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LOAN BILL 2016 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 25 August. 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [11.14 am]: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, 
for the opportunity to speak on the Loan Bill 2016. I hasten to start by saying that I am not the lead speaker for 
the opposition. I assure members that 30 minutes will be ample time to speak on the issues I wish to cover today. 
I observe that this is a general debate so I will comment on some of the issues in the health system, but also 
touch on some local issues in Kwinana. Obviously this bill is about paying our doctors, nurses, teachers and 
police and giving the authority to government to seek funds in order to meet its bills. This is a particularly 
time-driven debate. I note from the comments by the member for Victoria Park that we have but a few days in 
which to rescue the government from its current fiscal crisis. 

It is a crisis: it is a crisis that is made by a government that has been the beneficiary of one of the largest revenue 
streams in the life of any government in Western Australia. However, at the same time the government, despite 
the fact that it is the recipient of record revenue, is also responsible for destroying the integrity of the books. It 
has driven up state debt and I believe it will peak at around $40 billion. This year alone the budget has a deficit 
of over $3 billion. I think the public has the right to ask: where did it all go wrong? 

Mr M.H. Taylor interjected. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I thank the member for Bateman for that interjection. We have always known what was going 
to happen with the GST. There are no surprises around where the state’s share of the GST was going to go. 
When the Liberal government signed up to the GST deal way back when, the formulas, the way these things 
were treated and the fiscal equalisation process was well known to all. There has been no revenue shock other 
than the decline around royalties. It should be no surprise that the iron ore price has fluctuations. Although the 
government might want to say that it did not anticipate the wild swings of that, while it is happy to celebrate and 
spend with the upswings, it should also prepare and understand that with every upswing of a price in a particular 
commodity, there will always be some retreat from that, be it settling or otherwise. The government cannot come 
to this place and say that it did not know it was going to receive such a small proportion of the GST because that 
was always one of the great knowns of the state’s finances. The government cannot say that it never anticipated 
that the price of iron ore would drop, because we always knew that the good times were not going to roll on 
forever and that contingencies should have been put in place to protect the state’s finances. However, more 
importantly, the government should have spent money cognisant of the reality that there would always be 
a settling of the iron ore price. None of those things took place. The government spent like drunken sailors and 
simply ignored the advice that would have been coming from Treasury and Finance that it could not continue to 
spend as though the GST arrangements were not in place and it could not lock in long-term spending programs 
based on a high iron ore price. 
We have this unusual duality that although the state was the recipient of record revenue, it is now confronting 
a situation in which it is looking at record debt and deficits.  
A similar contradiction takes place with the health budget. It has grown from around $4.8 billion when this 
government first came in to reach around $8.5 billion, which is an extraordinary increase in health expenditure. 
It has gone from around 26 per cent of the overall budget and will reach just a smidgen short of 30 per cent. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: That is the recurrent side. 
Mr R.H. COOK: That is the recurrent side of the health budget, yes. 
This will be the biggest challenge to our health system that we will have to confront for a generation. The 
problem with any health system if we are to commit to the idea of universal health care—that is, people have 
access and the opportunity to receive health services on the basis of their need rather than their capacity to pay 
for them—is there will always have to be a balance between a state’s capacity to provide services and the 
services we want to see in our community. No-one wants to have to queue for emergency department services, 
no-one wants to have to wait for elective surgery and no-one wants to be inconvenienced when accessing those 
services. They want them to be local, so they want health care where they live when they need it, and they want 
it free of charge. Indeed, I think that is an important principle for any democratic society to hold uppermost, but 
that at all times has to be balanced against the capacity of the state to pay. The problem of this government in the 
provision of health services and the spending of more of the budget on health is an important aspect. I join the 
noble college of Ministers for Health and shadow Ministers for Health who love to see government spend more 
on health, but obviously that needs to be tempered with the state’s capacity to pay and, at the end of the day, that 
has to be done efficiently. If we say we cannot spend an infinite amount of money on health services, we have to 
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fairly and squarely have in our line of sight the efficiency of the health system so we can maximise the health 
services available, given the amount of money society is prepared to pay. 
One of the great changes that took place under the Nicola Roxon or Rudd government healthcare reforms was 
the introduction of activity-based funding for health budgets. There was no great revolution about that. 
South Australia was already doing it and I remember our Minister for Health at the time saying that we were 
moving towards that. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: Victoria started in 1995. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Indeed; I thank the Treasurer. 
I think there were plans already afoot in WA to do that stuff anyway. The Roxon reforms were an important step 
in the evolution of budgetary management. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: The important thing is that they started funding commonwealth grants on that basis, which is 
really important, because all the states essentially have moved to that. 
Mr R.H. COOK: That enabled a natural platform for judging health department performance and people could 
compare the price for a tonsillectomy at, say, Rockingham General Hospital with that of a similar hospital in 
another part of Western Australia, allowing, of course, for the cost implications of distance and other localised 
issues. Activity-based funding provided that important cost element called the weighted average unit cost for 
health care, which enables us to compare health jurisdictions across the nation. When activity-based funding 
started in about 2012–13 or 2013–14 in Western Australia, the weighted average unit cost for providing health 
care was around 12 per cent north of the national average or what was called the national efficient price. 
Western Australia was about 12 per cent more expensive than the national efficient price. That was obviously 
a concern for the Department of Treasury and it was a concern for the Department of Health as well. Just 
reflecting on those dates, it must have been the 2012–13 budget when it first came in. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: Yes, it was 2012–13, but I think it was fully implemented in 2013–14. 
Mr R.H. COOK: We were 12 per cent north of the national efficient price, so a deal was struck between the 
Department of Treasury and the Department of Health that that gap between the national efficient price and the 
WA weighted average unit costs would be considered to be the community services subsidy. That was to be 
a subsidy from the Department of Treasury, or from consolidated revenue, to the Department of Health while the 
Department of Health got its act together under the guidance of the Minister for Health—so while the department 
drove down the cost of health care in Western Australia to meet that weighted average unit price. It was agreed 
that those two curves would converge over time to the point at which WA met the national efficient price and 
therefore the community service subsidy would no longer be required. 

What happened over the coming years is really the kernel of the problems that we have in Western Australia. 
The director general of the Department of Health, Dr David Russell-Weisz, advises that one of the key 
components of the cost of delivering health care in Western Australia is the cost of labour. Once we had the large 
pay rise given to the nurses during the caretaker period of the 2013 election and the subsequent flow-on from 
that—namely, the 12 per cent pay rise to the people covered under the enterprise bargaining agreement 
negotiated by the Australian Medical Association and the subsequent EBA negotiated by the Health Services 
Union—the weighted average unit price skyrocketed in Western Australia. To add insult to injury, at the same 
time, hospitals became more efficient in health jurisdictions in other parts of Australia, so actually the national 
efficient price was reducing. In the meantime, there was the spectacle of the weighted average unit cost in 
Western Australia increasing. Now under this budget the weighted average unit cost is 18 per cent higher than 
the national efficient price. Although we can point to the health budget and say that it is good that such a large 
amount of money is being spent on the delivery of health services, looking more closely at the situation we see 
that Western Australian hospitals are not gaining the efficiencies they need to and, despite increases of 
expenditure, value for money for the WA taxpayer is not being delivered. Until the weighted average unit cost in 
Western Australia can be driven down—that is, until our health services become more efficient—ever-increasing 
amounts will continue to be spent on our health services, because they are in part driven by the demand from our 
population, and we will continue to see ever-increasing amounts of our budget spent on health care. The 
challenge for this government and future governments is to try to get these spending regimes under control. In 
addition to that, it would be okay to be spending $8 billion on health care if the systems were working perfectly, 
staff had the resources they needed and patients were getting the services they needed. The problem is that the 
metrics or indicators of the healthcare system present a very different situation. Elective surgery figures speak 
volumes about the capacity of the health system to meet the needs of patients. Surgery patients are divided 
between those who need surgery now, because they have an acute disease or significant injury, and those patients 
who might need surgery in the future, because they might have a niggling pain, or require a joint replacement or 
something like that. There are those whose cases are urgent and those that are not so urgent. It is a very 
interesting indicator of our health system’s capacity to cope with demand. One of the issues that the Barnett 

 [2] 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 15 September 2016] 

 p6127b-6142a 
Mr Roger Cook; Mr Ben Wyatt; Ms Rita Saffioti 

government came into power on the back of was campaigning strongly on the issue of elective surgery waitlists. 
The Minister for Health campaigned strongly on that point, and probably got a fair bundle of votes as a result. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr R.H. COOK: Although elective surgery numbers sat at around 12 000 at the time the Barnett government 
took office, at the last look—I will come shortly to what the last look actually looks like, and I am glad the 
Minister for Health is now in the chamber for this part of the presentation—the elective surgery waitlist numbers 
were somewhere north of 19 000. Back in 2008, when the government first came to power, patients experienced 
a median waiting time of 1.9 months; nowadays that number is between 2.7 and 2.8 months. I am sorry I cannot 
bring more up-to-date numbers to the chamber, because for some reason the government over the past month and 
a half has stopped publishing its monthly elective surgery waitlist figures. I admit we are probably a fairly small 
group, but people, such as me, who watch these things know that about midway through each month the 
government publishes the monthly waitlist results for the previous month. It is interesting that a waitlist report 
has not been published since about mid-July. That was for the June waitlist, and now we are waiting on the 
government’s report on the July waitlist results at a time, midway through September, when we should be 
expecting the August results to be coming through. I am not sure why the government is reluctant to publish 
those numbers, but we will be watching with great attention. 

The other aspect of elective surgery is the waiting to wait list. The previous Minister for Health, the member for 
Dawesville, made great mileage of that in the campaign for the last election. He said that the government would 
publish the waiting to wait list reports, which would be an important part of his open and transparent 
government. I use the term “open and transparent” with some reluctance, because this government has been 
anything but open and transparent in its performance. We have not seen a waiting to wait list report since the one 
that gave the figures for July to December 2015. This is another report that the government, for some reason, 
continues to withhold from the attention of the public. I am sure the minister is paying great attention to the 
needs of patients waiting for pain-relieving surgery, and I am sure that there is nothing necessarily untoward in 
those reports, but it makes us wonder why he is being so reluctant to allow the public access to the reports. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: The waiting time is more relevant than the actual numbers on the waiting lists. 

Mr R.H. COOK: That is right, and that is why I made the observation that the median waiting time when the 
government was first elected was about 1.8 or 1.9 months, I think, and now it sits at about 2.7 or 2.8 months. More 
patients are waiting than ever before, and those patients are waiting longer than ever before, and that is a concern. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: More treatment is being provided than ever before, so what all that means is that demand has 
been going up substantially. 
Mr R.H. COOK: That is an issue about which the Treasurer and I have been engaging during this debate. The 
health budget is a difficult beast to manage. Activity-based funding has provided us with a level of transparency 
to see how we compare with other jurisdictions. I made some comments about activity-based funding and the 
weighted average unit cost in Western Australia, which, as the minister is aware, has increased significantly 
compared with other jurisdictions as against the national efficient pricing. That is one of the minister’s 
challenges. We have to meet growing demand from an ageing population. The minister has more cash than any 
other Minister for Health in the history of this state to do that with. 
Mr J.H.D. Day: And there is more demand than ever before and, as you say, the costs have increased 
substantially. All that adds up to a major challenge, but more is being done than ever before, and generally at 
a very high standard. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Absolutely, at a very high standard. We are blessed, I think, with one of the most talented and 
committed health workforces of any in the world. 
Ms S.F. McGurk: Some of the sites are very poor, such as Fremantle Hospital. 
Mr R.H. COOK: I think that is right, member for Fremantle. 
In the last few moments I have to speak today, I want to touch on some issues that are of acute concern in my 
electorate of Kwinana. Every outer suburban electorate is struggling with the provision of social and economic 
infrastructure. Of particular concern is that we know that young families are choosing to live in these outer 
suburban communities at a rate higher than I have ever seen. I am very proud and privileged to be able to 
represent the people of Baldivis, a population that is growing at a most extraordinary rate. The suburb of 
Baldivis is like the ocean—never turn your back on it, because the moment you do, there is a whole new 
subdivision. Keeping track of the growth in that area is very difficult indeed. It is one of the reasons we now 
have a whole new electorate of Baldivis, which will be contested by a very able candidate from the Labor Party 
by the name of Terry Whitby—I am sorry, Reece Whitby. 
Mr M.H. Taylor: Who is Terry Whitby? 
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Mr R.H. COOK: Terry was an old mate of mine. He was a commissioner for the Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander Commission from the Pilbara. He was a wonderful bloke. We will wait for another debate on that. He 
passed away a couple of years ago, which was very sad. He was just one of those larger-than-life characters who 
trod the earth in those days when we were privileged to have some of the most extraordinary Aboriginal leaders. 
However, that will wait for another day. 
I want to talk about the issue of schools in my electorate. We know from last night’s debate that, under Labor, an 
average of six new primary schools were built each year and that that figure has fallen to an average of about 
three schools a year under the current government. I know that just about all the government’s efforts are 
ploughed into my area, in Baldivis and other areas. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: And up north too. 
Mr R.H. COOK: If the government wants to build something up north, I suppose that is okay, but I want to talk 
about Wandi primary school. Wandi primary school will be a school immediately south of Aubin Grove Primary 
School. Aubin Grove is the biggest primary school in Western Australia, with over 1 100 students. It is like one 
of those parts of metropolitan areas in developing cities; I do not want to call them slums, but it has so many 
demountables or transportables, it is sort of like it is its own city. It is a huge school and highly congested. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: In 1995, three primary schools in my electorate had over 1 100 kids. The one that was the 
largest is now down to about 500. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Yes, and I think that is about the level we want for a primary school, Treasurer. 
We obviously want these schools to be developed. Currently, I have a whole bunch of families living in the 
Wandi area who will send their kids to Wandi primary school. They are in the Honeywood subdivision. At the 
moment those parents have kids in Aubin Grove Primary School, but because of delays in developing 
Wandi primary school, these families face the invidious situation of having one child at Aubin Grove Primary 
School and another child going to preprimary and kindy classes at the emerging Wandi primary school. If this 
school had been developed just 12 months earlier, a lot of these situations would have been alleviated. A lot of 
these families are now facing a situation in which their kids are going to be split; they will have one kid in 
preprimary in Aubin Grove and another kid in, say, grade 1 or 2 at Aubin Grove, and now the kid in grade 1 or 2 
will have to stay at Aubin Grove and, to add insult to injury, the kid in preprimary will be forced to go to 
Wandi primary school. Although these parents will continue to have kids in a government primary school, the 
kids are going to be divided between two schools and that is not good enough. If that is not bad enough, the 
parents were not told until July this year that their kids would face this situation, which was already too late for 
the parents to enrol their kids in one of the small private primary schools, such as St Vincent’s Catholic Primary 
School in Kwinana. 

We have held a couple of community meetings to plead with Department of Education officials to allow kids to 
stay together if they already have siblings going to Aubin Grove Primary School, and those requests have been 
denied. Obviously, the parents wish the government would fast-track the building of Wandi primary school so 
that it can accommodate kids in other age groups—grade 1 or grade 2, or whatever—but, of course, that also has 
been denied. We even have a situation in which the kids of one family are undergoing therapy for a range of 
conditions, one of which presents as acute anxiety when the siblings are kept apart. It is incredibly important for 
these families that these kids stay together. One would have thought that any government that had compassion 
and care for its citizens would allow those kids to stay together at Aubin Grove. I know there are a lot of kids at 
Aubin Grove—there is over 1 100—but surely the government can see a case in point here, where kids are 
suffering great anxiety at the prospect of being kept apart. They should be allowed to stay together. The 
Department of Education should at least take a case-by-case approach and be sensitive to the needs of these kids 
and their families. 
These parents have done nothing wrong; they moved into a suburb that they were told would have a new primary 
school, but because this government has not had a strong enough building program, their kids will now be forced 
apart and their families will have to do a double school run for as long as they are in primary school. That is not 
good enough, and I think the government should do better. It should treat the residents of Honeywood and 
Wandi with greater respect and it should have built the school sooner, but since it did not build the school 
sooner, it should at least provide options for those families while they try to deal with the situation of their kids 
being split between two schools. 
MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [11.44 am]: I rise to speak to the Loan Bill 2016. Before I get into the detail 
of what I want to say about the Loan Bill and the finances of the state, I want to make a couple of comments 
about my electorate and about a couple of people in particular. 
The first person I would like to acknowledge is the late Vincent Pendal. Vince was the brother of the late 
Phil Pendal, a long-term member of this house for the seat of South Perth. Vince passed away whilst occupying 
the position of president of the Perth Football Club. Vince was an extraordinarily strong leader of our club, the 
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Perth Demons, and brought a strong sense of business acumen to his role. Indeed, he was fundamental to the 
decision by the West Coast Eagles to relocate their base to Lathlain Park, and secured the support of both federal 
and state governments in aiding that move and allowing the Town of Victoria Park to provide a range of 
community facilities. That work has now started. 
Vince was at every game, very loud in his support of the Demons. I share Vince’s love for the Demons and 
perhaps the frustration at how we have gone over the last—well, most of my lifetime, to be frank. Vince was 
always there, letting his views be known about his love of the Demons and also his views about umpires who 
may or may not have made appropriate decisions on the field. Vince has left the club’s balance sheet in a very 
strong position; he was a very strong leader. I offer my condolences to his entire family, particularly to 
Kerrie-Ann, who works at the club. I will miss Vince at the club; he was always incredibly welcoming and was 
a huge figure there for such a long time, having served on the board in two separate stints. There was a huge 
crowd at his funeral at Karrakatta, which reflects the impact he had on not only the Perth Football Club but also 
the broader community in a long career as a businessman. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Just before you proceed, are you the lead speaker? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Sorry, I am; yes. 
The second person I would like to acknowledge in my electorate is Peter Stewart. Peter is alive! He is 
a wonderful local guy. Anyone who knows Victoria Park will be familiar with the Christian Centre for Social 
Action on Albany Highway, not far from my office. Peter has worked there as a volunteer for decades. He has 
been involved in a number of charity roles in respect of East Timor — 
Ms S.F. McGurk: Member, Peter Stewart helped recruit me to politics. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: As the member for Fremantle just pointed out, Peter helped recruit her to politics, which 
I think says everything about Peter. Peter is an amazing guy who has devoted a huge part of his life to people 
less fortunate—by and large, homeless people in Victoria Park—without pay. He and his wife, Marya, and their 
family have committed themselves to an incredible community service, not only to the community of 
Victoria Park but also more broadly. I mention Peter now because I understand the owner of the Christian Centre 
for Social Action is getting on in years and is hoping to resolve his estate, I guess, while he still can. Peter’s 
health also means that he can no longer keep the Christian centre going. We will be celebrating his work locally, 
but I want to put on the record my wholehearted thanks to Peter and his wife, Marya, who have provided the 
community of Victoria Park with love and compassion for people who otherwise find it very difficult to find 
love, compassion and support. One of the fixtures in my diary has always been to serve the Boxing Day 
breakfast with Peter at the Christian centre to people who otherwise would not have a place to stay or a place to 
eat. I am very, very proud to call Peter and Marya close friends, and I wish them all the best. We will celebrate 
locally what Peter has done in Victoria Park over a long period. 

Moving on to the Loan Bill 2016, I guess this is a common speech now. In the life of the Barnett government, 
loan bills are introduced and we debate them. As I pointed out, and I will point out again with every other loan 
bill—the opposition will not oppose the Loan Bill. We see it as an important part of the budget process. The 
government needs to manage its finances. We have been, and will continue to be, very critical of how the 
government has managed its finances. That is why the government is now introducing its fourth loan bill. It will 
bring to a total of $23 billion the amount that the Barnett government has sought and been authorised to borrow 
since 2009. Interestingly, of course, what is different about this bill is that we are about to run out of money. At 
the end of October, apparently we will run out of money unless this legislation is passed through this Parliament. 
That is unique. Members can go back and look at the last six loan bills since 1999. There were loan bills in 1999 
and 2003. The first one was for $260 million and the second one was for $250 million. Since then, after the 
member for Cottesloe became Premier, the figures increased dramatically. In 2009, it was $8.3 billion; in 2012, 
$5 billion; and in 2015—just last year—it was $8 billion, which had a $1.5 billion reserve; it was effectively 
a buffer. The government has now introduced for debate a loan bill for $1.7 billion to get us through until 
30 June 2017. I remind the house that last year when we debated the loan bill to give the Treasurer the authority 
to borrow a further $8 billion, it was to see us through until 30 June 2017 with a $1.5 billion buffer. We now 
have a further $1.7 billion loan bill to get us through to exactly the same time—30 June 2017—with a buffer of 
$1.2 billion, from memory. Of the $1.7 billion—the Treasurer may correct me if I am wrong—$500 million is 
for an extra spend and $1.2 billion a reserve. Of the $1.2 billion reserve, $700 million is for potential revenue 
writedowns that may come in unexpectedly, and another $500 million for unforeseen spend. Is that right? 

Dr M.D. Nahan: We do not expect any variations from that. We have not identified any revenue falls or 
expenditure, but that is a rough guess from Treasury, yes. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The $1.5 billion buffer from last year’s $8 billion authority will shortly be gone and of the 
$1.7 billion that this loan bill authorises, $1.2 billion will be a buffer. It is clear that whoever forms government 
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after the 2017 election, I dare say that one of the very first things that government will do is to bring in yet 
another loan bill, subject to the movements in our revenue that happen from time to time. Bear in mind that this 
loan bill will get us through to 30 June 2017, and a new government, regardless of its political colour, will turn 
its mind to this in 2017. 

I want to put a series of dates on the record that I think reflect why we are here debating a loan bill before the 
government runs out of money at the end of October 2017. The dates are: 23 September 2006, 27 April 2010, 
14 April 2010, 12 June 2012, 7 July 2012, 10 March 2014 and 17 March 2014. They are the dates upon which 
a new Treasurer was sworn in during the life of the Barnett government. As members can tell, there have been 
a few. The member for Riverton is, in one stint, the longest serving Treasurer. If I add all of Mr Buswell’s stints 
as Treasurer, he is still beating the member for Riverton. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: That was just two stints, right? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is right; he had two stints. Mr Buswell’s first stint was one year and 216 days and his 
second stint was one year and 246 days. These figures might be a couple of days out now but, the member for 
Riverton’s stint has been two years and 178 days. I congratulate the member for Riverton for surviving the 
longest of those seven swearing-ins of different Treasurers over the course of the Barnett government! 

Dr M.D. Nahan: You have to admit that your friend Christian Porter resigned to go to a different place. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: What I found funny about Mr Porter resigning was that I watched him stand there and give 
his budget speech, but he resigned before he saw the budget pass through the house. He basically gave his speech 
in which he announced that in 2011–12 net debt would peak at $23 billion. Then he thought, “My job here is 
done; I quit” and he went off to stand for federal Parliament! Shortly thereafter, the current Treasurer’s 2015–16 
budget also announced that net debt would peak at $36 billion. Of course, that has now been abandoned and we 
are now looking at net debt of just over $40 billion and we will see what the midyear review says about that. It is 
interesting that up until the Barnett government’s seven changes of Treasurer, we can go back many years and 
find that the position of Treasurer was a solid position in government. Eric Ripper was Treasurer for seven years 
and 220 days, which was just shy of Richard Court, who had it for seven years and 360 days. Until Eric Ripper, 
all the Premiers held the position of Treasurer. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: I think he was the shadow Treasurer throughout the Court government. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Who, Eric? 

Ms R. Saffioti: No. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: No? Was he not the shadow Treasurer during the Court government? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes. 

Ms R. Saffioti: No. It was for one year before that. I remember—don’t worry; that is another story. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Either way, looking back—I thank the Parliamentary Library for this work—Eric was the 
first to be a standalone Treasurer and the position was not also held by the Premier of the day. I have the 
information all the way back to the end of the Second World War and it looks like it was always held by the 
Premier of the day. I do not know whether there were separate finance ministers as well, but it looks like the 
Premier of the day was always the Treasurer. Richard Court, Carmen Lawrence, Peter Dowding, Brian Burke, 
Ray O’Connor, Sir Charles Court and John Tonkin all seem to have been Premiers of the day who were 
Treasurers. 

To be frank, and I have commented on this at great length, the Barnett government has played musical chairs 
with Treasurers. I have been through the longest span for a Treasurer; and the shortest span, of course, was the 
Premier himself—in the three incarnations he has been Treasurer—when he was Treasurer for a lengthy seven 
days! That was back in 2014 before he handed it over to the member for Riverton in March 2014. 

The point I make is not just an interesting historical analysis, but it is probably the reason that we have had, 
particularly in the first term of the Barnett government, such ad hoc financial management. It has not stuck to 
a financial plan. It has made a range of changes around wages policy, and a $20 billion net debt cap and fiscal 
action plans et cetera have been announced, but the work has certainly not gone in to ensure that the plans have 
been met. That is why I was very pleased to read, although I was not surprised, on 22 August this year—last 
month—a very astute analysis by Shane Wright of The West Australian who analyses finances with quite some 
interest from his perch in the eastern states. I want to quote a couple of paragraphs of Shane Wright’s article. He 
reflects, in particular, on the complaints that the government has made around the GST return. I will make some 
comments about that in a minute. Wright quoted Mr Porter’s budget speech, which stated — 
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“The projected decline in Western Australia’s share of national GST revenue over coming years, from 
7.4 per cent in 2011–12 to an unsustainable 3.5 per cent by 2014–15, represents a major structural 
challenge in managing the State’s finances,” … 

… 

“The State Government will continue to actively pursue a more equitable and sustainable GST-sharing 
arrangement, including through the Review of the GST Distribution recently announced by the 
Prime Minister.” 

Shane Wright goes on to point out — 

The choice was made then to channel the Government’s efforts into a political solution. 

I keep making the point that the view has always been that the government has spent the money it wished it had, 
not the money it actually had—hence the fourth loan bill of the Barnett government, which is the bill that we are 
debating today. As Shane Wright also points out, despite the fact that every single statement of risk in the budget 
each year and in the Economic and Fiscal Outlook has specifically pointed out the likely decline in the GST—
indeed, to levels much lower than we have got to—the government has assumed that there will be a political fix 
along the way, and that has given it the excuse to continue its spending without worrying about the rate of that 
spend. The reason the opposition has been so critical of the government is that, yes, we understand that the GST 
has plummeted because of the dramatic decrease in the revenue from iron ore royalties. I do not recall, and 
I have gone back to search Hansard, any complaints from the Premier when iron ore revenue was on the way up 
and the GST was strong. I cannot find any complaints about that. The complaints started on the back end, 
unfortunately, not on the way up. 

That brings me inevitably to the proposal by the government to introduce a mining tax on Rio and BHP. The 
Leader of the National Party said that will bring in over $7 billion in revenue to enable the government to 
continue spending. The Leader of the National Party has made the point that we do not have a debt problem. 
I have heard his speeches about that. The reason for this proposed tax is to enable the government to continue 
spending. He said also that some of the revenue from that tax will go towards increasing the payroll tax threshold 
to a particular level. I do not know what that will cost. However, let us be very clear. The proposal by the 
Leader of the National Party can only equal more and more taxes. As the president of the WA Liberal Party has 
pointed out in today’s The West Australian, and as has been reported by almost every media outlet, GST 
revenues are eventually redistributed. That has also been confirmed by the Leader of the National Party himself. 
Therefore, yes, we will get a short-term sugar fix. I go back to a comment by Hon Eric Ripper, who called this 
jam-jar economics. We will get a short-term revenue fix, which Mr Grylls proposes to lock in on the spend side 
on payroll tax cuts. However, when the revenue is redistributed, the government will be faced with the situation 
that it will need to increase another tax to fill the hole that has been created by its mining tax proposal. 
Therefore, it is not a solution, because it will create another problem three years down the track. 

The problem has always been that the government does not believe in the forward estimates. The Premier does 
not say much anymore, but we all remember that whenever the Premier has been asked a question about the 
forward estimates, he has said, “The forward estimates never come. Don’t worry about them. It’s not relevant.” 
However, the problem is that the forward estimates are relevant, because they are a guide to what our revenue is 
doing. We are part of a fiscal federation. The Commonwealth Grants Commission is not new. The way in which 
the Commonwealth Grants Commission redistributes GST revenue is well known to the government. Therefore, 
until we start to look at the state’s finances in their entirety, we will continue down the path of the Liberal 
government with the jam-jar economics that Hon Eric Ripper used to talk about. Hon Eric Ripper was right. 
I remember the conversation that he had with Troy Buswell, in one of his incarnations as Treasurer, about the 
Future Fund. Mr Buswell understood the problem with that. It is that the government is effectively trying to silo 
its revenue into different pots, without understanding that eventually it will be redistributed. Mr Buswell made 
the point—sitting right there in the middle of this place—that if we get $1 billion of revenue today, we can worry 
later about what will happen in the future. That is why the government needs to pay attention to its forward 
estimates. That is why the government needs to pay attention to what Treasury says about what the GST is 
doing. The government cannot assume that there will be a political fix to the GST and spend accordingly. That is 
why Shane Wright, to come back to that article in August this year, concluded his article with — 

For too many years the Barnett Government has sought to hide its own fiscal shortcomings by pointing 
the finger at Canberra and the “faceless” bureaucrats at the Commonwealth Grants Commission. 
Those fiscal shortcomings, however, are contained in the Barnett Government’s own Budgets for all to 
see. 

They are all there. There was nothing surprising about what the GST was doing. The government knew exactly 
what it was doing. However, it assumed that somewhere along the way, it would be fixed. 
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Interestingly, in the Treasurer’s response yesterday to the question that I asked about the Loan Bill, he alluded to 
the Bell Group legislation. I think the Treasurer was hoping that the Bell legislation would survive its High Court 
challenge and he would be able to grab a pot of money that would mean that he might not have needed the 
Loan Bill as urgently as he does. As the public servants in the Department of Treasury who briefed the 
opposition about that legislation pointed out, it would not affect the forward estimates around spend. We knew 
all this. However, the government waited and waited anyway. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: I made the point that it would not eliminate the need for the Loan Bill, but it would have 
a potentially material impact on the magnitude of the Loan Bill. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Okay. So, the government relied on the hope that the Bell bill would generate revenue for the 
state and, hopefully, push out the timing of the Loan Bill to a time that would be less embarrassing for the 
government, I dare say, in the final weeks of this term of the Parliament, bearing in mind that the Loan Bill still 
has to make its way through the upper house. 
I want to continue my comments on the GST, and I make these comments every time I get the opportunity. 
Treasury is very good at predicting our GST revenue each budget year. It is very good at predicting the 
difference between our budgeted GST revenue versus our actual GST revenue. I understand that we are still 
waiting on some final figures for 2015–16, but from the most up-to-date figures that I can get out of the Treasury 
documents, Treasury pretty much gets it right—it nails it. In 2008–09, the difference was just under two per cent 
of total revenue. In 2009–10, it was just over one per cent of total revenue. In 2010–11 and 2011–12, it was less 
than half a per cent of total revenue. In 2012–13 and 2013–14, it was just over one per cent of total revenue. In 
2014–15, it was nearly two and a half per cent of total revenue. In 2015–16, it is about one per cent of total 
revenue. The point is that the fluctuations in actual GST versus budgeted GST are minuscule. Indeed, over that 
period of time, the sum value of those differences was nearly $400 million in the positive for Western Australia. 
We all accept the problem with the equalisation of royalties and the GST. We all accept that has had a diabolical 
result for Western Australian. However, as Shane Wright points out in this article, when Treasury says that the 
GST will decline to 3.5 per cent, we cannot then say that is okay, because we are going to assume a political 
outcome that means that we can continue with the spend. However, that is what the Leader of the National Party 
has done. Despite the arguments that the Leader of the National Party raised against the federal Labor 
government’s minerals resource rent tax, the Leader of the National Party has said—economic genius that he 
is—“I’m going to introduce a mining tax at the bottom of the cycle, because I can’t stop spending. I need to be 
able to spend.” That is what it is all about. However, the Leader of the National Party does not have the answer 
to the inevitable problem that after that sugar rush, and after these payroll tax cuts have been made, the 
redistribution will happen, and, because of the philosophy of this government, it will need to increase taxes again 
to enable it to resolve the financial mess that it has got itself into. 
The government’s position on the mining tax is identical to the government’s position on selling Western Power. 
In this year’s budget speech the Treasurer stated — 

In addition, Mr Speaker, I am announcing today that the Government proposes the sale of: 
• Western Power; and 
• Horizon Power’s transmission and distribution assets in the Pilbara. 

The proceeds will be used to reduce debt and to fund future infrastructure. A final decision to sell these 
assets will not be made until after the next election. 

That is exactly the same position the government has taken on a mining tax. On the sale of Western Power, we 
have some ministers who are keen on it, and some who are not, in particular the Premier. On the mining tax, we 
have some ministers who are keen on it, and some who are not, but that will be resolved after the election. The 
only way to resolve it in the affirmative, of course, is to return the government. That is what Hon Norman Moore 
is worried about. I understand Hon Norman Moore, president of the Liberal Party, cannot bring himself to say, 
“You’ve got to support the Labor position of outlawing this and say you’re not going to do it.” 
Hon Norman Moore has said that the Liberal Party needs to do what Labor has done already—that is, say that it 
will not form government with the National Party. The Liberal Party needs to say the same. Even the editorial of 
The West Australian could not quite bring itself to acknowledge that Labor has already done that, saying that it 
will not form government with the National Party. 
Ms R. Saffioti: It appears we are. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: It appears we are. The only way that we will get a mining tax, like the only way we will sell 
Western Power, is if the government is returned—that is, the National and Liberal Parties are returned in the 
wonderfully united spirit that they currently are in. 
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That brings me to another point. I was interested to hear the notice of motion the Leader the National Party gave 
today. I remind people playing at home that Mr Grylls, the member for Pilbara, sits in cabinet. He is part of the 
government, yet today he gave notice of a motion to suspend standing orders on the next day of sitting. He will 
move to suspend standing orders, which is usually, again for those watching at home, the role of the opposition 
when it wants to raise an issue for debate, for which the Leader of the House, the Minister for Health, will 
reluctantly give us three or four minutes to debate the issue. A cabinet member, a member of the government, 
will seek to suspend standing orders—against the government he is a part of. The reason he wants to do that is 
that, in the true style of Bjelke-Petersen, he wants a couple more conservative MPs in here. Do not think it is 
some sort of high-minded attempt for the protection of democracy. It is self-interest at its most optimal. It is 
a member of the government seeking to suspend standing orders, against the government, to ensure that there are 
two more conservative politicians in the lower house. Unsurprisingly, yesterday the Speaker ruled that the 
legislation that passed through the upper house out of order because it effectively included an appropriation. Of 
course, bringing in a couple of MPs will have a cost—unsurprisingly. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Especially conservative ones. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, especially conservative ones. It is very, very expensive, as we have seen. 
Mr M. McGowan: Well, you have got to pay for that stuff that goes around the cars, and to pull that off. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is right. 
I not only am surprised that a member of the cabinet, the government, is seeking to suspend standing orders, 
against the government—that did surprise me—but also want to know whether this is in the usual course of 
events. I could not recall anything like this happening in my time here—I may have forgotten—so I asked the 
clerks, who are always very good with their advice, and learnt that the precedent upon which this is based goes 
back to December 2003, when the Legislative Assembly, in message 158 from the Legislative Assembly to the 
upper house on 16 December 2003, stated — 

The Legislative Assembly — 
(a) informs the Legislative Council that the Corruption and Crime Commission Amendment and 

Repeal Bill 2003, forwarded from the Legislative Council to the Legislative Assembly, 
contained in section 148 a clear appropriation provision contrary to the provisions of section 
46(1) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899; and 

(b) asks the Legislative Council to ensure that it strictly observes this section in relation to all 
future Bills. 

The member for Hillarys spoke on that motion. Unsurprisingly, the member for Hillarys, as a defender of the 
Constitution, was not happy that the government of the day sought to do that. The other person who defended the 
Constitution at that time was the member for Cottesloe, unsurprisingly. 
Mr R.F. Johnson: Really! 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I knew the member for Hillarys would be surprised about that. The member for Cottesloe, of 
course the now Premier, at the time got up in high dudgeon at the attempt by the then government to subvert the 
Constitution of Western Australia, in particular section 46(1). The Premier, who was then Leader of the Opposition, 
in the debate that ensued on 16 December 2003, stated — 

I just want to make a few comments. The motion should be opposed. I want to restate some issues and 
react to some of the arguments made by the Leader of the House. 

Who was then John Kobelke — 
First, I place again on the record that we are talking about the Western Australian Constitution; in fact, 
we are referring to section 46(1) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899, which reads — 

Bills appropriating revenue or moneys, or imposing taxation, shall not originate in the 
Legislative Council; 

Section 46(1) of the Constitution is quite clear: a Bill appropriating money cannot originate in the 
Legislative Council. 

The member for Pilbara will be seeking to say, regardless of section 46(1) of the Constitution, that we should say 
that all is okay in the Council and let the Assembly decide it in any event. That will mean there will be no 
normal process for legislation; it will just come through—it will not lie in the house—and we deal with it there 
and then. I agree with what the Premier said in 2003. 
Mr R.F. Johnson: The Nationals are here now. 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: I have lost my place now, member for Hillarys. The member for Cottesloe stated at that 
time — 

That matters because, as the member for South Perth said, — 
That was Mr Pendal at the time — 

section 46 of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act is the one part of the Constitution that distinguishes 
between this House and the upper House. It says that the Assembly is the House in which the 
Government is formed and from which money can be appropriated. Section 46 gives this House 
executive power, which, by custom and convention, forms Cabinets and Governments and determines 
Premiers. It is the distinguishing feature. If we go along with whatever motion the Leader of the House 
moves to try to get around this, we will compromise this House. 

The Leader of the Opposition at the time, the member for Cottesloe, concluded — 
I believe this is a serious mistake. It weakens our parliamentary system and our adherence to our 
constitutional arrangements. I believe the Government is doing the wrong thing. There are other 
solutions. As the member for South Perth said — 

He went on to talk about that because the upper house was about to rise. 
The member for Cottesloe, the now Premier, made the point that members should not try to subvert the 
Constitution of Western Australia because a mistake had been made in the other place and that, as a result, 
members had found themselves embarrassed when the Speaker overruled the legislation. That is what the 
member for Pilbara’s motion, which I assume will be debated next week, will seek to do. I hope the Premier 
sticks to the position he took last time when this issue arose in 2003, wherein he saw an attempt to subvert the 
operations of this house and the operation of the Constitution, because only this house can appropriate money or 
initiate legislation that appropriates money or introduces taxation. I hope the Leader of the House relays those 
views to the Premier. I know he will have a similar view to the Premier. I know the member for Hillarys’ view 
because he said something similar in that debate in 2003. It is something that this house should pay close 
attention to, because if we do it with this bill, why not any other? 
Mr R.F. Johnson: It’s shonky. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: It is shonky. Thank you, member for Hillarys. 
Mr R.F. Johnson: I just wonder whether the Leader of the House will show the same resolve in opposing the 
suspension of standing orders for this shonky deal as he has done in other suspension of standing orders motions. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I am sure he will. I am confident he will, member for Hillarys. I think it would be 
embarrassing for the Leader of the House to do other than agree with this shonky attempt by the National Party 
to get a couple more conservative MPs in here in that true Bjelke-Petersen style of bringing in more people from 
conservative country to hold on to power, and to do whatever they can. 
Mr V.A. Catania: Are you saying regional places don’t count? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Vince Catania lives closer to the CBD than I do, Madam Acting Speaker. He is carrying on 
about being a regional member. Honestly, every single time I hear from Mr Catania — 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The last time I saw Mr Catania, I remember — 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I remember — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Members! Member for North West Central, you will be called if 
you keep screaming out across the chamber. That is enough. 

Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Enough! You need to direct your comments through me. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I will, Madam Acting Speaker. The member for North West Central, who lives in north-west 
Perth, gets agitated by these things. I remember his agitation when he railed against Sunday trading, and then, 
much to my surprise, I saw him around that time in Victoria Park shopping happily at Coles on a Sunday. He did 
not seem to be too angry to be shopping on that Sunday. The member for North West Central has always had an 
interesting style: when is he regional and when is he not? The point being — 

Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Member, I will call you! That is not okay. The member has not 
said anything inciteful. He has invited no interjections. He has not gone outside parliamentary privilege. 
Member, go ahead. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Thank you Madam Acting Speaker for that derogatory comment about the quality of my 
speech. I thought I had said many insightful things.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Would you like me to rethink that? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is okay. I do not seek to dissent from your commentary, Madam Acting Speaker, but 
you are probably right. There is nothing insightful about what I have said about the member for 
North West Central—you are quite correct.  
Mr J.H.D. Day: I know what you mean. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Leader of the House knows what I mean; nothing controversial is perhaps what the 
Leader of the House — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I think nothing outside of parliamentary language was used. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I am running out of my 25 minutes of time. I will come back to the Loan Bill 2016. No doubt 
the Leader of the House is off to relay my views to the Premier right now. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: He is talking to a powerbroker behind the Chair. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I cannot see who that is. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: The Minister for Education—the numbers man. 

Ms R. Saffioti: Have you got the numbers yet, John? 
Mr J.H.D. Day: I hope not. 

Mr M. McGowan: In a surprise move, the Liberal Party has voted for John Day. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: But would it be a surprise? I do not think it would be a surprise.  
Mr M. McGowan: He is a dark horse. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, that is right. A member does not last long as the Leader of the House without a bit of rat 
cunning—absolutely. In fact, I feel it in my bones that next week the member for Cottesloe may move to 
a different position. Leader of the House, I feel it in my bones that the member for Cottesloe may move to the 
backbench. I do not know why that is Madam Acting Speaker. Perhaps it is the furtive movements of 
Liberal Party members around this place at the moment.  

Dr M.D. Nahan: It sounds like gout.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I have not had gout yet—maybe in the fullness of time.  
Point of Order 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Clearly, the member for Victoria Park does not have anything to say about the Loan Bill. 
As the alternative Treasurer, he probably should have something to say about the state of the finances. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am sure that Madam Acting Speaker is well aware—she has been here long enough to 
know and so has the member for North West Central—that the debate on the Loan Bill can be wide-ranging and 
about anything to do with a member’s electorate or otherwise. All the things that the member for Victoria Park 
has said so far have had monetary implications.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member. Had you not interrupted, that would have been my response to 
the member for North West Central’s point of order. This is a general debate, but I remind the member for 
Victoria Park that it should relate to the money bill—sorry, the appropriation bill.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I think you just contradicted yourself, Madam Acting Speaker, but that is okay. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I am reminding you — 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That it is a general debate—that is right. I could talk about, for example, the footy fixtures at 
East Victoria Park football club. I could talk about whatever I like, but I have been talking about useful things 
like the gerrymandering attempt by the National Party, its flawed tax policies of governance, the big spending 
that the National Party seeks to impose in government that, no doubt, if re-elected, it will do, and, of course, 
responding to interjections from the member for North West Central. That is all that I have been doing in the 
40 minutes that I have been on my feet.  
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Mr V.A. Catania: Tell us about your financial plan.  
Mr B.S. WYATT: I will tell members what is not a financial plan: introducing a job-busting policy that 
increases tax at the bottom of the cycle, despite every single member during the debate on the minerals resource 
rent tax from federal Labor saying that it is a sovereign risk and that capital will fly from Western Australia. 
What do the geniuses do at the bottom of the cycle? They increase the mining tax. The genius of the member for 
North West Central and the National Party is that they want to destroy jobs in other electorates. 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, I call you for the first time! You are not to interject on the member on his 
feet unless you ask him to accept an interjection. I am sorry that you do not like what is been said, but it often 
happens in the house. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is the response from the National Party: let us destroy jobs in the electorates that we 
represent — 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected.  
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member! I call you for the second time. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The response is to destroy jobs in the electorates that they represent, not where they live, and 
to bring in more revenue for three years to implement a permanent spend. What happens after three years? 
I guess we get another tax and another tax, because that seems to be the response of the government. 
Mr V.A. Catania: What is your response?  
Mr B.S. WYATT: It is not to destroy jobs. Our focus is on jobs. Labor is committed to increasing jobs, not 
destroying them, member for North West Central. The member is keen on creating a couple more jobs in this 
house, which is why the Leader of the National Party is moving to suspend standing orders against the 
government in which he sits—that is what is going on now. 
Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: He will create two more jobs in a couple of electorate offices. Once all the jobs have been 
destroyed in the Pilbara, which is what the National Party will do, it will say that it is okay because its policy is 
to have two more members of Parliament in the lower house: “You can relax Western Australia. We have got it 
covered.” That is the economic genius of the National Party.  
I have not finished with some comments I made last week on the Ord River scheme. Nowhere is it more apparent 
the way in which the National Party spends money than the money it has spent on the Ord. There was no 
planning, no business case, no costing and no capacity to measure the socio-economic benefits of the 
$400 million that was spent, and the National Party wants to spend more. The problem is—this is where I was 
critical of those seven changes to the position of Treasurer—that it is up to the grown-ups in government to hold 
the clowns to account, which has simply not been done. The National Party has treated royalties for regions 
money as its own, and it cannot do that. I was interested in the National Party’s response when we debated the 
Auditor General’s report on the Ord–East Kimberley development project, which was not an attack from Labor 
but a report. The National Party’s response was that the government would abolish the project: “You have to 
vote for us or royalties for regions will be abolished.” The problem is that the National Party has always treated 
that money as its own; a private little slush fund for the National Party and not public money to be used 
efficiently and effectively in regional Western Australia—that is the reality. This is why the government has had 
those sorts of spends where it has not the slightest idea of the resultant social benefits. As the Auditor General 
pointed out in his findings — 

Socio-economic outcomes have not yet been realised, have not been measured, and there are no plans to 
do so 

The report states that there were no detailed costings, a lack of detailed planning, bad governance arrangements, 
and that the project took longer and cost more. It is a damning report. I remind Liberal Party members that they 
have to hold these clowns to account because they have gone off the reservation; that is the government’s job. 
The government cannot now support them when they come in here to suspend standing orders against you, 
Leader of the House, which is what they are seeking to do even though they are members of government.  
I want to make some comments about an interesting report I read today, which is another good example of how 
the government could have done some good things with the $500 million it spent on the Ord project. Today 
I noted that the Public Sector Commission tabled its annual report for 2015–16. I am always interested in the 
Public Sector Commission’s report because it gives a helicopter view of what is going on in the public service 
and the workforce profile, which can be found at page 17. Interestingly, there have been some positive changes. 
The representation of people with a disability is up from three per cent in 2014–15 to five per cent in 2015–16. 
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The number of women in management is increasing and so too are the number of people from culturally and 
linguistically diverse backgrounds.  
I was surprised to see a couple of interesting charts. Representation of people aged 24 years and under in the 
public sector declined from 28 per cent to 22.9 per cent, which is curious because members may recall the 
workforce renewal policy being all about the government trying to move on older people for younger people. It 
does not seem to have worked. 
Similarly, representation of Aboriginal Australians has declined significantly from 28.8 per cent to 19.1 per cent 
between 2014–15 and 2015–16. That is a significant decline. I cannot tell members the real numbers, but, either 
way, there has been a significant drop in the number of Aboriginal people employed in the public service. 
Bearing in mind that the hope of the “roadmap for reform”, I think it is called, that the Minister for Regional 
Development is leading in government to bring more Aboriginal people into employment, the government may 
need to ask the directors general or the Public Sector Commissioner what is going on internally within the 
broader public service that has resulted in that decline in Aboriginal people being employed in the public sector. 
I often quote the member for Cottesloe. I like to quote the member for Cottesloe, because he said things over 
a long parliamentary career that he has never implemented or stood by whilst in government. Perhaps the most 
common speech that I have quoted from the member for Cottesloe—indeed the member for Cottesloe said that 
this was his first substantial speech in Parliament—was his speech on 28 August 1991 on a motion to establish 
a select committee on state debt. The member for Cottesloe made this point right towards the end of his 
speech — 

Only by running Budgets on a surplus basis can we hope to reduce our debt over time. … we need 
a change in policy in the way in which we operate our State Budget. We need to shift the financing of 
non-income generating assets away from debt finance and into finance from current revenues. That is 
the socially responsible thing to do, it is the economically responsible thing to do, and for this 
generation it is a fair thing to do for the coming generation. 

The problem of course is that, although the Premier was quite correct, it is not an approach he adopted while in 
government, as he effectively financed all non-income-generating assets from debt finances. That is what he did. 
The growth in net debt on the state’s balance sheet has grown the most in the general government sector. It is not 
in the utilities and not in the income-generating assets of the state, but in the general government sector. That is 
why we have seen the pressure on recurrent spend, because if a hospital is built, it is no good until it is filled with 
doctors, nurses and other staff to deliver services at that hospital. That is the point the member for Cottesloe 
made way back in 1991. Unfortunately, his ambivalence about the broader financial environment he finds 
himself in, and has found himself in over nearly eight years in power, has led him to ignore where the finances 
are heading. The good times were there. The forward estimates were there to be ignored, despite the fact that 
Treasury pointed out in every single statement of risks in the budget papers that the government’s goods and 
services tax is declining and its iron ore revenue may come off. What we do know—I pointed this out earlier—is 
that Treasury always gets pretty much right what GST revenue will be each budget year. There has never been 
a budget shock from the budget GST of each year. We know what we will get. Yes, it is declining, but that is 
why Treasury was screaming at the government saying it has to pay attention to this as its revenue is still 
increasing, even though its GST is declining. The government cannot assume a political fix in the forward 
estimates down the track and keep spending on the basis that the political fix will come. That is where we have 
ended up. The assumption around the political fix meant that the Barnett government spent the revenue it wished 
it had, not the revenue it actually had. 
That is why we now have these crazy ideas coming from the National Party that will create nothing more than 
a financial problem three years after implementation. Anyone who has an understanding of how the finances 
work understands that you cannot look at each budget year; you have to look at the direction it is taking, and 
what is likely to happen in year four and five after a revenue decision in year one. Despite the fact that the 
National Party has been part of this government for the entire time it has been in government, it is acting as 
though it is a newcomer to the debate trying to find what its members call “a solution” to the finances. It is not 
a solution to the finances. That is understood by anybody following this debate. The commentary today from the 
president of the Liberal Party indicates that he understands the problems that that will create. The debate around 
the minerals resource rent tax indicates that Western Australians are fairly well educated about what happens to 
the mining sector if the government seeks to increase taxation. We saw that play out quite dramatically when the 
federal Labor Party sought to implement the MRRT—including being attacked quite strongly by National Party 
members! Now as the cycle dips much lower than it was when the MRRT was being debated, apparently that tax 
is the solution. The Nationals propose an inefficient tax that would probably wipe out the advantage that our 
miners have in respect of shipping costs versus those for Brazil. I say that without any knowledge of all the 
details of what Rio Tinto and BHP Billiton ship for—but I dare say it will probably wipe out the advantage. 
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Dr M.D. Nahan: The shipping costs from Brazil have come way down with new ships coming in; I think they 
are called Valemax. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The big ones. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: There is no difference. That is important itself. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Correct. I think the Treasurer is agreeing with me in that exchange. Suddenly, Brazil with 
a different quality ore — 
Dr M.D. Nahan: Higher quality. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: A higher quality ore—that is right. Suddenly the advantage we had around shipping costs 
would be wiped out by the National Party’s proposal. That is the reality. Rio and BHP will make their 
arguments. My interest is the impact on jobs. The proposed tax will be devastating for jobs and for those flow-on 
contracts in areas such as the Pilbara. In fact, today’s The Australian had a release from the Office of the 
Registrar of Indigenous Corporations that highlighted all the Aboriginal organisations that received significant 
contracts from the business community. Unsurprisingly, of course, the largest ones are from the mining sector. 
That is where the pressure point would be if we, as a Parliament, and the Liberal–National government seek to 
implement that mining tax. That is the reality. We can sometimes have a simplistic debate about finances and 
come up with a great new you-beaut idea, but we must understand the impact of that proposal on not just 
industry, but the actual finances. That is bearing in mind that the Leader of the National Party has said he wants 
to spend that money on a tax cut on the payroll tax threshold—that is, once that money is redistributed, there will 
be a hole. I do not think the Leader of the National Party said it will be a three-year tax cut and then it will come 
back to normal. I have not heard him say that. That is the reality. We have to have some sense to this debate; 
otherwise, there will be more of these loan bills and the figures will continue to bump around the $5 billion, 
$6 billion or $7 billion loan bills that have been characteristic of this government. That is the reality. 
Earlier in my speech today, I was critical of how the government brought the Loan Bill 2016 on at the very last 
minute. It knew in May when the budget was tabled that this would be required. We waited, and waited, and 
waited—and here we are, according to the Treasurer, running out of money at the end of October debating the 
Loan Bill 2016 in the death throes of the parliamentary schedule for this term of government. It is not the way to 
handle the finances, and it is not the way to attempt to deliver a coherent set of services for the people of 
Western Australia. 
MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [12.38 pm]: What an extraordinary debate on the Loan Bill 2016 we have 
before us. It is a bill to borrow $1.7 billion. If we do not borrow that money, it is not as though a project cannot 
be built or some capital works cannot be undertaken. If we do not approve this bill, teachers, nurses and police 
officers cannot be paid. Government would stop. I believe it is the first time in the state’s history that we have 
brought in an emergency loan bill, as I said, not for the borrowings for capital works, but for the recurrent 
spending of government. If we do not pass this bill, we cannot pay our public servants. This should have been 
brought in at the time of the budget. In a sense, it is an appropriation bill. The government came in with the 
May budget. If the anticipated $500 million that urgently needs to be injected in this financial year—money we 
do not have—was predicted in the budget, it should have been brought in then. We passed the appropriation bill 
and it is obvious that we passed it without appropriating the necessary funds. The Loan Bill should have been 
debated at the time of the budget. The government requires $1.7 billion with only 45 days left. The countdown is 
on. The government could have brought in the bill before the parliamentary break or straight after, but it has not; 
it has left it to this time, and if this bill is not passed in 45 days, the entire government will stop. It is very similar 
to what happens in the United States sometimes when there is a government shutdown because the necessary 
legislation was not passed.  
What is happening today shows us exactly where this government is at—it is a rabble; it is all over the place. 
There is increasing unemployment; more people have lost their jobs in the past month. The unemployment rate 
has stayed at 6.3 per cent, but there are 6 600 fewer people employed, and it is the twentieth month in a row that 
full-time employment has fallen. The government should focus on jobs and financial management, but the 
Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2016 to increase the number of people in this place by two is the 
only job creation plan of this government and its members. The only plan this government has brought in today 
to address the issue of unemployment is to create places for two extra members of Parliament who it hopes will 
be on the conservative side. It is an extraordinary turn of events. It shows—if the past few months have not 
shown it—that the whole system of government and cabinet has collapsed. There has been a lot of speculation 
about the Premier’s future, and I think I agree with the member for Victoria Park that it is looking like next week 
might be his last week. He is sitting there training his hopeful successor every day—training and training—so 
hopefully he can get her up to scratch. The Minister for Transport is still being undermined by the Premier’s 
office on a daily basis. It is a bizarre set of circumstances. The Leader of the National Party is on a bizarre 
tangent of trying to kill economic confidence in WA. That is what he is doing. The speculation about this mining 
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tax is impacting community confidence. The Premier has allowed the Leader of the National Party to go off on 
this bizarre tangent on the basis, I think, that the National Party supports the privatisation of Western Power—
I think that is why the deal was done. The government is sacrificing economic confidence, job creation and 
financial management because it cannot govern. It is a strange set of circumstances when we are sitting here 
trying to understand what the government is doing on a daily basis. Today a motion was moved in this place to 
suspend standing orders so that the government can bring a bill into this place to allow more expenditure and 
create two new seats in Parliament. How desperate is this government to cling to power? It is power at all costs. 
The government will rubbish anything to cling on to power. 
Dr A.D. Buti: And sell Western Power too. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: And sacrifice Western Power along the way. 
There has been an extraordinary turn of events today. There is a rising number of unemployed people and the 
unemployment rate has not changed because the participation rate fell slightly. There is an emergency Loan Bill 
before Parliament because the government will not be able to pay people from 1 November if it does not pass the 
bill, and a senior government minister walked in with a bill to create seats for two extra politicians. That is the 
scenario that the state has before it today under this government. 
Mrs M.H. Roberts: They even botched that up. They didn’t know that money bills had to start here. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Liberal Party supported it in the upper house even though it created expenditure and it is 
unconstitutional for bills that incur expenditure on the consolidated fund to originate in the upper house, which is 
exactly what this bill would do. The Liberal Party supported it. 
Mr R.F. Johnson: I would be very surprised if it went before the Liberal Party room and they supported it—
very surprised. I would say that almost certainly it would not have gone before the party room. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I do not know how that party room operates. The backbench has all drunk the Kool Aid and 
thinks everything is fantastic. The backbenchers of the Liberal Party believe every decision taken by this 
government is 100 per cent perfect. They are never critical and never lobby for anything in their electorates, 
because whatever they get is good enough for them; it is as simple as that. Whatever they get is good enough for 
them and jeez, aren’t they good. That is pretty much the subject of every speech they stand up and give. They 
never fight for anything. All they do is sit there saying, “We’re all really good. Sure we had that bit of polling, 
but the Premier said that that was push polling, so we’re fine.” As I have always said, the Premier has created 
“Barnett World”, the parallel universe—possibly a bit like Douglas Adams’ The Restaurant at the End of the 
Universe—where he has invited all his colleagues to be and where they are all living happily. 
Mr V.A. Catania: That is what happened in 2008 under Carpenter. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Is that when you were out there trying to work with Brian Burke on every matter possible? 
Honestly, member for North West Central, you were sucking up to anyone you could. That is what you have 
always done; that is what you always do. 
Several members interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: He brought all of Brian Burke’s colleagues to see me, I remember that. 
Mr V.A. Catania: What was that, member? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Your interaction with Brian Burke. Everyone knows how close you were. 
Mr V.A. Catania: Just like the member for Cannington and other members sitting around. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I recall some of your conduct from some of my colleagues currently. 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Member, seriously? 
Mr V.A. Catania: What about your contacts and your conduct ripping off taxpayers? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: You are just, you know — 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, members! Member for North West Central and member for West Swan, just 
give me a second. Member for West Swan, you need to address your comments through me, and if you do not 
want to get interjections, do not bait the member for North West Central. Member for North West Central, you 
are on two calls and I am really happy to give you a third to get rid of you if you need me to, but please stop 
interjecting. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Dr A.D. BUTI: I believe that the member for North West Central made an aspersion against the member for 
West Swan that went to her character. It was a very serious aspersion that I think he should withdraw. He knows 
what he said. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): I am sorry, member, I did not hear it. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: I do not want to repeat it because it is disgraceful, but he should withdraw. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am sorry, I did not hear it. Member for West Swan, did you hear something? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I did not quite hear it either. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Can we just go on with the debate please. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We know the character of the member for North West Central. 

This Liberal–National government has increased unemployment in the state. The reason it has to introduce a bill 
to create seats for more members of Parliament is that it has not been successful in regional WA in creating 
employment opportunities. Why are the Nationals losing seats? It is because there are fewer people in regional 
WA; its whole policy has failed. The SuperTowns policy, which was meant to create these thriving towns, has 
failed. Does it actually exist? The National Party has proportionately lost people in regional WA under its 
governance; that is the reality. If that was not the case, there would not have been a seat redistribution from 
regional Western Australia to the metropolitan area. Under the Liberal–National government, the National Party 
has lost its share of the population of regional WA. Otherwise, the Nationals would not have lost a member of 
Parliament from regional Western Australia. They have not been able to develop the economic policies and the 
opportunities in regional WA to keep people there and attract people there. That is a fact. That is why the 
Nationals are trying to add two members, because they know that their policies do not keep the share of 
population in regional Western Australia. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 6155.] 
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