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APPROPRIATION (RECURRENT 2015–16) BILL 2015 
APPROPRIATION (CAPITAL 2015–16) BILL 2015 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON MARTIN PRITCHARD (North Metropolitan) [5.08 pm]: Before we broke for question time, I was 
talking about the benefits that I saw in the government looking at a good idea that has been put forward by the 
Leader of the Opposition—that is, metro hubs. The three points I wanted to refer to were, firstly, that these hubs 
would create more jobs where people live; secondly, that people would live with an integrated and coordinated 
transport network; and, thirdly, that these hubs would provide a range of innovative housing options. Metro hubs 
will be aggressively pursued and underpinned by a revolution in planning to provide uniformity, consistency and 
certainty for local government, businesses and residents. Metro hubs would be developed in both new suburbs 
and older, established areas. Metro hubs will be activity centres that match quality infill with amenity by creating 
a village-style mix of open space, housing, workplaces and entertainment venues. I close my remarks by saying 
that this government has committed the state to a path of having to be frugal in the way in which the state’s 
budget is spent at a time when we have many challenges before us. In other words, we need to find innovative 
ways to deal with our problems. Metro hubs is one idea. I am sure many more are out there if we are prepared to 
work to find them. If this government tries to take the easy way out after getting us into this financial hole, it will 
stand condemned and the public of Western Australia will look forward to March 2017 to take its revenge. One 
way it can demonstrate that it wants to take the easy way out is to try to force a toll tax on hardworking 
Western Australian families in the northern suburbs. 
That was going to complete my presentation, but I would like to make a couple of comments on 
Hon Samantha Rowe’s contribution on penalty rates. I was a shop assistant, so I have an intimate knowledge of 
penalty rates and living on a shop assistant’s wage. I want to talk about a couple of things. When a penalty is 
taken away from a shop assistant, that does not make that shop assistant more productive. Everybody talks about 
improving productivity, but the shop assistant does not sell more, they just get paid less. It is an input reduction. 
It does improve the margin, but it does not actually improve the productivity. 
The other thing I want to say is that I was lucky enough to work within the retail industry when it was common 
to only have to commit 5.5 day days a week to our employers, and have one full day off. Hon Ed Dermer would 
have been very pleased because we had the Saturday afternoon off to go to the footy, but we also had Sunday to 
spend with our families. I think that having a penalty for Sunday work is an extremely good thing. Any 
disincentive to open shops on Sundays, I think, should be pursued with vigour. There is no need for it. I was very 
disappointed when the legislation went through that brought in generalised seven-days-a-week trading. I do not 
think enough thought was given to the impact it would have on families. I am pleased that I do not now work in 
an industry in which I am on call; I suppose I do in some respects because politicians are on call most of the 
time, but certainly I am in a privileged position in that regard. But I am just pleased that I was not in the situation 
when my family was young of being called upon to work at weekends and not have that specific time to spend 
with my family. It is not really about having more time at work, it is just about regulating when people are at 
work so that, generally, extended family and friends are not working on Sundays. Of course, there are some 
industries in which people have always worked Sundays, but I think people who go into those callings and 
industries know that. I think certainly the changes in the retail industry were imposed upon many shop assistants, 
and although it may be argued that they were not all forced to work on weekends I can tell members now that it 
is not standard to work Monday to Friday. I think that has had a major impact upon our society and I wish it had 
not happened. I close with those remarks. 
HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [5.14 pm]: I make a few observations in relation to the 
Appropriation (Recurrent 2015–16) Bill 2015 and the Appropriation (Capital 2015–16) Bill 2015. Quite clearly, 
as we already know, the state has some major fiscal problems. I do not go around blaming anybody in particular, 
but we have got ourselves into a situation, over an extended period of time, of working on the basis that the 
profitability of the mining sector would be an ongoing cake of never-ending slices that we would be able to 
harvest for the rest of our lives. Unfortunately, as I have already stated during debate on other bills, that is not 
the case. We have a problem, as we have already talked about, with our goods and services tax share. The GST 
problem is that we have this vicious cycle that when we are getting a good return from our royalties, that is 
exactly the same time when we get a good return from our GST share because of the cyclical nature of the three-
year analysis of our GST take. The same thing applies right now, because our GST returns now are based on 
a time when we had a good royalty return, and therefore we are getting a smaller GST take at this time.  
As to whether we will ever actually move back into the glory days of the sorts of prices of $124 to 
$130 per tonne of iron ore, that may never occur. I have already mentioned in passing previously that with the 
advent of some of the new mines coming on in Brazil—I think S11D is the most significant—they can put to 
market at around about $US55 a tonne. Brazil is going to be a significant supplier at around about 
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100 million tonnes to 150 million tonnes per annum, and that will place us at some disadvantage. 
Western Australia has around about 60 billion tonnes of iron ore and the world supply of iron ore is somewhere 
around 600 billion tonnes, so we only have about one-tenth of the world’s supply. We need to be considering 
that into the future the mining revenue specifically from iron ore is not going to be the cash cow it was. 
Governments into the future, whichever they may be—whether it be the current government or a future Labor 
government—will have a problem because of the debt we are getting ourselves into. As I say, we are looking at 
debt of around about $24 billion after the last two loan bills, and that will most probably blow out to about 
$30 million to $32 million in future loans that will be required over time. That has been backed up by Treasury 
in the discussions I have had with it. 
We are in a situation at the moment of estimating for recurrent services and purposes of the 2015-16 financial 
year an estimated total of around about $21 448 000 000, and a total expenditure of around about 
$2 304 000 000. That will leave us with an amount of around about $19 144 000 000, which is to be appropriated 
to service the purposes identified in the schedule of the Appropriation (Recurrent 2015–16) Bill 2015. We have 
a similar set of circumstances with the Appropriation (Capital 2015–16) Bill 2015, which includes, for capital 
expenditure and financial transactions, estimates of $2 187 000 000, which is an amount of 
$252 700 000 authorised by other statutes. That leaves an amount of approximately $1 934 000 000, which is to 
be appropriated in the manner shown in the schedule of that bill. 

The issues that I want to touch on are specific to these two bills, rather than dealing with broader areas. Many 
others have touched on those broader aspects. I went back and looked at the appropriations for 2014–15. In 
consolidated account capital appropriations for 2014–15 we raised about $2.4 billion, whereas we are raising 
only $1.9 billion this year. That is a decrease of around about $550 million. In that figure, we see some 
variations, and I will be interested to receive from the minister some ideas on why these changes have taken 
place. We notice that, in Lands, there has been an increase of approximately $2 million; in Mines and Petroleum, 
around $500 000; in Corrective Services, around $15 million; in Water, around $2 million; and in the 
Western Australian Housing Authority, around $61 million. I have the exact figures, but I am just rounding them 
off at the moment. There were some significant decreases in consolidated account capital appropriations between 
2014–15 and 2015–16. WA Health experienced a decline of $55 million compared with the previous year; 
Education went down $134 million by comparison with the previous year; Aboriginal Affairs about $48 000; 
Fisheries almost $2 million, and the Heritage Council of Western Australia about $750 000. 
Hon Peter Collier: Did you say that Education went down? 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes. 
Hon Peter Collier: It actually went up. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: In comparison with the previous year, it went down. 

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I can provide the minister with the figures; they are his figures. 

Hon Peter Collier: Why didn’t you ask this question in estimates? You had a whole week of it. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: We did actually deal with that, but I am actually dealing at the moment with these 
two bills, comparing them with the previous year. That was for capital works. 

Hon Peter Collier: They’ve gone up every year. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am dealing with a comparison with the previous year. I have just looked at the two 
appropriation bills, and those are the figures that I have come up with. I am sure that, if the ministers have some 
issues to respond to, they will have that opportunity. 

When it came to the recurrent appropriations and the comparisons between 2014–15 and 2015–16, whereas the 
application of moneys in 2014–15 was approximately $19.02 million, in 2015–16 it is $19.14 billion. The 
significant increases there were: approximately $3 million to Premier and Cabinet; approximately $100 000 to 
the Pilbara Development Commission; approximately $7.4 million to Lands and the Wheatbelt Development 
Commission; $813 000to the WA Land Authority; and Mines and Petroleum had a significant increase of around 
about $19 million. Significant decreases compared with the previous financial year appropriations were: 
Aboriginal Affairs, $1.3 million; Agriculture and Food, $7.7 million; Agriculture and Food–administered grants 
and subsidies and other transfer payments, $7.4 million; the Department of Corrective Services, $15 million; the 
Office of the Environmental Protection Authority, $500 000; the Heritage Council of Western Australia, 
$6 million; Fire and Emergency Services, $15 million; and Transport, $13 million. 

There was very little variation in the principal amount, with the exception of capital expenditure, which had 
a decrease of around $550 million, so the question becomes: what is the significance of the increase in 
Mines and Petroleum? 
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Hon Helen Morton: Sorry, are you talking about capital or recurrent expenditure? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: When it comes to Mines and Petroleum, that would be recurrent. What are funds 
going to be appropriated for? It also highlights that we have had that decrease in Department of 
Aboriginal Affairs funding. Given that we have some major issues in the sites assessment area, one would have 
thought that we would have needed more funds there. Corrective Services is also taking a cut. Obviously, the 
Aboriginal court in Kalgoorlie has been closed, so one wonders whether that has been included in that process. 
We have been talking about how justice reinvestment will be funded. With Corrective Services taking a cut, we 
wonder how those programs will be sustained or run out. Obviously, the EPA is taking another hit and, with 
a drying climate and an increased risk of catastrophic fires, why has the Department of Fire and 
Emergency Services also taken a cut? It is interesting to note how we will use resources to mitigate these events, 
and one would have thought that there needs to be some investment in those areas to combat increased risk of 
fire and climate change events. It is also worrying to see cuts in the transport portfolio while we have congestion 
on the roads, an increase in road fatalities, and straying livestock—which I know is a subject dear to the heart of 
the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport. It is worrying that the transport portfolio is 
also taking a hit. 

Those are my comments, and I will just turn to the nature of where we got that information from so that we can 
get some answers—hopefully. It is a comparison between the amounts shown in the Appropriation (Consolidated 
Account) Capital 2014–15 Bill 2014 and those shown in the Appropriation (Capital 2015–16) Bill 2015. In the 
recurrent appropriations, it is a comparison between the amount shown in the Appropriation (Consolidated 
Account) Recurrent 2014–15 Bill 2014 and those shown in the Appropriation (Recurrent 2015–16) Bill 2015. 
That is really what I would like to hear a little bit more about from the minister handling these bills in this place. 
Although these are fairly pro forma pieces of legislation to which we can speak fairly broadly, the Greens 
decided to delve into the changes between the last financial year and the present financial year, and look at the 
appropriation differences in capital and recurrent. That will be our contribution. We will obviously support the 
passage of the bills, but we would like some answers on those particular points. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [5.29 pm] — in reply: I thank 
members for their contributions to the debate on the Appropriation (Recurrent 2015–16) Bill 2015 and the 
Appropriation (Capital 2015–16) Bill 2015. Most members are aware that the appropriation bills provide the 
legal authority for the release of funds to support the delivery of services across government. As most members 
have indicated, extensive debate on the budget has taken place through the estimates hearings, the great number 
of questions asked prior to the start of the hearings and, of course, the follow-up questions. I am not sure what 
the process was like for other ministers, but I would say I was asked in the vicinity of 200 questions before the 
hearings and 200 after, let alone the number of questions asked during the estimates themselves, and of course 
questions asked in the budget-in-reply speeches in advance of the comments made right now on the 
appropriation bills. Members have therefore had many opportunities to be provided with answers about specific 
agency areas of work and, of course, those opportunities have continued through questions on notice and 
questions without notice. Treasury does not have that level of detailed information on specific agencies; it does 
not micromanage agencies. Questions about a reduction or an increase in funding to an operational area of work 
in an agency must be directed to the agency for answers.  

The reason we hold estimates hearings is so that members can come into this place and grill the public servants 
of an agency as well as the minister responsible for the agency at those hearings. Of course, those opportunities 
have been had already and I will not therefore be providing information on the specific areas per agency about 
which Hon Robin Chapple asked. Even if we go into committee and the member asks those questions again, the 
response will be the same: the questions should be directed to the agencies themselves. Some questions asked 
about capital expenditure, for example, are easily answered by examining the individual budgets for those 
agencies. I refer, for example, to some completed works that are not now in play as they have already finished 
and new work is coming on. Such questions are so specific that the member cannot expect an adviser from 
Treasury to sit in this place and have all that information at their fingertips on every single agency. That is why 
we have estimates hearings. I am therefore letting the member know in advance that that level of specificity will 
not be provided either in my response or during the committee stage. 

I want to offer a couple of other more general observations about the budget. Everybody has talked about the 
current environment being a challenging financial environment. The government must balance the competing 
needs for limited public sector resources while still providing high quality and responsive services to the 
community, to the growing population and to the economy. People sometimes forget about the number of people 
coming into Western Australia every single week, and that all the services we provide have to be provided to all 
those people. More than 1 000 people a week are landing in Western Australia, and that number builds up over 
a year and impacts on every single one of our agencies. 
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The budget shows that we are managing the impact of the most significant downturn in the revenue outlook in 
this state’s history. This is not something that has occurred as a result of some kind of trend of government or 
anything like that. This is the most significant downturn in the revenue outlook of the state’s history. To put the 
revenue change into context, a total of $10.2 billion was removed from the revenue outlook over the period 
2014–15 to 2017–18—a two-year period—between the time the 2014–15 budget was cast and the casting of the 
current 2015–16 budget. In the context of the period from one budget to the next—2015–16 to 2017–18—
$10.2 billion was removed from the revenue outlook. Most of us are fully aware of the reasons for that. For 
a start, the decline in the international iron ore price immediately following the 2014–15 budget, and going with 
that the impact of the softer economic conditions on forecast tax collections is a big issue. The second reason of 
course is the very low share of national GST collections flowing to Western Australia. We will receive just 
30 per cent of our population share of GST in 2015–16, which equates to an estimated $1.9 billion GST grant in 
2015–16. That is minuscule. It is less than the state has received in dollar terms in any year since GST 
arrangements were introduced in 2000–01; and that is despite the GST pool doubling in the same time frame. 
Therefore, despite that doubling, we will receive the least that we have ever received, yet we still have a growing 
population to which we must provide services. 

The WA population has grown from 9.8 per cent to 11.2 per cent of the nation’s population in that same time 
frame. These are just some of the pressures being felt in this budget. Those pressures would be felt no matter 
which government was providing this budget today. In response to these challenges, the budget contains 
a number of savings measures that have been designed to minimise the impact on businesses and households. 
The budget also provides for significant additional funding to key frontline services. I was a bit concerned when 
I heard members talk about the education budget going down, because I know that it went up by more than 
six per cent. I think they might have been talking at the time about the capital budget, not necessarily the 
recurrent budget. 

The budget also provides for public sector infrastructure spending of $6.3 billion in 2015–16, which is supported 
in large part by the appropriations in this budget. This investment reflects the state government’s extensive 
commitment to improve public infrastructure; to ensure ongoing access to quality schools, hospitals, modern 
roads, rail and power networks and other essential capital projects; it builds on the massive $46.6 billion invested 
in infrastructure since the government came to office in 2008–09; and of course it is significant in its ability to 
create jobs. 

As the house has discussed, the changing revenue outlook has increased pressure on the state’s net debt position. 
The budget relies on increasing the level of borrowing, which the house dealt with in the recent Loan Bill 2015. 
Hon Kate Doust asked about the amount in the Loan Bill and I will clarify it again. In 2012, $13.8 billion was 
approved, which was expected to cover the borrowing requirements until 2016 but was exhausted early in the 
2015–16 financial year. The Loan Bill 2015, therefore, as a result of all the issues I have talked about—the 
royalties write-down and the tax revenue reduction—had an extra $8 billion in borrowing added to the 
borrowing limit. That increased the borrowing limit from $13.8 billion to $21.8 billion, which is expected to be 
sufficient until 30 June 2017. 

The challenges to our finances over the last few years have, not surprisingly, been examined by credit rating 
agencies. While both Moody’s Investors Service and Standard and Poor’s have put WA’s credit rating on 
a negative outlook, it is important to note that both those independent private sector organisations have 
reaffirmed our credit rating as recently as June and July respectively, with Standard and Poor’s noting that 
Western Australia’s debt levels remain manageable and noting our very strong financial management. 
Western Australia still has a very high credit rating and is the envy of most countries the world over. The 
government’s successive and continuing rounds of revenue and savings measures add to a substantial 
$23.1 billion in general government operating terms and are a key part of managing our finances, in particular 
our net debt. It should be noted that the forward estimates make no provision for the anticipated sale of assets. 

In terms of recurrent spending highlighting the government’s efforts to constrain spending, general government 
expense growth in 2015–16 is budgeted to be just over 2.5 per cent, which is an amazing figure and comes well 
below the 7.9 per cent average over the past decade. The opposition cannot suggest that the government is not 
doing a lot of work in constraining that growth. Nevertheless, there have been material increases in recurrent 
spending in the key services. The following are some of the responses to Hon Robin Chapple that I can provide: 
a $294 million or 6.5 per cent increase in spending by the Department of Education from one year to the next, 
largely for student enrolment growth, wage increases and an increased maintenance expenditure on schools; 
a $243 million or 4.6 per cent increase for public hospital services; a $98 million or 11.3 per cent increase for the 
Disability Services Commission to meet forecast growth in demand for existing services and to continue our 
involvement with the National Disability Insurance Scheme; a $53 million or 4.1 per cent increase for 
WA Police to continue to deliver the government’s commitment to 550 additional officers by the end of  
2016–17; a $43 million or 5.4 per cent increase for the Mental Health Commission to meet activity growth and 
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implement the new suicide prevention strategy, amongst other initiatives, of course; and a $24 million or 
3.8 per cent increase for the Department for Child Protection and Family Support to meet growth in demand for 
child protection services. I am not sure whether Hon Robin Chapple is comfortable with those growth figures, 
but those are the figures provided to me by Treasury. 

In infrastructure spending, the $6.3 billion asset investment program includes $1.6 billion on roads and public 
transport projects, $1.2 billion on works by electricity utilities, $713 million on Water Corporation infrastructure, 
$578 million on land development, $439 million on public housing works and $295 million on schools and 
related education infrastructure. This includes works in metropolitan Perth as well as regional infrastructure 
spending; spending that obviously supports the economy, population growth and most importantly, as I said 
before, jobs. 

To conclude, it was noted when presented in May that the 2015–16 budget has been framed to deliver services 
and infrastructure needed to support households and businesses while also meeting the challenging fiscal 
circumstances faced by the state. General expenditure growth of 2.5 per cent is an example of the incredible 
work that the government is doing to manage increased expenditure. It is a budget that contains a very clear 
fiscal plan and sets out a series of reforms to constrain the growth of debt. It is a budget that consolidates our 
past achievements whilst also positioning the state to move forward. The passage of the appropriation bills is 
a part of delivering that budget. 
Once again, I thank members for their involvement in not only this debate but also the budget-in-reply speech 
and the estimates hearings. I commend the bills to the house. 
Questions put and passed. 
Bills read a second time. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bills read a third time, on motions by Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental Health), and passed. 
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