainly needs to be managed properly. 

I want to touch quickly on education again. There have been a number of initiatives in the education portfolio. 
The projections of the budget are based on a number of assumptions, including that the student-centred funding 
model will be implemented in time for the 2015 school year. Development and implementation of this model 
could place pressure on the agency to remain within approved budget settings. However, this risk has been 
mitigated with an approval of $10 million in transitional funding, with $5 million of that for 2014–15 and 
$5 million for 2015–16 to assist with the implementation of the new funding model. Additional pressures in that 
portfolio include the transition in government schools to year 7 students moving from primary to secondary 
schools, and the implementation of reforms to the Western Australian Certificate of Education that may impact 
on the delivery of vocational education and training services in schools. There is no doubt that the amount of 
funding required to facilitate that will be quite significant. How that money will be provided, and where it will 
come from, is still uncertain and poses significant risk to the budget. 

Health is another area of potential challenge for the government. It seems that health just goes from bad to 
worse, and the blowouts in that agency seem to be ongoing. Much of that can be attributed to the cost blowouts 
at Fiona Stanley Hospital and the general contractual arrangements that the government has entered into with the 
Serco contracts. There are some serious challenges if the government is to meet its budget objectives. 

At the last election the government made a number of commitments. We have not seen some commitments that 
were made prior to that eventuate in terms of the government meeting those commitments. One of many 
commitments made was about electricity prices. The Premier made a comment in the leaders’ debate on 
19 February 2013 that the government would keep electricity prices at or around the rate of inflation. If we look 
at where electricity prices are now, we see that they are well and truly over the rate of inflation. In fact, in 2008, 
electricity prices were $963. If we compare that with the prices over the last six years, we see that there has been 
a substantial increase in every year since 2008. That substantial increase continues to rise and is reflected in a 
total increase of 76.96 per cent in electricity prices for that period from 2008 to 2014–15. That is way over the 
rate of inflation and should be of concern to everybody. Of course, the cost of electricity has an impact on all 
government agencies. For example, all government agencies use electricity and, consequently, it is a burden on 
all government agencies, as it is a burden on households. 

An interesting area of significant increase is also the cost of water. The revenue to government from the 
Water Corporation is also significant. In fact, the government trading enterprises are being gouged by the 
government to provide top-up revenue for the budget. So, consumers—the taxpayers—are paying way over the 
odds for power; water, sewerage and drainage; public transport; and just general cost-of-living increases. This is 
having a devastating impact on households right across the state. 

We can conclude that this budget really is all pain and no gain. It is certainly hitting the hip pockets of 
consumers and householders. In fact, families across the state will have to pay an extra $324 a year in increased 
charges. This will have a really devastating impact on many households, particularly those on fixed incomes. 
I think it is a little sad that the government did not have a very close look at the likely impact of these increased 
charges on households, because quite clearly there will be a huge burden for many households across the state. 
I fear for the ability of many people within our community to access those things that they generally take for 
granted—that is, to turn on the tap or the heater and to enjoy doing it. Given the fees and charges that have been 
imposed by this government, those things are no longer likely to be accessible for many people within our 
community. 
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There was a very interesting cartoon by Dean Alston in The West Australian of Friday, 9 May this year. It 
probably sums up what this budget is really all about. It shows “King Col” sitting smugly in a carriage. 

Several members interjected. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: What is the problem? 
Hon Robyn McSweeney: Is it Old King Cole? Who are you talking about? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It is “King Colin”, our Premier. In this cartoon he is sitting in a carriage. 
Obviously, there is an old saying about a picture telling a thousand words. Clearly, that is the case in this 
cartoon. The Premier is riding in the carriage on his own; no-one else is with him. He is sitting there smugly. It 
seems as though the carriage is bogged in a whole lot of mud. I think it is mud; it could be something else, but it 
looks like mud. The Treasurer is pushing forward the wheel of the government carriage, which is deep in 
quicksand, mud or any number of things. The Treasurer is trying to push the carriage forward, but it is obviously 
not going anywhere. There are a number of boxes on top of the carriage, and one box that is falling off the back 
of the carriage is aptly labelled “Buswell”. I do not know whether that is symbolic of anything, but certainly 
when I looked at the cartoon, I thought that that about sums things up pretty well. On top of the carriage are 
boxes labelled “Hospitals”, “Roads”, “Sharks”, “Elizabeth Quay” and “Stadium”. It indicates to me that the 
Treasurer is pushing it uphill. Basically, it signifies where things are at at the moment. Everything is bogged 
down. 
Hon Nick Goiran: Didn’t you say that everything was on top of the carriage? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Everything is on top of the carriage, but the carriage itself is bogged down. 
Things are not in a particularly good state for the government. Certainly, this cartoon sums things up. There is no 
doubt that the government has hit a rough patch. I would be very surprised if the government could push 
through. If the government truly believes that the people of this state are not aware of what is going on or are not 
aware of what it has done to them in the delivery of a shocking budget that will cause such hardship on them, I 
think that it is not in the real world. I think that the backbenchers of the Liberal Party must be very concerned 
about their prospect of re-election next time around. Even if they tried to deliver something that is so anti the 
mums and dads in the community, I do not think that they could have done it, because this is about as bad as it 
gets. The budget really hits at many aspects of the community. 
I want to touch quickly on local government reform. Local government reform was billed as an important part of 
this government’s reform agenda. This government has been in office now for five years and there seems to be 
very little progress. We saw the bill come to this place and then we saw the bill basically disappear from this 
place. The big question is: will we ever see the bill again? I have asked a number of questions in Parliament 
about the cost of local government reform. To my surprise—perhaps I was not that surprised—I found that not 
much money had been allocated for local government reform; it was some paltry amount of some $5 million or 
$6 million. That sent a signal to me about whether these guys are serious. When local government reform has 
occurred in other jurisdictions, particularly in Queensland, the bill for local government reform was to the tune 
of some $200 million. The fact that this government has put such a paltry amount of money towards this state’s 
local government reform signalled to me that either it was going to leave local governments basically to pick up 
the cost of the reform or, alternatively, the government was not serious about the reform process itself or the 
reform program. Surprise, surprise. I expected that there might have been something substantial in this budget to 
fund local government reform, so I was surprised not to see any significant sum of money for councils to 
complete the reform program. 
Certainly, councils in my electorate have been complaining to me about the way that the reform program has 
been handled, and councils have been raising the issue of the cost that has been carried by the councils to make 
sure that they are prepared to undertake the reform program. In fact, many of them have complained about 
having to undertake so many different inquiries and reports in preparation for the reform that it has cost them 
collectively hundreds of millions of dollars, if not more, and it has been quite a burden on their finances. But 
they were required to do it because the government asked them to undertake some of these inquiries and to 
produce certain reports, so many of them engaged consultants to do this work for large sums of money. Members 
can imagine my shock when the budget came out and there was so little funding in it for local government 
reform.  
It was not really surprising, therefore, that councils were being asked by this government to raise rates and 
bankroll the cost of local government reform because, effectively, that is the only way reform will occur. The 
local governments were to be pretty much left to their own devices. A pocket of money—$60 million—was 
allocated in the budget to be spread across the board, remembering there are 139 councils or thereabouts. It did 
not include the regional councils, so about 100 councils in the metropolitan area and some of the other parts of 
the state were to be reformed. Certainly the wheatbelt councils were excluded. Basically, $60 million was 
allocated in the budget. The amount of $15 million was to be delivered in the form of grants over three years, but 
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the bulk of the $60 million—that is, $45 million—was to be in the form of subsidised loans. The WA Local 
Government Association president, Troy Pickard, told the lobby group that he was deeply concerned about what 
he described as a token allocation of $5 million in grants for 2014–15. He said it would not fund one merger, let 
alone the dozen or so required to meet the government’s agenda. He said that WALGA rejects any offer of loans. 
Basically, the government has put some money on the table and said that it expects councils to reform and it will 
allow them to access cheap Treasury loans to undertake that reform program. 
I have to say that the councils believe that to be most unsatisfactory and I believe it to be most unsatisfactory. 
There are no laws as far as I am aware to force local governments to borrow from Treasury, be it at a reduced 
rate or any other rate, to undertake local government reform to meet the government’s local government reform 
agenda. That being the case, I think the local government amalgamations are very much at risk. Firstly, I do not 
think local governments will decide to participate in a reform program that they have never wholeheartedly 
supported. Secondly, I do not believe either local governments or ratepayers will find palatable the need to 
borrow from Treasury to implement that reform process. It begs the question of what will happen to the local 
government reform program. I do not know, but I think that, if given the choice, most local governments will 
decide that they do not want to meet the government’s local government reform agenda. Of course, that 
highlights yet another reform program that has been very badly botched by this government. 

There is an interesting advertisement in today’s paper, in which Mayor Troy Pickard, president of WALGA, 
made quite clear that what the government seeks to do about the reform program is simply not acceptable to 
local government. It states —  

Unfortunately more pain is to come from last week’s State Budget from the flow on effect to Local 
Government rates. The combination of a raft of increased charges, funding cuts and cost shifting by the 
State Government will hit Councils’ bottom lines and ultimately have to be borne by ratepayers through 
reduced services or increased rates. 

As a consequence of the Budget, Local Governments face increased charges for essential services such 
as waste and street lighting, and new costs resulting from inadequate funding for Council reform and 
severe cuts to road funding. 

The new financial imposts on Local Governments from the Budget will have a dramatic impact upon 
Councils finances. 

The real question is: just how much of an impact will it have? It continues — 

The result will be criticism of Local Governments, which is frustrating and unfair given these changes 
and increases are completely out of their control. In effect, Councils wear the complaints from the State 
Government’s actions. 

The most perplexing impact of the Budget is the decision on State Government funding for 
metropolitan reform. 

For more than five years the majority of metropolitan Councils have participated in good faith and 
constructively in the State Government’s reform agenda. So it was a slap in the face to then have the 
State Budget only allocate $5 million per year for reform over three years and the option for Councils to 
access low interest loans. 

WALGA has estimated that the cost of reform will be between $65m and $l00m based on recent 
experiences in WA and the cost of amalgamations in Queensland, in excess of $200m to which that 
State Government contributed $51m. 

I will not read the rest but there is a lot of disappointment in the local government sector, and rightly so because 
it lines up with a whole lot of other interest groups to say, “Hey, this is not good enough. You, the government, 
have let us down, and let us down badly.” That is very, very disappointing. In fact, on a close look at this budget, 
I do not think there is one sector of the community that will say that this budget is even fair, let alone good. It is 
an absolutely shocking budget; it is the worst budget I have seen in all the time I have been here. 

I know I am running out of time so I will comment about the promise of the Metro Area Express light rail. A 
Liberal Party media statement of 11 February 2013 states — 

“A Liberal Government, if re-elected, will maintain its nation-leading infrastructure program by 
building the Metro Area Express (MAX), a new light rail system connecting Mirrabooka with the CBD 
and across to Nedlands and Victoria Park, with commuters able to use the new rail by 2018.” 
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That was 2013, so one would have expected that we would see something in this budget for the MAX light rail 
system. But if, as I did, members go through budget papers Nos 1, 2 and 3, there is very little on the MAX light 
rail. Given that this was a key election commitment at the last election when it was purported to be fully costed 
and fully funded, I am gobsmacked that there is so little in the budget papers about the MAX light rail election 
commitment. I found a reference to it on page 330, which reads — 

The Department supports the WAPC in developing structure plans for selected activity centres and 
corridors, including Stirling, Murdoch, Burswood Peninsula, MAX Light Rail Corridor (including 
Mirrabooka), Canning Bridge, Bentley–Curtin Precinct, and Scarborough Beach Road Activity 
Corridor. 

The next reference I found was under part 18 of division 17, under the Public Transport Authority of Western 
Australia, where there is reference to MAX light rail planning and development. No money has been allocated 
this financial year or next financial year, but $5 000 has been allocated for 2016–17. 

Then we go across to another reference on page 832 of budget paper No 2 of an estimated total cost for the 
Metro Area Express light rail of $1.87 billion, but there is absolutely no money across the forward estimates for 
this particular promise. That seems very odd to me—fully costed, fully funded and fully promised, but not 
delivered at all. 

I asked a series of questions in this place, including question without notice 222 on 18 March this year. It was to 
the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport. I asked — 

(1) What is the current estimate for the net cost, including debt servicing, of operating the 
government’s proposed airport railway link? 

(2) What is the current estimate for the net cost, including debt servicing, of operating the 
government’s proposed Metro Area Express light rail project? 

Hon Jim Chown, on behalf of the minister, replied — 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 

 (1)–(2) The project definition plans for both the Forrestfield–airport link and the MAX light rail 
projects are nearing finalisation for consideration by the government. Until that consideration 
is complete it is premature to provide cost estimates. 

This was a fully funded, full costed, fully promised promise. On 10 April, I asked the Minister for Transport my 
next question about the Metro Area Express light rail and Perth Airport rail projects. I asked — 

Further to the Minister for Transport’s answer to question without notice number 222, asked in the 
Legislative Council on 18 March 2014 — 

(1) When the government committed to build the MAX light rail system what advice did it receive 
about the likely costs of operating the service, including debt servicing once it was built? 

(2) Has the government received any formal or informal advice about the likely cost of operating 
the MAX light rail system? 

(3) If yes to (2), what is that advice? 

(4) If no to (2), how could the government describe its commitment as fully funded and costed? 

(5) If no advice at all was received, is it usual practice for the government to decide to build 
projects without any idea of the cost of operating the project? 

Hon Jim Chown, on behalf of the minister, replied — 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 

(1) The government was aware of the likely operating costs based on other light rail systems. 

Basically, the government had no idea of what it would likely cost to operate the light rail system. In fact, 
Hon Jim Chown said that the government was only aware of the cost based on “other light rail systems”. How 
sloppy is that? This was a $1.8 billion election commitment said to be fully funded and fully costed, but the 
costing was based on an awareness of the likely operating costs of other light rail systems. One has to ask: 
On which other light rail systems was the costing based? How could the government ascertain a comparative 
analysis between the proposed MAX light rail system and one based on a light rail system elsewhere? How 
could the government have gone to an election saying that it was fully funded and fully costed when it had no 
idea of what the operating costs would be because it did it only on some faint reference to rail systems 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 13 May 2014] 

 p3141b-3153a 
Hon Ken Travers; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Helen Morton; Deputy President; Hon Peter Collier; Acting 

President; President 

 [12] 

somewhere in other countries? This is absolutely shocking! No wonder the government is in a mess; no wonder 
the government is in a pickle. If this is how the government ascertains the cost of operating something as 
significant as a $1.8 billion light rail system, of course the government will have difficulties. 

Hon Jim Chown then went on to say — 

(2) Yes. Detailed work will be presented as part of the project definition plan. 

(3) This will be presented as part of the project definition plan. 

One can only assume that there must be a project definition plan somewhere. I understand what a project 
definition plan is, but, clearly, the project definition plan was not fully costed or fully funded or done with any 
rigour whatsoever. 

It is a total breach of trust of the Western Australian community. This whole thing has been an absolute 
fabrication, an outright lie and a deception of the good people of this state. You lied about it at the election; you 
knew it was not fully funded, you knew it was not fully costed and you had no idea what the operational cost of 
it would be. You lied to the electors! You can kick me out, Madam Acting President, if you think I am wrong 
when I say that you lied, because you did! Kick me out; I will be happy to be kicked out. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Are you asking me to do that, honourable member? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No; you will not kick me out. I will tell you why you will not kick me out—
because you know what I say is absolutely 100 per cent true. 

Hon Peter Collier: I was not listening; what did she say? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: You would not, because a lie is normal to you; you got here by forging 
signatures—no, no, no! 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I call your attention, Madam Acting President, to standing order 45 in regard to 
imputations, and I ask the honourable member to withdraw that comment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Honourable member? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No, I will not withdraw the comment; it is true. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: You refuse to withdraw the comment? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, I do. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Member, standing order 45, “Imputations and Personal Reflections”, reads — 

All imputations of improper motives and all personal reflections on Members shall be considered highly 
disorderly. 

I listened closely to what you were saying and you repeated it on several occasions; you made the accusations 
that you did. Whilst you may not have specifically referred to a member in particular at the time that you did, 
when you repeated your accusation, you did across the chamber use the words “You are a liar” directed to the 
Leader of the House, and so I would ask you to perhaps reconsider and you may wish to withdraw that remark 
that you made. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I would have to have a look at the transcript tomorrow. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: I am sorry? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I would have to have a look at the transcript, but no, I am sorry, Madam Acting 
President. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: So, you choose not to withdraw? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes; I am sorry. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The other comment that I found incredibly offensive was the direct imputation to the 
Leader about forging signatures, and I would ask that that be withdrawn specifically as well. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: It’s on the public record. 

Hon Peter Collier: It’s what? 

Hon Kate Doust: The ABC; didn’t you see it? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Got the transcript. 
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Hon Peter Collier: What was that, Kate? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: The ABC transcript. 

Hon Kate Doust: The 7.30 report. 

Hon Peter Collier: What? Someone made an accusation? You’re better than that, Kate. Don’t stoop to her level. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: I do not think we need to have a discussion with regard to that. There have been 
several comments made across the chamber, some of which I did hear and a couple of which I did not hear 
directly. Perhaps at this stage if the member chooses not to withdraw those comments that I have particularly 
asked her to withdraw, perhaps I need to leave the chair until the ringing of the bells to seek some further advice. 

Sitting suspended from 8.13 to 8.25 pm 
Ruling by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Members, I have been following proceedings behind the Chair, and 
the Acting President has reported to me the two points of order that were taken on Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. From 
what I heard and observed and from the report from the Acting President, according to standing order 46(3) — 

If the President determines that the words used by a Member constitute unparliamentary language, 
whether or not an objection has been raised by another Member, the President shall direct the Member 
to withdraw those words and may require an apology. 

Firstly, I determine that the words used were unparliamentary and do require those words to be withdrawn, and 
an apology is invited. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Thanks, Mr President. I withdraw and apologise. 

The PRESIDENT: In that case, we proceed with order of the day 10, “Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure”. 
The question is that the motion be agreed to. 

Debate Resumed  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I have, unfortunately, only one minute left. Basically, the house needs to see the 
project definition plan in the answer given to me by the parliamentary secretary. There is no doubt that the whole 
issue about the Metro Area Express light rail project was a fabrication. Quite frankly, the former Treasurer, 
Hon Troy Buswell, must have cottoned on to the fact that the government had looked at the operating costs of 
other light rail systems when it made the MAX light rail commitment—it never did any costing on it—and he 
made a trip overseas to look at what other nations were doing with light rail. Unfortunately, and this is pretty 
typical of this government, he came back with a plagiarised report. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Samantha Rowe. 
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