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LOAN BILL 2017 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 20 June. 

HON COLIN DE GRUSSA (Agricultural) [5.17 pm]: I rise today to speak on the Loan Bill 2017, which is in 
itself a flimsy bit of paper that is asking for quite a lot from this chamber. With almost 100 days of government 
gone, we sit in this place debating a bill that asks us to give an $11 billion authorisation to the Treasurer. I am 
a little concerned at the quantum of the bill for a start. I am also a little concerned that, in reality, this is a bill for 
a blank cheque. Under this bill, this house will give the Treasurer that authorisation for $11 billion when we have 
had no oversight of or transparency on what that $11 billion might be spent. We have not seen a plan or a budget, 
but we are expected to give this money to the government for the next four years. I remind members that the 
Treasurer was very critical of the previous government for bringing forward four loan bills during its term of 
government. Those loans bills were for about $23 billion in approvals, yet here we have one Loan Bill for 
$11 billion. In fact, the minister representing the Treasurer said in his second reading speech that in opposition 
they were highly critical of the huge increase in borrowings incurred by the previous government. He said — 

We continue to be concerned with the direction and magnitude of the state’s public sector borrowings. It 
is the government’s intention that as it goes through the process of formulating its first budget—to be 
presented to the house on 7 September 2017—it will reduce the need to draw on the full authorisation 
sought in this bill.  

I am unclear on why we are asking for the full authorisation in the first place if the government is suggesting that 
it does not need it. I think it is unprecedented in its quantum and requires us to consider very carefully whether we 
do this. When the Treasurer was the shadow Treasurer in 2015, he was pretty quick to criticise the former 
government for being addicted to spending and running to the bank to borrow more money. His comments were, 
“It is impossible to believe. It is a shocking way to run a state budget”, yet here we are just a couple of years later 
and we are asking for more money than was asked for previously. I am a bit confused about what the government’s 
plan is. I think we would all like to know a bit more about what it wants to do. 

Some remarks made last night by Hon Tjorn Sibma were spot on, because the point he raised was a very valid one: 
in those years of the construction boom, the state essentially had to build and provide the services for the state of 
Tasmania on top of the services for every other Western Australian already here. This point is incredibly important 
because that massive investment in infrastructure and in service delivery is not spending that will be paid for 
overnight. It is not something we can simply write off the books in a year or two. Those sorts of infrastructure 
projects and service projects are there for the life of the state. This goes to a very important point: the effect on the 
economy is what we would term a structural deficit. Because the government in the past has had to create these 
infrastructure projects and had to spend this money, we have this underlying structural deficit. It cannot be fixed 
simply by slashing and burning or amalgamating departments or cutting back services or raising taxes, because 
one of the great challenges of a state it has a very limited state tax base and a very limited way that it can raise 
revenue. 

As Hon Tjorn Sibma said, the massive population growth during that boom time has exacerbated this issue of 
expenditure and created, in part, this structural deficit. What do we do as a government? Do we continue on with 
this cycle of spending or do we simply say we should not build that infrastructure? In which case, I ask members 
opposite: Which schools should not have been built? Which hospitals should not have been funded? Which 
services should not have been provided? The government’s job is to provide those amenities and infrastructure for 
the state. With nearly 500 000 people coming into Western Australia in the boom time, no doubt the previous 
government had to spend money to facilitate that boom. The mining companies were not going to do it. They were 
not going to build the hospitals or schools or pay for the amenities, the upgrades to towns, accommodation and all 
that sort of thing. It was left to the government to do it, and it did. It facilitated that boom, which will have 
a long-term benefit for this state even if there are cyclical changes in the fortunes of the mining industry. It will 
recover. It always does. It will be strong again and the resources industry will deliver a revenue source over 
the years to come, but those projects had to be built. 

I refer to the notion of a structural deficit and what to do about it. As I said, government is somewhat limited in 
raising taxes, especially the state government. We can do as the Labor government plans to do. We can hit mums 
and dads. We can put up electricity prices and make people pay more for schools and services, but what effect will 
that have on the economy? I argue that it would have dire consequences. It would have a bigger negative impact 
on the economy. We cannot do that. We cannot make mums and dads and pay for this stuff. We cannot make the 
ordinary folk of Western Australia recover the costs of this structural deficit created by the necessity to build 
infrastructure and provide services for a burgeoning population. We cannot ask mums and dads to do it. What can 
we do? I completely agree with members that our GST share is abysmal. The now Premier said in his address at 
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his campaign launch that the federal Liberals and Nationals rip us off in our GST share and he would not let them 
rip us off on infrastructure. I would ask: What did federal Labor do about the GST? What has the federal Labor 
Party done to fix the GST issue? What did it do when it was in government? Can anyone remember? I cannot. I do 
not think it did anything. In fact, I have not heard Bill Shorten say anything about the GST. I cannot recall. I do 
not think federal Labor has any credibility in reforming our GST share. 

Hon Jim Chown: The real question should be: has the Premier consulted Bill Shorten? 

Hon COLIN DE GRUSSA: I thank the member for his interjection, because the Premier tells us time and again—
he is only too keen to tell us—that he has spoken to the federal Liberal Party and to the Treasurer. I do not recall 
him telling us that he has spoken to Bill Shorten about this. What is federal Labor going to do? 

Hon Pierre Yang: Who is in charge? 

Hon COLIN DE GRUSSA: He wants to be, so he has to have a plan. 

Hon Pierre Yang: Malcolm Turnbull is the Prime Minister. I do not think Malcolm Turnbull is in the Labor Party, 
is he? 

Hon COLIN DE GRUSSA: Bill Shorten may be Prime Minister after the next election—who knows? He has to 
have a plan. What is the plan? I would like to hear it. He does not have one. Again, this state had to build 
infrastructure to facilitate that boom, and the services that went along with it. Without the broken GST system 
being fixed, where do we go? We are back to the mums and dads. We have already said we cannot ask for them 
to pay more because that would have dire consequences. I argue that there is another option. My National Party 
colleagues have argued this for some time. We should review those outdated and unfair state agreements that have 
not been changed since the 1960s, especially the mining lease rental charge. Frankly, at 25c a tonne that is 
ridiculous in today’s settings. We look at those outdated charges and we ask the bigger mining companies to pay 
their fair share because we cannot ask mums and dads to step up for this. We cannot expect that a huge 
infrastructure spend—essentially rebuilding the economy of Tasmania here in WA—can be paid off in a couple 
of years. It is going to take time and require us to raise revenue to do it. In the absence of GST reform, one would 
argue that we would need to ask those bigger entities in our state to pay their fair share.  

I want to refer to The Loan Bill 2017 again. It is a bit of a blank cheque really. The government is asking us to 
give it the money but it will not tell us what it is going to use it for; it is saying, “Just give us the money.” I am not 
comfortable with that at all because it is an opaque government that does not want us to know what it is doing. It 
wants to keep things secret and it is hiding things from us. 

Hon Jim Chown: Maybe they just don’t know. 

Hon COLIN DE GRUSSA: I thank the member for his interjection. He is quite right; maybe the government does 
not know what it is doing. 

On 6 April, nearly a month after being elected, the Treasurer talked about the state’s economic and financial 
position and said that this overview was about being transparent. That is great; he is being transparent about one 
thing, but on the other hand, he is not. That is a double standard, and I do not think that it is right. Looking back, 
barely a month before he made that statement about being transparent, and two days before Labor was elected, the 
Treasurer stated on 9 March — 

A McGowan Labor Government will return the State to sensible and credible financial 
management, delivering a surplus … in 2019–20. 

Barely a month later returning the budget to surplus is going to be difficult. I find that quite interesting. 
They said what they needed to say to get elected and after they were elected they say that they did not really 
mean it and it is too hard; it is dodgy deals. I am concerned that reading these statements, I cannot see 
a plan and we do not know what is going on. We have no idea what will happen come September. We have 
no idea which services will be cut, what the cost of living is going to do or how much power prices and water 
charges will go up. 

Hon Jim Chown: We live in hope and expectation. 

Hon COLIN DE GRUSSA: We live very much in hope and expectation that this government will realise 
that hurting mums and dads is devastating for our already fragile economy. We will wait and see what the 
visibility is on that budget. 

Hon Jim Chown: They could very well be one-term wonders. 

Hon COLIN DE GRUSSA: They could very well be. I again thank the member for his interjection. 
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This commentary of reckless spending, unnecessary waste and all those sorts of things is quite simplistic 
because it does not understand or seek to understand or explain, as I said before, that a lot of this 
expenditure was necessary to facilitate that mining boom, which none of us would want not to have 
happened, because it was very good for the state. We want those things to happen. To cut spending and 
create some savings account that they will put money into that will create an account like a loan account for 
a home loan is a simplistic approach. I have not seen anything further on that, and I would like to know 
when that account will be opened. I gather that the government is seeking $11 billion, and, perhaps, that 
might be on hold; I am not sure. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: It’s a second mortgage. 

Hon COLIN DE GRUSSA: Indeed, it is a second mortgage. That is right. We will pay off the credit card with 
the other credit card. 

We have a crisis of revenue in this state. It is not a crisis of debt; it is a crisis of revenue created by that structural 
deficit that I talked about earlier. GST returns and other taxes and charges will hurt mums and dads. Unfortunately, 
I do not think there is any appetite federally to fix the GST return. 

I want to refer to further comments—forgive me as I find my way through the documents I have in front of me. 
On a number of occasions we have heard the Premier’s big focus on putting WA jobs first, which is an admirable 
mission for a Premier. In his campaign launch speech, he said “WA jobs will be my number one priority” no fewer 
than 15 times. I am sure members on this side of the house will remember the big signs at booths on election day, 
stating “Putting WA Jobs First”, which is an admirable cause, yet those signs were printed in New South Wales. 
Where is the Premier’s commitment to putting WA jobs first? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: So far they have increased unemployment. 

Hon COLIN DE GRUSSA: That is right. What is the Premier’s commitment to WA jobs? I think a lot needs to 
be seen on that particular promise. Further, in his campaign, the Premier said — 

We will keep Western Power in public hands. 

… 

… to keep power bills down for Western Australian families. 

I wonder whether that will be the case in September—whether there will be increases to power bills. I have a pretty 
good idea that that may well be the case and that we may see significant increases to power, water and other service 
charges for ordinary folk in WA who, quite frankly, do not deserve to be beaten up by their government. The 
Premier also promised in his campaign launch speech—of all the pledges he made—that they would pay for it; he 
said — 

And we’ll pay for it, without making any West Australian pay a single cent more. 

Again, I am intrigued to know whether that is still the case or whether those were just throwaway lines during an 
election campaign to help them get across the line. I think that is probably what they were. 

Hon Jim Chown: You can call them lies. 

Hon COLIN DE GRUSSA: They probably were. They are very shifty and very dodgy. The Premier made many 
throwaway lines in his campaign launch speech, including fairytale election pledges and promises that I think 
probably will not come to fruition. 

Hon Jim Chown: Would you trust this man? 

Hon COLIN DE GRUSSA: No, I would not. Again, I thank the member for his interjection. 

Should we trust this man? Should we trust the Premier and those who have asked us to give them $11 billion? 
Should we trust them with that money? I do not know. I am a little uncomfortable that this place is being asked to 
sign the cheques and hand them over to give $11 billion to a government that does not have a plan. I think other 
members in this place probably share my discomfort in this. I am very concerned that this is nothing more than an 
act of arrogance to say, “I am in power—sign the check.” That is how I read this situation. It is unprecedented 
borrowing from the now Treasurer who called the former Premier a spending addict when he went to borrow 
$8 billion. What does that make the Treasurer, borrowing $11 billion? He is out of control. We have the spending 
addict former Premier who borrowed $8 billion with a budget. What does that make the now Premier and Treasurer 
who are seeking to borrow $11 billion without a budget, without any transparency and without any oversight? 
There is no visibility of what the plan is and who will suffer as a consequence of an abundance of election promises 
that will not actually help average Western Australians. 
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Hon Jim Chown: It is almost like believing that there are fairies at the bottom of the garden. 

Hon COLIN DE GRUSSA: It is a bit of a fairytale that we will have this you beaut incredible account that will 
magically allow the government to pay down debt or to fix this structural deficit, much like people would pay off 
a house. It does sound like a fairytale to me. I wonder whether the Premier is giving away a bottle of snake oil 
with this pledge as well, but I digress. 

The challenge of the financial situation of this state is magnified when a person lives in regional Western Australia. 
In regional-rural Western Australia, many of the services and amenities that people who live in the city take for 
granted, do not happen. They require a significant commitment from government, and that is why I am proud to 
be part of the Nationals team that developed the mechanism that allowed regional Western Australians to have 
a level of equity in the services and facilities that they enjoy. No-one in the country—myself included—expects 
that our services and amenities will be the same as those in metropolitan Perth. We do not expect that; we just 
want a reasonable level of service. I want to be able to go to my hospital and know that the facilities are modern 
enough to treat my health issues or whatever it may be. I want to know that there are enough doctors there to look 
after the people who need to be seen. The height of the mining boom really exacerbated that problem because there 
were so many people and so few doctors. I was not part of the previous government so I should not take too much 
credit for this, but the previous Liberal-National government put money into health in regional Western Australia, 
including things like telehealth, which is delivering incredible benefits to the people in regional WA by providing 
them with access to specialist services they would not normally get. Prior to telehealth, they had to travel thousands 
of kilometres just to see a specialist because the hospitals were not been up to speed with allowing those visiting 
specialists to come in in the first place. I recall in 2001 when I was diagnosed with a condition called 
spondylolisthesis, which was very serious and required surgery, in the end. At first I needed a computerised 
tomography scan. Today a CT scan is pretty much a normal thing. It is not an expensive option, but at that time 
there was no CT scanner in Esperance. The nearest one was 400 kilometres away in Kalgoorlie. However, my 
condition meant that I could not move. I was in inordinate pain at the time. I remember having the conversation 
with the patient assisted travel scheme people at the time and they said that because Kalgoorlie was closer that 
I was not allowed to fly to Perth, so I had to drive 400 kilometres just to get that scan, only to be told that I needed 
another scan and that they would not pay for the trip to Perth to have that magnetic resonance imaging scan. The 
point is that those services that we take for granted in Perth—CT and MRI scanners and all that sort of thing—
were not accessible in regional Western Australia until a little investment program called royalties for regions, 
which invested in regional WA, came along. That program assisted groups such as the little fundraising group in 
Esperance that got together to raise the money for a CT scanner because the government would not pay for it. It 
was royalties for regions that was able to top-up that fundraising program and allow a CT scanner to be purchased 
and put in the hospital. Those are the sorts of things that this program is about. It is about giving that little bit of 
equity to people in regional WA so that they have access to some—not all—of the services that are taken for 
granted in metropolitan Perth. I understand completely that we cannot have access to all those services. Someone 
argued that that investment was not good economics because it does not provide an economic return, but that is 
not the point. Government must make some investments that are not about the economic return, but, rather, 
providing a service for community members. After all, one of the reasons government is here is to provide the 
services and amenities that people need. 

I go back to the Loan Bill 2017 and this $11 billion, which I am alarmed at. I am not sure where it has come from 
because we do not have any visibility of that process—we have no idea. Why should ordinary folk in 
Western Australia be made to pay more for their power and water? Why are we sacking people in the public sector 
and how is that possible when Labor promised more jobs before it was elected into government? We in this place 
must consider very carefully what we do with this Loan Bill. It is a money bill. It would be highly unusual for the 
bill not to be supported, but it is a highly unusual bill in that it is asking for $11 billion. We must consider very 
carefully what we do with this bill. I certainly will be giving it a great deal of thought and I look forward to further 
arguments from members on this and the other side on why we should support this bill or otherwise. 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [5.47 pm]: The Loan Bill 2017 is my first bill I am debating. I came here 
with great aspirations of being able to do something wonderful, especially with money bills, and I am not happy. 
I am very disappointed. I cannot believe the games that go on to try to do nothing. If people were standing up and 
saying something relevant, it would make it all so much easier. If we were working towards some point at which 
we could do something such as actually debate a bill that had some sense about it, it would be easier. I know this 
is important. I know that we have talked about how the Loan Bill 2017 will be passed because that is the game we 
play, but what a waste of time! Here I am to waste a little more time. I hope that I can say something that some 
members will appreciate and perhaps we can acknowledge some of the things that we can do given this situation 
of discussing a loan bill for $11 billion. We know it is asking for too much. How could the government possibly 
go for that amount? It makes no sense, but it is based on the figures in the Pre-election Financial Projections 
Statement that was produced by the Department of Treasury. Treasury is independent; it works with what it is 
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given and it comes up with what the government needs to do. It has come up with the result that we need to borrow 
another $4.5 billion next year, another $4 billion the year after that, and another $2.5 billion the year after that. 
Labor has put on another year into this bill that is not in the statement, but it is in Labor’s budget that we have not 
seen but is supposed to come out in September. This government is telling us that that $11 billion will last for four 
years. 

I understand that this is not this government’s document. The Labor Party said during the election campaign that 
it would cut costs. It will not be able to cut $4 billion in one year. If any government thinks it can do that, it might 
as well quit now because it will not be re-elected. The Pre-election Financial Projections Statement refers to all 
the things the government needs to do from one year to the next, as well as all the commitments made by 
governments over the last four, eight or 12 years that force the government to commit to a certain amount of 
expenditure. Some of that expenditure is for capital projects that are already in progress. We cannot stop those 
projects once contracts have been signed. That money will need to be spent. Hopefully, when the government 
brings out its budget in September, it will tweak a few things—$20 million here, $30 million there—and try to 
rearrange its expenditure so that its focus is not just on capital infrastructure but on delivering some of the services 
that have been cut over the past four, eight and 12 years, particularly in regional areas. The government needs to 
get back to delivering the services that have been cut. We are all in this place to look after all the people of 
Western Australia. Hopefully, we all agree on that. I think that is the point. It may be that the Greens and I focus 
a bit more on those people who cannot fend for themselves. That is very important, and I will stick to that, because 
that is what is in me and that is what I need to do. 
This is how things are done—$11 billion this time, $2 billion last year, $8 billion, $5 billion, and another $8 billion 
before that. Prior to 2009, the largest amount a government had ever asked for in a loan bill was $380 million. 
How did it get to $8 billion? Who agreed to that? We should not just give the government a blank cheque—“Here 
is $11 billion, do what you like with it, see how it goes, and come back next year if you need more.” That is not 
what we should do. This is just the Loan Bill. Any member who has been in this place for a while would understand 
that a loan bill is not a licence to spend money. The licence to spend money comes with the budget. The budget 
will come down in September. That is when we will debate the nitty-gritty of expenditure, such as which 
departments will be funded, which departments will be cut, and which capital projects we will invest in. Right 
now, this Loan Bill for $11 billion is—dare I say it—a formality. That $11 billion equates to more than $1 for 
every person on this planet. It is a lot of money. However, it is what Treasury says we will need. If the government 
comes into this place in two years’ time and says, “We have spent it all; can we have more?”, there will be 
a problem. The problem will be not just with the Labor government. The Labor government cannot get its budget 
through on its own. The other parties in this house need to agree to it. The government needs to get a majority of 
votes in this place before it is given a licence to spend that money. Therefore, we are all responsible. It is not 
a situation of them and us. We are in this place to represent all Western Australians. If we acknowledge that 
Treasury has an important role to play, we need to accept Treasury’s figures. Treasury has given us warnings in 
the past. The Under Treasurer was quoted in the paper in 2008 and 2009 as saying that this state is on a trajectory 
to a huge debt. We got there, and now we have surpassed it. We need to listen to what Treasury is saying. I had 
a briefing from Treasury, like everyone else, and it told us what it thinks this state will need for the next four years. 
However, this Loan Bill is not a licence to spend that money. That comes with the budget. 
During the election, I heard a lot of promises. Luckily, I am a member of the Greens, so I cannot say to the 
electorate that we will spend $10 million here and $100 million there. We cannot do that. We can tell the electorate 
what we would like to achieve if we get enough power to enable us to do that. Both the Labor Party and the Liberal 
Party were promising money. I got the list from the Liberals and from Labor about what they want to do. They 
both made a lot of promises. The only difference was in how those promises would be funded. One party did not 
say much about it, but debt was probably how their promises would be funded; the other party said it would sell 
Western Power and that would mean we would not have as much debt. Guys, come on! Anyone who has studied 
accounting would know that whether we sell an asset or increase debt, it is the same thing on the balance sheet. 
Whichever way we do it, it makes no difference. We are still spending the money. It is not about how we fund it. 
If we spend the money, it is gone. Did I get that wrong? 
Hon Peter Collier: I am not sure how your logic about selling Western Power fits in here. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: Why sell Western Power? 
Hon Peter Collier: It has massive debt, to start with, and a sale would have brought in $8 billion. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: Okay. We can debate this outside at some time. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: It really worked when they sold the railway! They could learn from that! That was 
a massive success! 
Hon DIANE EVERS: Exactly. Many of the assets of this state have been sold off.  
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Every four years, the government makes a bunch of promises. The government then spends the rest of its term 
trying to fulfil those promises. It would almost make sense for the government to bring down a four-year budget 
to cover everything it has committed to and try to get that through Parliament. It is a shame, because this is not the 
best way to work. Our world is changing very quickly. Population centres change, and technology changes. We 
need to be able to adapt to those changes as they happen. Therefore, I would ask both parties to stop making so 
many promises and just get in on their good record. Give it a try. Try to do something different. 
Another difficulty with this $11 billion Loan Bill is that it will reduce the incentive for the government to reduce 
debt. That was one of the many promises made during the election campaign. We needed that incentive, and we 
still need that incentive. I hope that my colleagues in the Greens will hold Labor to account and ensure that the 
budget comes through with the aim of reducing debt. I do not want to hear the government say, maybe not in the 
first year or the following year, but in four years, “Sorry, but debt is now $45 billion because of external 
circumstances beyond our control, and we cannot do anything about that.” We can do something about that. We 
need to adapt to the changing iron ore price and to the federal government’s recalcitrance about reviewing the 
GST. We need to adapt to what we are given and make the best of it. That is what I would like to see happen. Let 
us hope that if anything is trimmed from the budget, other things are put in the budget that we absolutely need—
or perhaps we do not need them. Perhaps we do not need to spend as much as the government is suggesting. 
We need this Loan Bill, so let us get on with it. Western Australia has the highest per capita debt in the nation. 
However, is that a reasonable guide? Do we look at gross state product? One of the things we need to look at is 
our net-debt-to-revenue ratio. It is the highest of all the states. How we got into that is in the past. Now that we are 
in this situation, let us make the best of it and see what we can do. The real problem with this state’s $40 billion 
debt is that at current interest rates we are paying over $1 billion a year in interest payments. Treasury’s 
Pre-election Financial Projections Statement shows that a small increase in interest rates of 0.67 per cent—not 
even a one per cent increase—will increase our interest costs by over $200 million a year. We have all been on 
this planet for a while and have seen interest rates rise and fall. Yes, interest rates have been stable for some time. 
However, that does not mean interest rates cannot go up. We will not be the only ones who will feel the pinch. 
I worry about this. Every person who is committed or overcommitted on a housing mortgage, business loan or 
share investment is in the same boat. If interest rates go up from three per cent to five or six per cent, mortgagees 
will be in an even worse position. Think about what will happen. We will then really feel the pinch. We will not 
have the luxury of being able to decide which departments we will fund and which departments we will not fund. 
There will not be any money for any of the niceties or extras that we want to have. 
All we can do is work for the future. We cannot change the past. I know that the budget is in train. I hope that 
when I see the budget, I will be delighted. However, I do not think that will be the case. I hope the budget will be 
good enough that we will pass it. We need to invest in projects that will reduce our ongoing costs or bring in future 
revenue. As I have said, I do not mean austerity. I am not one to say that we should trim back everything we can, 
especially from the people who can least afford it. We need better management. We need to take what we have 
and make it work. We can do better than this. As a state, we are very reliant on mining. I think about 83 per cent 
of our gross state product comes from mining. Maybe they do not have to be so profitable for investors. Maybe 
because of everything we have been doing, we have kind of shot ourselves in the foot. We have given out excessive 
subsidies through royalty relief, some of it ongoing. I am referring to the low 25 cents in the tonne. There are 
subsidies through infrastructure when we built the housing, roads, rail lines and ports and through contracts in 
which we guaranteed a buyback price. We have done quite a bit to get these mining companies here. I acknowledge 
that we need the jobs, but more and more mining companies are using mechanised equipment. We cannot guarantee 
that if we provide $1 billion to help a company build its mine, it will stick with us for the next 20 years and employ 
5 000 or 10 000 people. It will not happen; there is no guarantee. We heard during the election campaign that a lot 
of people were very positive about the Nationals’ policy to raise the royalties mining companies pay. However, 
I understand that that is not a simple process; it is not as though we can change the contracts we have with them, 
but there has to be a better way. 
I was not here for the last four, eight, 12 or 16 years when the contracts were negotiated—nor was I here in 
1967 when the original contract was negotiated. But a number of members were here in the last term when we 
agreed to give subsidies to new mining companies, which then proceeded to make a couple of billion dollars from 
them and send it overseas. Why did we agree to that? Where is the pressure coming from? Why are we giving in? 
I know we need the mines but Western Australia owns the ore. 
An opposition member: The people own it. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: The people own it, exactly—so why are we giving it away to the mining companies, which 
really do not give — 
Hon Jacqui Boydell interjected. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: Yes. That is something I would like to address. I am not at war with mining. I agree that 
Western Australia is very dependent on mining. I think it is great, but I do not think they are doing it out of altruism 
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for the state of Western Australia. It is our ore; what goes overseas and what is dug up is our choice, and we need 
to value it in the ground. 
Hon Jim Chown: Don’t you comprehend that the margins of iron ore are so minimal, it is better to give some 
encouragement to industry so they can employ people? That way they can actually put royalties into Treasury’s 
coffers as opposed to closing. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Laurie Graham): Members; we will not have a discussion back and forth 
across the chamber, please. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: We need to make sure we are not the ones taking the risks and paying the costs without the 
benefits. If mining companies get the benefits, there is no reason we should take the risks. That is something over 
the course of this Parliament that I hope we will address. I hope that we will work with the mining companies 
because they provide a service, but we must make sure we make the money from it, not them. 

With regard to investing in projects that reduce our ongoing costs or those that bring in future revenue, I looked 
through some of the Greens’ policies. I might have lost a few members as soon as I mentioned that, but if they 
ever get a chance, they should have a look. I can print them all out for them if needed. 

An opposition member interjected. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: I am not going to say that. 

The first step would be to acknowledge climate change. We had that discussion earlier today and I really hope we 
go somewhere with it because climate change is real. It will affect us. We need to jump on board and join the rest 
of the world, which is trying to do something about it. We need to redirect fossil fuel subsidies. We encourage 
coalmines and much use of diesel and fuels because we want it out there. We are a fossil fuel–based world almost, 
and we need to change that really soon. Many other countries are doing this and I would love us to join them. I am 
not saying just let us create solar farms, wind farms, wave energy or thermal energy; I am saying let us start an 
industry here—we have the knowledge and there are people and universities that love doing this sort of research. 
We need to establish the renewable energy industry here.  

I am looking forward to the Albany wave energy project. We could power the state; I cannot remember the 
numbers, but they are phenomenal. There are many opportunities for renewable energy. If we develop the 
technology, do the manufacturing, employ people and introduce it here, we could have 100 per cent renewable 
energy by 2030, no worries. In fact, I am so optimistic about this, I think that we could make much more of it 
because there is so much solar energy, and wave energy is constant. There is our baseload. For those who need to 
know, there will be baseload, other than batteries, or pumped hydro or any of the other options. We would be 
encouraging people to use electric vehicles. If we were all using electric vehicles, there would be less pollution. 
We would have less need to keep people off the roads and we would have more electric buses and trains or 
whatever public transport. We need to use that electricity because if we are making more than we need through 
a couple of square kilometres of solar panels, we will be getting so much energy we will have to find uses for it 
and that will be to develop more industry. I am thinking 10, 15 or 20 years ahead. We need to aim for that. We do 
not need to aim for 2021. We can do much more. 

With transport, we have a congestion problem. I heard that Perth is likely to have the worst congestion within the 
next couple of years. We are falling behind. We keep building roads. We put so much money into roads, why do 
we have any congestion problems? “It shouldn’t be a problem; we’ve got another road.” I am from the 
United States. In, I think, 1967, Los Angeles solved all its road congestion problems by building massive 
highways, some of which are 12 lanes across in one direction. Within three years, they were full. People thought, 
“Great, there are more roads; I can drive more. I can get to work in 20 minutes instead of an hour; I’m not going 
to take public transport.” We need to acknowledge that. Let us not build more roads; let us get people off the roads 
and find alternative options. 

An opposition member interjected. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: We have people, we have traffic and we have transport. We need to do a lot of things to 
make it easier for people. Maybe we are all driving too far from one place to another. Maybe there is some way of 
establishing industry in the areas in which people live rather than creating urban sprawl and expecting everyone 
to come to the city. They do not come into just the city; they go to the other side. There are questions to be asked. 
I do not have all the answers, but congestion will not be solved by building more roads. We need more public 
transport that is so good that everyone will want to use it. We need public transport even if it is subsidised. I noticed 
in the Liberal’s pre-election promises, it promised free public transport every public holiday. What a great idea. 
One of the other ideas was to allow cars to turn left on red. That is a great idea. I have been doing that in the States 
since the 1970s—except I turn right. 

Several members interjected. 
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Hon DIANE EVERS: How much could we do with light rail that is all electric, but it has to be built so that people 
want to use it? It is not a matter of balancing things out so that the fee is the most we can get to cover it. The fee 
has to encourage people to want to use it. It has to be nice enough, clean enough and safe enough. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, please members! 

Hon DIANE EVERS: There are opportunities for improvement. Twenty years ago we did not see a tenth of the 
number of bicycles being used as transport to and from work. What a great idea. I sometimes wish I would do it, 
but it is not my thing. If we keep building bike paths and making them nicer, more people will not only get off the 
roads, they will be healthier, which is another issue I will get to in a minute. I have led right into it; the next issue 
is health. We need to get people healthier. We do not need bigger and better hospitals that can treat people faster 
with more in-depth operations. Yes, we need to help people who are ill, but the first step is to make sure they do 
not get there. We had the “Life. Be in it” campaign, with Norm the couch potato, and the “Slip, slop, slap!” 
campaign. All these campaigns were happening. We now have Act–Belong–Commit. These campaigns are 
working but we need more of them. I have just one digression on this line. When coming up to Perth, I ran out of 
ABC radio coverage from down south, so I was flicking through for a radio station. In the first two weeks, I ended 
up on the same radio station a number of times because it was playing the best music. It was great! It had so many 
public service announcements. The station was 100.9fm, Noongar Radio. It plays great music; if members get 
a chance, listen to it. I cannot get from here to where I live, which is less than a 10-minute drive, without hearing 
at least one community service announcement. They tell people, ask people and remind people to get their 
children’s ears checked because that is one thing that inhibits young Aboriginal children in school; they often have 
ear problems. If we do not teach parents to get this sorted out early, children may have big problems for the rest 
of their lives. People need early intervention from a young age.  
The other announcements are about prostate cancer and mammograms. It is not really what I want to hear first 
thing in the morning, but it is important. One weekend, it was all about not smoking or quitting smoking. They are 
all delivered by Noongar people, so it speaks to them. I do not know why this is not done on all our radio stations, 
but that it what we need to do. We need to invest in preventive medicine—the things that will keep us healthier—
rather than saying, “It took me eight months on the waiting list to get a new knee!” Why not exercise for the three 
or four years before that? I do not know; I am not a doctor, but we could be doing a lot to make the population 
healthier rather than asking them when they last had a shoulder or hip operation. It is almost like, “Show us your 
tatts.” It is the new symbol for what people have been doing. I should not digress; I will come back. We need to 
support our health industry, including support for early childhood. 
I would like to see a little bit more in the budget for the health industry. I know health is one of our biggest departments 
that we spend on, but that is because we are at a stage when we are very unhealthy and that is not good in many ways. 
I would like to see investment in early childhood, screening programs and sport and recreation. By that, I do not mean 
by building $1.5 billion stadiums; I mean investing in the kind of sport and recreation that gets people out and running 
around a little bit, not drinking, so that our kids can get out and learn that sport is a part of life. Our adults can realise 
that joining a soccer club or cricket team might make it a little bit easier to go to work the next day if they do not 
particularly like their job. Sport balances life and keeps people active. It is for not only physical health, but also mental 
health. We know these programs work. Research from around the world shows that one dollar invested at an early 
stage can save so much money in the future. That is what we need to do; we need to invest in health. We also need to 
look at the rapidly expanding population of seniors. We are hitting the bubble that we always knew would come post 
the baby boom. Our seniors are also living longer and they will need a lot of health care. We should be looking around 
the world now because everywhere else is facing the same challenge. What can we do so that our ageing population 
does not become really reliant on the health system? If members think we have a problem with our health system 
now, give it five or 10 years; it will have a lot more problems unless we can find ways to keep people healthy, both 
physically and mentally. 
Rehabilitation for drug users is another area in which I would like to see further advances in the coming budget. 
We talked about the prison population. I asked a friend who is involved about the idea of prisons. We should all 
know that it costs $130 000 a year to keep a person in prison. As an accountant, I will not say that that is too much 
and that prisoners could be put up in a hotel for less, but it is $130 000 a year. That figure is not just for prisoners; 
it is also for people on remand. A lot of people who have not been processed are on remand. They could be there 
for six months. We need to address these issues earlier rather than letting them drag out. The first thing I could say 
is to make sure we have rehabilitation, because why put a drug user in prison? They are harming themselves. They 
have an addiction. It is a health issue. We need more opportunities for rehabilitation. The step before that, however, 
is to give people something to do before they get into rehabilitation.  
Our youth have high unemployment rates. They have not been encouraged to get into sport. They are a bit bored. 
Their friends are up to something else. They cannot find a job—any job. I would love them to have meaningful 
employment, but we have lost a lot of that for young people, so they are just looking for any sort of job. We have 
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to find diversionary activities for youth. We have to find ways to keep them active and involved. Guess what? We 
are all role models. We have to think of ourselves as role models. If members think of every adult and parent they 
know, they are role models for kids. If we think that it is okay to sit at home in front of Facebook or whatever, 
with a drink in our hands and eating the wrong sort of food, how do we expect our children or our grandchildren 
to think anything else? That is what we need to do; we need to help people before they get into drugs and give 
them something else to be involved with. 
As we found the other day, prisoners are not covered by Medicare, but a benefit of rehabilitation is that those 
people in rehabilitation are covered. That is another saving for the state. If we can keep people in rehabilitation, 
they have access to Medicare and we do not have to pay $130 000 a year for a person in prison. Rehabilitation 
costs roughly $40 000 a year. Hopefully, the person would not be there for a whole year because they would get 
off drugs in that time. It is $40 000 or $130 000. I think it costs only $25 000 a year to keep somebody at home 
with a bracelet. There are other options than putting all our people in prisons and we have to look at them. 
The significant number of homeless people is another issue. What are we doing? We are trying, but we are not 
really offering much. Many other places around the world have taken up the idea of giving homes to homeless 
people. What an idea! 
Hon Robin Chapple interjected. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: Yes; who would have thought? We can immediately think: “Why should they get a home? 
I don’t get a home for nothing!” The home does not have to be a two by four with all the modern conveniences. 
They need a home—a place to live. That alone would reduce so many health costs, because homeless people have 
health problems and end up in our health system. We have to support them. If they have somewhere to live and 
some activities—a community or that sort of thing—it will save us money too. 
I talked a little bit about youth and jobs. We have a real problem. As I said, the mining industry has gone for 
mechanisation, and the forestry and agricultural industries were mechanised as well. The agricultural industry is 
now based on a lot of overseas backpackers. The youth in our community, particularly in our regions, do not have 
many options and they need more options. We need to get them into programs, apprenticeships or traineeships at 
TAFE. We need to find jobs for them. We need to encourage small business to hire them. We need to create jobs 
and focus on youth. Again, I do not have the answers today, but I am hoping that, with our collective heads, we 
can work it out during this term if we save some of our time to debate issues that matter. 
Our forests are another issue; we need to protect our forests. Currently we are propping up the destruction of our 
state forests, which is also known as logging. Later in this debate, hopefully next week, I will raise the issue of the 
Forest Products Commission and the amount of money that has been put into the FPC and the amount that it has 
lost over the past few years in logging our state forests. It is not logging plantations but native forests. We have 
some sort of contract that Western Australia is being held to, but we have to find a way out of this. We do not need 
to be cutting down native forests. We have plantations. We should be investing in plantations. Why are we losing 
money by putting it into the FPC? It makes no sense at all to me. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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