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LOAN BILL 2015 

Third Reading 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Treasurer) [10.41 am]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

I thank everybody for their contributions on the Loan Bill 2015 over the last day or so. I would like to have 
a longer go at this and answer all the various questions that members have asked, but I will just make some 
preliminary statements at this time specifically related to the consideration in detail stage. I was asked 
two questions that I have followed up on. I am still pursuing the answer to the first question, which was about the 
reason for the notional allocation of the debt figures to public trading enterprises. Hopefully, I will get that 
information soon. I think we know what it is, but let us ascertain what it is. There was also a question about 
expected interest rate charges in the public sector. I have given the member for Victoria Park the figures. As he 
knows, interest rates are pretty low right now. The estimate in the midyear review for 2014–15 was four per cent. 
In the upcoming budget—I guess this is a serious leak from the budget—it will go down to 3.9 per cent, which is 
pretty low. In 2015–16, it was expected to be 3.9 per cent but will now go down to 3.4 per cent. In 2017–18, it is 
expected to go to 3.1 per cent. They are remarkably low interest rates—probably historically low, particularly 
when it is put in the context of real terms. We are borrowing in a very low rate environment. In fact, I think that 
one of the big issues around the world is that monetary policy is not having very much effect. There is deflation 
in many places, and the cost of capital borrowings from most parties, particularly highly rated entities such as 
governments, is exceedingly low right now. It is a good time to invest. I will sit down and allow other members 
to speak now as I want to speak again. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [10.44 am]: I rise to speak to the third reading of the Loan Bill 2015 and to 
follow on from some comments made by the Treasurer. He is exactly right; there are very low interest rates. The 
Western Australian taxpayer can thank the very low interest rates that we are enjoying, considering the size of 
the debt. The Treasurer went through the comparison between the 2014–15 midyear review assumptions around 
borrowing interest rates and the upcoming budget. After looking at the document that he has just given me, 
I note that the upcoming budget will obviously assume declining interest rates out to 2017–18. When I asked this 
question of former Treasurer Troy Buswell on 15 November 2012 during consideration in detail of the Loan Bill 
2012, the assumption for 2014–15 was an interest rate of 4.9 per cent, but we are now expecting 3.9 per cent. For 
2015–16, the assumption was 4.9 per cent, but we are now expecting 3.4 per cent. Certainly, we hope there will 
be, and indeed the budget is predicated on there being, not just a low interest rate environment, but a declining 
interest rate environment, at least to the end of 2017–18. 

I note by chance the tabling of the Western Australian Treasury Corporation’s quarterly report for the quarter 
ended 31 March 2015. We had some conversation during consideration in detail about the movement of the 
Treasury Corporation’s debt from short to long term. This was the topic of a conversation I had with former 
Treasurer Buswell a few years ago, when Treasury Corporation’s view was that we were overexposed at the 
short end of the market. There has been a considerable move over the last couple of years. Page 3 of the 
Treasury Corporation’s quarterly report certainly confirms that, and I will quote from it. In respect of domestic 
borrowings, it states — 

At 31 March 2015, WATC had approximately $36,517 million of domestic securities in circulation. Of 
this, $26,460 million was raised through WATC’s benchmark bonds, $7,153 million in floating rate 
notes, $2,667 million in short term issues and $237 million through other issues. 

It then provides a breakdown of the benchmark bonds and, interestingly, there are maturity dates of 2025, 
2023 and 2021, which were referred to in the WATC’s annual report, so some 10-year bonds are now out there 
in the market. It also makes some comments about overseas borrowings and the fact that no new long-term bond 
issues were undertaken by the WATC in overseas markets during the March quarter. 

The Treasurer was also good enough to provide us during consideration in detail with the notional allocation of 
indicative consolidated account borrowings as at July 2017, which highlights the point that by 30 June 2017—it 
is not just the general government sector, I dare say—there will be $21.7 billion of borrowings in the general 
government sector. I want to re-emphasise the importance of that low interest rate environment, because, 
ultimately, if things change and interest rates increase, there certainly will be an impact on revenue, as we will 
then need to pay more for our debt. I assume that the rates of 3.9 per cent, 3.4 per cent, 3.2 per cent and 
3.1 per cent are factored into the negative watch. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Yes. That is the expected cost all-up, including, as you indicated, a change in composition of 
long and short-term debt. It is an aggregate figure. 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: I assume that that assumes the status quo on credit—that is, no upgrade or downgrade will be 
assumed. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: As soon as you put on a watch, the market determines the differential; so much of that is 
already factored in. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: From memory, when I had this conversation with former Treasurer Buswell he said that as 
soon as we go on negative watch from AAA, the actual downgrade is already factored into the price. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Yes, but I might add that after the outcome of the recent Queensland election, they shot up 
significantly. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The interest costs? 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Yes, even though there was no official statement by the rating agencies. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I assume they had a look at the two parties’ policies about asset sales; that probably 
influenced that. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: It is market-determined rather than determined so much by the rating agencies 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is useful and good—it does not happen often—when a minister sitting at the table in the 
middle of the chamber during consideration in detail seeks to answer questions, which I think the Treasurer did 
last night, unlike some other ministers. Perhaps they can take example from him. We on this side of the house 
often comment, as we do in opposition, on the ministers who are better or perhaps more confident in answering 
questions during consideration in detail. Certainly when Troy Buswell was the responsible minister in 
consideration in detail, he was always very keen to enter into conversation about the issues surrounding the 
legislation being dealt with. 

I want to make a couple of points about debt, but I will speak more broadly given the conversations we had 
yesterday during consideration in detail. There was some conversation about the GST, as there always is when 
we have conversations about the state’s finances. Yesterday it was confirmed that the federal government will 
provide the state government with $499 million for a range of capital projects; the Treasurer confirmed that 
during consideration in detail yesterday. Effectively that amount will come in as recurrent revenue for the  
2014–15 financial year and will then be allocated to a range of different capital projects, which I gather are road 
transport projects around Western Australia that are currently on the books that have either started or are about to 
be started. When the budget comes down next week, the deficit position will be $499 million lower come the 
annual report. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: We didn’t get the approval or agreement in time for it to be factored into the 2015–16 year. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, before the cut-off date. So, whatever the deficit is, the annual report will show that as 
$499 million lower. That is useful. Are these sorts of grants from the federal government normally treated as 
recurrent? 

Dr M.D. Nahan: That is the way they treat them; yes, generally, unless otherwise specified. I am sure that there 
are deviations from the principle, but right now they are treated as recurrent revenue and they go out as and are 
tied to capital investments. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Is that because the $499 million was not given to us to spend as we like? 
Dr M.D. Nahan: No, but this is the way it is being treated in accounting. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is interesting. I was not aware of that. 

I will come back to some of the GST comments that I have made, comments that I feel I have made dozens of 
times, having reflected on the Premier’s statement yesterday in question time about the success in obtaining the 
$499 million around the goods and services tax. Of course, it simply replaces the $500 million that was taken out 
of the budget for rail public transport by Mr Abbott when he first became Prime Minister. We will no doubt have 
conversations about road versus rail for the next decade and we will have different views about what is better for 
Western Australia, but certainly it is our view that $500 million for rail public transport infrastructure would 
have been money better spent. I have my dog-eared copies of some Hansard debates, which indicate the number 
of times I have quoted from them. It is worth going back to read a number of different debates to get a thorough 
understanding of the political climate and the conversations that were happening in this chamber during the GST 
discussion when Richard Court was Premier and Treasurer, Geoff Gallop was the Leader of the Opposition and 
Eric Ripper was the shadow Treasurer prior to their election win in 2001. I refer to the comments of Eric Ripper 
in a number of different speeches, including the one I have here with me about a motion on the goods and 
services tax on 28 June 2000, and another in debate about legislation that was to authorise our utilities to 
effectively pay GST and then pass it on to the commonwealth. I cannot remember the exact name of that 
legislation. The conversions highlight the fact that the issues that we are talking about now and that the Premier 
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has been talking about for the past few years were raised; namely, the issue of a flaw and the fact that the GST 
took a bigger percentage of our revenue over which we had direct control through a number of taxes and gave it 
to the Commonwealth Grants Commission for redistribution. We knew that. I refer to Hansard of 13 October 
1999, and to Eric Ripper responding to Richard Court, the then Premier and Treasurer. It reads — 

He says that we will be given access to a growth tax. Let me put that more precisely: We will be given 
access to a share, to be determined by the Commonwealth, of that taxation revenue. That share might 
change from time to time depending on whether the Commonwealth thinks that Victoria or 
New South Wales needs a bit more. 

Premier Court interjected — 
Are you saying that the Commonwealth Grants Commission should change? 

Eric Ripper responded — 
I am saying that the Treasurer has signed up to an arrangement which makes a very large portion of our 
revenue hostage to a commonwealth government authority’s determination. Its determination might not 
be helpful to this State. 

The key point made was that we knowingly, with our eyes open, decided to give the Commonwealth Grants 
Commission a greater percentage of our revenue base for redistribution—we knew that. That was the time to 
negotiate a flaw, to negotiate a level under which it could not drop. That was put to the member for Cottesloe, 
the now Premier. I refer to Hansard of 28 June 2000 in which the member for Cottesloe was responding to 
a question asked by Eric Ripper — 

I do not like the grants commission process and I do not think it is particularly effective. It has served 
Australia’s purposes in the earlier period of our development, but I do not think it is appropriate now. 
That is a bigger issue to which we will come later. 

Unfortunately, coming later would require all the states to agree—that is the problem. One would have expected 
Mr Costello and Mr Howard to be more amenable to a flaw when there was general agreement about the GST. 
I dare say that any flaw in the carve-up of the GST will not happen now until all the states are above that flaw 
and projected to stay above it. Why would any state otherwise agree? The point I make is that we missed our 
opportunity. These things are all about political pressure points. The political pressure point then was the fact 
that Mr Howard and Mr Costello needed to get their signature reform agreed to and passed through the 
Parliaments of Australia. To get that agreement was the political pressure point. I want to re-emphasise that 
because it is worthy of re-emphasis every single time. I will continue to do that until these papers are more and 
more dog-eared, as they inevitably will be. 
I refer members of Parliament who are interested in this discussion to this document put out by the commonwealth 
Parliamentary Budget Office titled “National fiscal trends”. It outlines in considerable detail the national fiscal 
status of the states and the commonwealth. It quite specifically goes through state own-sourced revenue including 
royalties and makes the point, of course, that royalty revenue has been and will be heavily concentrated in Western 
Australia. The report makes two points at “Appendix A–States analysis”. In the decade from 2002–03 to 2012–13, 
Western Australia had the greatest total revenue growth of all the states, averaging eight per cent a year. Western 
Australia also has had the greatest spending growth, averaging 8.9 per cent a year. Ultimately, that is the problem 
that we face now with the Barnett government’s third Loan Bill; that is the reality. 

In the last couple of days I have followed with a fair bit of interest the comments in the paper made by the 
Treasurer about the upcoming budget. It is clear that spending growth for 2014–15 is likely to be to two point 
something percent, and that is good. Unfortunately, it was the first term of this government that set the trajectory 
for where we are now, and it will take a few years of that sort of management to get that under control. The first 
thing the government elected in 2017 will have to do is to introduce another Loan Bill. That 2017 government 
and probably the government elected in 2021 will have to do something about this debt somehow. We hope that 
recurrent revenue will be strong and expenses will be maintained at sustainable levels to deliver, like the former 
Labor government developed under Treasurer Ripper, strong surpluses to reduce the debt. Bear in mind, that we 
are assuming a very, very low interest rate environment across the budget year and across the forward estimates. 
I guess that is a reflection of what the state Treasury expects of the global economy over the coming years. 
I know Treasury would have got much information from all over the place to base its assumptions about the 
global economy out to 2017–18. Who knows whether that will continue for the duration of the 2017 or the 
2021 government? But the debt will still be there to be managed. I think the 2017 government, regardless of its 
stripe, will have to be characterised by how it handles the debt accumulated over the Barnett government’s two 
terms; that is the reality. Assuming this Loan Bill lasts until 30 June 2017, there will be another Loan Bill in 
2017. I assume that that will have to be the case. It will probably be one of the very first things that the new 
government will have to do. 
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We have made that point time and again, and we have been heavily critical of the government. I think I said in my 
contribution to the second reading debate that I sometimes find myself surprised that what we have been saying has 
been proven correct, because along the way one would have thought the government would have reacted or 
changed its course. But, in the end, here we are with the Barnett government’s third Loan Bill. There were loan bills 
for $8.3 billion in 2009 and $5 billion in 2012, and now $8 billion in 2015, which is two years of spending. That is 
it; just two years of spending. Ultimately, the Premier is wrong; the debt has to be repaid. We are shifting into the 
longer term maturity and we are pushing that out, which I dare say probably generates more favourable interest 
rates for the taxpayer and a bit more long-term certainty around that, but it has to be repaid. If we can maintain it, 
and continue to grow the economy, we will shrink that, if you like, as a percentage of GST. I am interested to plug 
in the figures around revenue expectations from the upcoming budget into my little Excel spreadsheet to see 
whether we are still expecting to have the highest revenue per capita of all the states. I would be interested to see if 
that is indeed the case, as well as what the GST is doing. In that six-month period between the 2014–15 budget and 
the Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement for 2014–15, the expected GST for the budget year 
forward estimates increased by $3 billion, because GST was doing what GST does through the 
Commonwealth Grants Commission process on the back of our expected smaller iron ore royalty return. 

We do not oppose loan bills. We see them as part of supply and the government needs to spend money. In this 
case it needs to borrow money to pay its public servants. We do not oppose the passage of the Loan Bill and we 
never have done but it is certainly incumbent upon us to make these points. I know the frustration. I have heard 
some of the contributions, there have not been many, from some of my colleagues on the other side of the 
chamber. They have said that we are all critiquing, we are all negative and we are all angry about the state of the 
finances. They all get up and talk about all the wonderful things that have been built or are being built or they 
hope will be built. I do not dispute the statement that the government has spent a lot of money. I do not dispute 
that; I agree furiously with government members. But it has traditionally been the hallmark of conservative 
governments—the member for Hillarys know this—that they spend within their capacity. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Not these guys. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is why I said it has traditionally been the hallmark of conservative governments to 
spend within their capacity. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Think big. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Think big—no vision. 
Ms R. Saffioti: The government is so stuck in process. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: It is so stuck in process, it is terrible. My desire to spend within our constraints is so terrible. 
Our revenue constraints have actually been fairly flexible because we have had strong revenue growth. Despite 
the GST decline we have had strong overall revenue growth. It has been 40 per cent since Mr Barnett became 
Premier. I like what the member for Cannington said yesterday, or one part of it, that it took 125 years to get to 
our revenue base to where it was when Mr Barnett became Premier, and six years to increase it by another 
40 per cent. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: No, I said — 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I know—I am paraphrasing what the member for Cannington said. 

I keep saying to the Premier that he cannot spend the money he wishes he has for a long period of time. I mean 
we can—I could go out and spend as though I was on the salary I wish I was on, $500 000 a year. It would be 
fun for about three months, before the bank came calling. The Premier came to power with a beautiful balance 
sheet—an incredible balance sheet—and thought that he could spend the revenue he wished he had because the 
balance sheet could handle it, up to a point. We reached that point some time ago when we lost the AAA credit 
rating. Now, we are on negative watch again. That is why we have the third Loan Bill for not an insignificant 
sum of money—$8 billion. It is not $8 billion for five or 10 years, but for two years—$8 billion on top of 
$5 billion and $8.3 billion.  

The other traditional view of conservative governments is that they manage government and the finances for the 
next government—for the next generation of Western Australians or Australians at the federal level. There is 
a traditional view of conservative governments that the balance sheet must be left with flexibility for future 
governments to respond to their own financial circumstances. That is not what the Barnett Liberal government 
has done—at all. Eric Ripper did that. When the Labor Party lost office in 2008, it bequeathed to the incoming 
Liberal government a strong balance sheet. Then the state got this huge surge in royalty revenue that saw a huge 
surge in overall revenue. We are clearly coming out of that. Every year in this place, every single statement of 
risks in the budget—I read them all out during the second reading debate—say, “Do not rely on the commodity 
price. It is volatile. Please do not rely on this.” The midyear review was released about the time that the Premier 
started agitating against Rio Tinto and BHP Billiton in particular. After he strolled around the country cutting 
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ribbons on iron ore expansions, the Premier, aghast, got angry when they expanded. Treasury, which has been 
cast out into the wastelands of the public service since the member for Cottesloe became Premier, put this into 
the 2014–15 midyear review — 

Despite the risks associated with lower prices, iron ore production volumes have been revised up since 
budget. They are now projected to grow from 631 million tonnes (Mt) in 2013–14 … to 802 Mt in 
2017–18 … Ultimately, this represents an expectation that the majority of iron ore supply that may be 
displaced at current prices will be from producers outside of Western Australia. 

That is the key point. The Premier’s comments are valid on one condition and one condition only. That is this: 
iron ore is produced in Western Australia and nowhere else in the world. That is the only way upon which the 
comments are valid. But we know that that is simply not true. Iron ore is produced in many countries, including 
the place of our main export, China, which is the biggest producer of iron ore in the world. Treasury went on to 
make this plaintive cry in the midyear review — 

In this regard, most of the iron ore produced in Western Australia comes from large capital-intensive 
operations — 

By way of an aside, the Premier has been cutting ribbons on these expansions with big scissors — 
… that have relatively low operating costs when compared to producers from other countries. 
Production from large producers is not likely to be affected by movements in price over the short-term. 
Previous episodes of sharp price declines during 2012 and the Global Financial Crisis had little impact 
on the volume of iron ore sales from Western Australia. Capital-intensive producers typically have high 
fixed costs, which means they have to operate at capacity to minimise the unit costs. Consequently, 
these producers have limited incentive to reduce output when demand falls. 

This is what Treasury tells the Premier. There is nothing surprising about what Treasury is saying here—namely, 
Rio Tinto and BHP Billiton are spending a lot of money on their expansions and will do what they can to 
maximise the benefit of that capital-intensive expansion. We know, because iron ore is produced in other parts of 
the world, that if we stop producing, supply will be filled in by other suppliers. I make that point as I conclude. 

Just to finish with one more point in my final minute. The opposition does not oppose the Loan Bill 2015; it is an 
important part of supply for the government. For this government, it is a standard operating procedure. It should 
actually be in the standing orders! However, we will continue to critique the management of the finances, 
because ultimately we are now dealing with the flowthrough from that first term of the Barnett government that 
spent and spent and spent, increasing the base of our expenses. Therefore, now turning this ship, we start to see 
these clumsy policies like the workforce renewal program that will, as the member for Cannington pointed out, 
definitely result in significant cuts. That is not what we want. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [11.15 am]: It is always good to be in the chamber when the member for 
Victoria Park makes a contribution. I would have, in fact, jumped up to move a suspension of standing orders to 
give him extra time to speak, because what he was saying and contributing to the debate in Western Australia 
was so valuable that we should not have limited what we hear from him. 
Our debate last night on the Loan Bill 2015 was quite interesting. I congratulate the Treasurer on adopting a new 
process to treat the opposition with a bit of respect, because we actually got some interesting information going 
last night because of that process. It is always better to treat Parliament with respect, because, first, the bill’s 
passage is faster, and, second, Parliament gets to know more information. 

In debate about the huge debt that the Barnett government is giving to my children and my yet unborn 
grandchildren, I am always amused about the idea that none of this could have been predicted; that we were 
blindsided and we did not know this was going to happen. The Premier always says that members should never 
read Hansard of their own speeches, and I dare not feel so restrained following his instruction. I am going to 
read my own Hansard from 18 September 2012 in respect of the Western Australian Future Fund. The future 
fund and the loans, as we talked about last night, are directly connected because all the future fund money is 
borrowed. I said — 

If we look backwards, this government has been very lucky; it has had a huge boom in income for the 
state. Revenues have been going up at unprecedented levels, so if the government wanted to set up 
a future fund, this is not the year to do it. If it wanted to be sensible, it would not be having a debt 
binge, which is what it has done—debt has gone from $3 billion in round figures for the government 
trading enterprises to $18 billion, and is on the way to $24 billion, and that final figure is on the 
assumption that there will be a $598 million cash surplus in the final years of the forward estimates, 
which is complete rubbish. That is a smoke-and-mirrors figure, based on the government not doing 
things that it has promised to do. It will not happen and cannot happen. The debt actually will be higher 
than $24 billion in the final year. 
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Of course, we know that is true. The midyear review shows the debt expected for the end of the current financial 
year will be $25.375 billion. I make the point that that was the final year of those estimates, and indeed the 
government is currently projecting debt at the end of the current forward estimates period to be $30.857 billion. 
That is the net debt. The Loan Bill is specifically authorising the general government sector debt, which is 
obviously lower than the total net debt that includes the trading enterprises. One way or another, the government 
got its budgeting completely wrong. At a time of unprecedented revenue, it not only spent all that revenue, but 
also borrowed money to spend. The government says that it likes to build things and if it had not borrowed, it 
could not have built those things. The former government built just as many schools and just as many facilities 
for the community. It built Forrest Highway and delivered more public transport; it actually increased the 
number of bus miles in an unprecedented way, because all buses that used to run to Mandurah were reallocated. 
Even though there was this massive increase in rail, I pointed out to former transport minister Hon Troy Buswell 
that that was actually the greatest increase in bus use in the state because those buses were reallocated into the 
network. We did all those things and we ran a cash surplus—not just a recurrent surplus, a cash surplus—so we 
were paying for all our capital works out of cash; we did not have to borrow for our capital works program. The 
only way we can reduce the state’s debt is to run a cash surplus, and I make the same observation I made in the 
second reading debate: the cash deficit of this government is two and a half times higher, in percentage of 
revenue terms, than Wayne Swan’s federal Labor budget. That deficit has been described by the Liberal Party as 
a “budget emergency”. It was only a small percentage of the deficit being run in this state, but it was 
a “budget emergency”; here in Western Australia the government is trying to claim that this is proper fiscal 
management. That does not make any sense. 
I appreciate that the Treasurer last night read into Hansard some information regarding the effect of interest rates 
and we all commented on how low interest rates currently are—they are unbelievably low. Would it not be great if 
we had no debt at the minute, because then we could actually borrow at those low rates, lock it in for the future, and 
build infrastructure that the state needs. We could have $20 billion at low interest rates. Unfortunately, we have 
already spent the money; it is not actually priming the economy, we have already spent it. 

That is the point I made last night; the member for Victoria Park slightly misquoted me. The general government 
sector is currently authorised to borrow $13.76 billion, according to the information given to us by the Treasurer, 
and this additional $8 billion will raise that to $21.7 billion. We have taken the whole of our state’s history to 
borrow $13.7 billion, but as the member for West Swan pointed out to me when we were chatting privately, at 
the time the current government came to power, that was lower than zero because we actually had cash assets on 
the general government sector. We have gone from $2.2 billion positive to $13.7 billion negative over six and 
a half years. That is $15.9 billion in six and a bit years, and now the government is going to take another 
40 per cent in just two years. Anyone can do this on their calculator: put in 21 762, multiply it by 0.01 and it 
comes out at 217.6. That is $217.6 million; for every one per cent increase in our interest rates, 
Western Australia’s budget is going to have to find $217.6 million. 

Yes, we have these unbelievably low interest rates now; they have settled on extraordinarily low rates, but just as 
we knew two years ago that the iron ore price was going to go down—we did not know when it was going down, 
but we knew that it would go down—today we know that interest rates are going to go up. We do not know 
when they are going to go up, but we know that they will go up, and when they go up, every one per cent extra 
will be $217.6 million taken out of the budgets for health, education and police to pay the interest bill. That is 
what is happening here. One does not have to be a genius; I am not a genius, but I can work these things out. 
Mr P.C. Tinley: Do you want a second opinion? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No! I get plenty of advice on that issue, I can tell the member, and that is just at home! 

It is easy to work these things out. Given that we know that these things are going to happen, planning involves 
taking account of the known factors. It is like Rumsfeld’s thing: There are known unknowns and unknown 
unknowns. We can plan for the known unknowns but not the unknown unknowns. Well, it was a known 
unknown that the price of iron ore was going to fall, yet the government did nothing to get the budget ready for 
that. Let us assume that two or five years ago the government had got ready and planned for a fall in iron ore 
prices. What would it have done? It would have saved money and if it had saved for a few years, it would then 
have been in a position of having extra cash. It could have then said, “We’ll continue to plan for a falling iron 
ore price, but now that we’ve got two or three billion dollars in the bank, we can spend that on infrastructure 
without needing to increase debt.” It could then have gone further forward and if the iron ore price had stayed 
high, it could have done it again. But no; the government assumed that the iron ore price was never going to fall.  

I quoted last night the comments made by former Treasurer Christian Porter, who said that when prices fell, 
volumes would increase and that therefore the two things would cancel each other out. No, they did not. We 
always knew that that would not always happen and that we could not continue indefinitely to expand production 
volumes in iron ore. There was always going to be a price effect. All the investors in the iron ore sector knew 
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that, and I have read articles in The Economist and elsewhere on that very issue. A couple of years ago there was 
an article in The Economist that went into detail on that. It was not just about Australian iron ore; it was about 
the supercycle. The supercycle has been going on for other export commodity economies all around the world, 
and the point was made in this article about two or three years ago that the supercycle was coming to an end. 
Everybody knew it was going to end; it was not a case of, “Oh my God, it was such a shock!” That is completely 
and utterly wrong. Anybody who reads anything knew it was going to end. Members can go back and read 
Adam Smith and he could have told them it was going to happen. Everybody knew this was going to happen. We 
get a boom in prices and investment goes into the industry until there is an oversupply. Once there is an 
oversupply, even one tonne of unsold iron ore will push the price down. One box of unsold tomatoes at the fruit 
and veg market will push the price down. It does not matter; if there is an oversupply, no matter how small, the 
price will fall. 
That is the whole reason they set up a cartel in the oil industry. If we go back to 1973, the Organisation of 
Petroleum Exporting Countries stopped selling oil completely and the price went up to a historic level of five or 
six times its previous price. OPEC controlled 70 to 80 per cent of the oil sector, and now it controls 25 per cent 
of the oil sector. What happened? When the price went up in the 1970s—two big increases in 1973 and 1979—
there was all this price response, and now we have shale oil in North America and suddenly the oil industry is 
completely different. Guess what? That was always going to happen in the iron ore sector. If it was not BHP, it 
would have been Rio’s investment in Guinea; and if it was not that, it would have been something else. It was 
predicted in the Treasury documents—government members should go back and read their own budget papers—
that there would be a decline in production in China, and that never happened. Guess what? The price response 
was going to happen. This is not an unknown. We knew these things were going to happen, we just did not know 
when. If the government knew it was going to happen, it should have planned for it to happen.  

Now, having not planned for the fall in iron ore price, the government is in the position of having to borrow 
money to pay for pens and paper. What happens next? There is going to be an increase in interest rates. I do not 
know when it is going to happen, I just know it is going to happen because that is what happens. Members can 
go back and look at 100, 200 years of history; it is a cycle. Every time the interest rate increases, it is going to 
mean $200 million taken out of the budgets of government departments providing services to the people of 
Western Australia. That is the position the government has put itself in. 
I spoke last night about the amount of interest we are paying and that we have been very lucky. As I pointed out, 
in the current financial year, we are almost exactly where we thought we would be two years ago in the budget 
papers—not because we did not borrow more than we expected; our borrowings are actually $2.1 billion higher 
than was predicted. The fact that interest rates have fallen faster than was thought, has saved us, but our interest 
costs are going up and we know they will continue to go up because the volume of debt is going up. At some 
time in the future, unless the debt is lower, when the cost of debt goes up, we will be trapped again and these 
swingeing cuts will go further. I will make a point here about this again. I thank the Treasurer for providing this 
notional allocation—I understand that is what it is. The Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority is notionally 
allocated $313 million, and the Public Transport Authority $1.6 billion, of the borrowings. I am not trying to put 
words in the Treasurer’s mouth, but I understand he said the MRA also had some off–balance sheet borrowings 
through its commercial operations. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: On its own balance sheet. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, and it is not reflected there. Western Power borrows its own money for its 
activities. Some parts of the MRA — 
Ms R. Saffioti: The MRA must get most of its borrowings from the consolidated account. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I do not know. Anyway, I am just drawing attention to those two debt figures. 
The MRA’s asset investment program is on page 342 of budget paper No 2 of the current year’s budget. It shows 
$194 million is allocated to the Perth City Link redevelopment. The PTA’s asset investment program on 
page 832 shows an allocation of $569.269 million. Rounded up, $760 million is allocated to the Perth City Link. 
This is a great project. Everyone knows that we have waited a long time to have Northbridge linked to the city. 
The question I have is: is $760 million the value that people would put on linking the city and Northbridge? 

Dr M.D. Nahan: I believe that would also include some commonwealth investment into the Perth City Link 
project. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Sure. Yes, we are very lucky that a federal Labor government was interested in 
investing in metropolitan infrastructure, but remember what happened. The federal government said, “We’ll go 
halves in the project.” 

Ms R. Saffioti: It asked what projects we wanted funded. 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It asked that first. The Pilbara inland electricity link was our number one priority for 
funding, but the first thing the Premier did in office was withdraw that. I note that the Minister for Energy has 
just announced a study into that, although I understand it is not being done in a public way; it is a desktop study. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: He put out a press release in January on the issue. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: I see what you mean. I thought you meant the link through the midwest. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No; the Pilbara link. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: The NWIS? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. That was Alannah MacTiernan’s number one priority. We put it to Infrastructure 
Australia as our number one issue. The first decision of the incoming Barnett government was to cancel the 
application. The commonwealth government then asked what we wanted it to fund and we said the 
Northbridge Link. When the commonwealth government agreed to fund half the cost of the Northbridge Link, 
the Premier expanded the remit of the project and made it a more expensive project. 

Ms R. Saffioti: They were desperate; they had no other projects. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The potential saving of the commonwealth contributing money to Western Australia for 
the Perth–Northbridge Link project was wasted by expanding the project’s scope. I say again, the Treasurer should 
go back to the Labor Party’s 2013 election policy and the idea of having an Infrastructure Western Australia based 
on Infrastructure Australia and Infrastructure New South Wales. Before governments throw three-quarters of a 
billion dollars at linking the City of Perth with Northbridge, a cost–benefit analysis should be done. The Treasurer 
should look at the Public Accounts Committee report into major infrastructure projects—chaired by the former 
member for Balcatta, Hon John Kobelke—and its recommendations on the framework that is supposed to be 
applied to these projects. None of these things occurred. Part of the PTA’s money, $230 million, is allocated to put 
the Wellington Street bus station underground. According to the research I have done—I am no expert, but my 
friend Google and I have had a bit of a look at this—I cannot find a bus station anywhere in the world that cost 
$230 million. So far as I can see, it is the most expensive bus station in the world. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: It might be the best. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, but is it value for money? Members opposite cannot tell me that we can spend 
$230 million on a bus station and call that value for money. The amount of $1.8 billion paid for the rail line — 
Ms R. Saffioti: Do you want a South Perth train station? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, the member for South Perth could have had a South Perth train station for less than 
that. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: A lot less. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: We could have had the complete order of the railcar sets. 
Mr M. McGowan: You will be getting that 38-storey tower. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, but the good thing about that is it will be privately funded. But why not? There are 
all those buildings in the private land part of Northbridge Link. Why not make it a condition of approval for the 
construction of those buildings that the developers put the bus station in? That would not have cost the 
government anything. It would have been a condition of the approvals, given the government is spending all that 
taxpayer money to make it an attractive location on which to build office towers. That is great; there is nothing 
wrong with that; they are commercial buildings. It is a properly financed project with almost no government 
money involved at that end of the project because it is on private land. It is a great project, but the government 
did not have to spend $230 million to put a bus station underground. When I ask my constituents whether they 
know that the Premier of the state of Western Australia is spending $230 million to build an underground bus 
station, they say, “What?” Nobody knows about it. It is an embarrassment. I remember the 1990s when all the 
Liberals in this state criticised the Labor government for building the busport at The Esplanade. It did not cost 
$230 million and it is used all the time. The PTA did not have to reduce its footprint. That is what has happened; 
the PTA has said that it is using great technology and the busport has dynamic arrival platforms. The only reason 
there are dynamic arrival platforms is that it is underground and we cannot afford to build a big bus station; 
it had to be small. It could have been small and been built on the surface for $20 million. It cost $230 million 
because it is very expensive to build underground facilities in Western Australia. 

Ms R. Saffioti: It also limits further capacity. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes; it means there is no capacity for growth, so the capacity for growth will be at The 
Esplanade bus station. Not that many cities have two inner-city bus stations, but if we want two inner-city bus 
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stations, we should not take this approach; it is just wrong. We will pay for this, and our children and our 
grandchildren will pay for this. I am flabbergasted. I know the member for Victoria Park said the same thing, but 
I am constantly flabbergasted that Liberals, with one honourable exception, do not talk about this in public. They 
do not stand up for the interests of Western Australians. They have all gone to sleep. We heard the ridiculous 
contribution to the second reading debate by the member for Southern River who talked about power poles, 
when he did not know that these borrowings have nothing to do with Western Power—a minor detail! 

On Tuesday night, when we were debating the second reading, my daughter was working at her studies sitting in 
the library at the University of Western Australia. She had the computer on and she was watching us all on the 
internet. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: Tell her to get a life! 
Mr P. Papalia: Is she happy about her children’s debt? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: She does not have children, but if she had children, she would not be happy. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Mightily impressed as always, member. In fact, she made lots of comments, some of 
which if I repeated in the chamber, I would be booted out, so we will not go there! She was working on her 
political science or whatever unit—I am not sure of the proper title—reading an article by a person called 
David Runciman headed “Can democracy cope?” It was on page 538 of The Political Quarterly, volume 82, 
issue 4, copyrighted in 2011. My daughter sent me this via a Facebook message. I said, “That’s a great quote; 
send me the document”, so she did. This article is talking about American democracy, but let us think about it in 
the Western Australian context. It states — 

For some of the gloomiest contemporary commentators, American democracy is now little more than 
a giant Ponzi scheme. It deals with its debt by loading more obligations onto future generations, putting 
off the evil day when the whole thing comes crashing down. 

That is exactly the budget plan for the Western Australian Liberal government—put it off until tomorrow. Now 
we are in tomorrow, we have to suffer. Now there are these massive cuts to every agency in the state. Every 
single agency is being cut. There is no scalpel in this—these are not targeted cuts; these are a blunt instrument. 
Every Western Australian will suffer because of it. Why? Because the Premier never understood that the world 
was going to change. Every single other person in the entire world knew that the world would not stay the same. 
This idea that no-one predicted the fall in the iron ore price is simply wrong—100 per cent wrong. Every 
commentator everywhere in the world who wrote about the resource sector said that the iron ore price was going 
to fall. The Premier thinks we had to predict when it would fall. That is not right. We just had to know that it was 
going to fall. Then that had to be built into the government’s plan. Once it was built into the plan, that would 
have given the government the flexibility to cope with crisis. That is the whole point that Eric Ripper made in 
government. It was an extraordinary position. Sadly, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia is principally to blame for this. It criticised the Labor government when it proposed the 
Mandurah train line. Its position was that it should be done without borrowings. When the Labor government 
built the Mandurah line without borrowing money, the CCI then said that Western Australia had a lazy balance 
sheet and it should borrow more for capital investment. It said the Mandurah line was a wrong call because that 
line was going to produce a return because it was preventing the need to build additional roads; so there was 
actually savings in that. The demand to increase borrowings was not put in a proper context. It was not put in the 
context of planning for the future. Remember, the current government likes to talk about the two metropolitan 
hospitals it has built—Fiona Stanley Hospital and the one that is nearly completed, Perth Children’s Hospital. 
For Fiona Stanley Hospital, there was $1.4 billion cash in the bank from Eric Ripper, the Labor Treasurer. For 
the Children’s Hospital, $500 million was given to the state government by BHP Billiton and Rio Tinto for the 
purpose of constructing it. Five hundred million dollars was given to the state of Western Australia by BHP and 
Rio to build the Children’s Hospital. The two big hospital achievements were never paid for by the current 
government; they were paid for by others. Fiona Stanley Hospital was planned, designed, named, funded and 
commenced by the former Labor government; the Children’s Hospital was paid for by Rio and BHP. 

I also remind members that it was not as though the Labor government was not going to build a new 
Children’s Hospital. The Labor government at the time said that if it tried to build the Children’s Hospital at that 
moment, the construction costs would be too high and the state would not get value for money. Oh my God, 
what a terrible thing to say! Imagine expecting to get value for money for taxpayers—how terrible! The idea that 
value for money is an important consideration rather than just cutting ribbons is ridiculous. That is the legacy 
that the Liberal government is leaving. That is the legacy that the Liberal backbench is leaving to the people of 
Western Australia because they do not do their job. They do not get up in the party room and challenge each year 
the ridiculous process of this government. Eight billion dollars today and we know—because it has told us—that 
the government will have to come back and borrow more before 30 June 2017. It is a shambles. 
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MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [11.45 am]: Thank you for the ability to contribute to the third reading debate 
on what is a very significant occasion—the state Parliament will soon be passing an $8 billion loan bill through 
the Loan Bill 2015 and, for the first time in over 20 years, it is borrowing to fund recurrent expenditure. As 
I said, probably the most significant financial crime that can be perpetrated on taxpayers is borrowing to fund the 
everyday running of government. The government is borrowing to fund pens and paper. It is a situation that 
a state like WA should never ever be in. It has not come as a result of four or five years of declining revenue; it 
has come at a time when there has been massive revenue growth in this state over the past seven years with 
royalty revenue coming through in truckloads. It is not a position Western Australia should be in. 

Like my colleagues, I want to thank the Treasurer for what was, for once, quite a serious and proper discussion 
during consideration in detail, and also his adviser, Michael Court, for providing all the advice that we requested 
or that was available at the time. I thought last night’s consideration in detail was conducted in a professional 
manner and that the Treasurer aimed to answer many of the questions put forward. I want to thank the Treasurer 
for that. 

I now refer to a document that was tabled last night in this place. The member for Cannington talked about the 
notional allocation of these borrowings. What was tabled last night was basically a notional allocation of the 
borrowings of this government—to a point. Remember that the general government sector was in a cash surplus 
position back in 2008. Since then, there have been three loan bills. Last night, a document was tabled that 
notionally allocated the debt of the existing Loan Act limit of $13.7 billion, plus another $8 billion. It notionally 
allocated $21.8 billion worth of debt. It is a very interesting document. As many people know, I have been 
around government for a while. I know there is always tension between statistics and what is spun out in the 
community. I have been surprised by some of the information being used by backbenchers around the place 
trying to justify expenditure. I saw that happen on The Today Show a couple of months ago. Backbenchers are 
providing information to try to justify the government’s actions. A lot of it has been about where this debt is 
going. Government members have trotted out saying, “It’s not about the glamour projects; it is about health or it 
is about this.” They try to use statistics or use spin to try to justify it. Information was also sent to households 
containing pie graphs and things like that. The information was produced, and I was always interested in that. 
I always thought, “Hang on, I don’t think you can provide that information with any degree of certainty” because 
I know that the consolidated fund acts as a consolidated fund and borrows as an entity, and that individual 
agencies do not do that. A task I had was to try to find out how those figures were arrived at. I sort of doubted 
what those figures were.  

Last night, the Treasurer tabled this document. I know Treasury would be very worried about this document now 
being in the public domain because this is a notional allocation. This is not saying that this particular amount of 
money was borrowed for Health. The government is using this to justify itself in public, but it actually is 
a notional allocation. It is basically there to try to justify or try to understand where these debts and borrowings 
were created. However, to satisfy myself that I was not a conspiracy theorist, I have used the past 45 minutes to 
go through and dissect some of the health expenditure. There is a notional allocation of $5.5 billion of debt 
against the health allocation. I thought: a few hospitals have been built, but I do not think the Treasurer would 
have justified spending $5.5 billion on hospitals. So, I did a quick analysis. As I have said, this is really rough, 
and if the Treasurer can stand and correct me, I would be more than keen—I would be pleased—because, 
honestly, this is rough. I did not use all actuals. I used some estimated actuals because of the time requirement—
these things happen—and I looked at it quickly. 

There is about $7.6 billion of total asset expenditure, including 2016–17, because this Loan Bill goes until 30 June 
2017. I looked at commonwealth funding. All up, there is about $550 million of commonwealth funding, and that 
rings true, because, remember, federal Labor funds health in Western Australia. It is interesting to look at some of 
the commonwealth funding figures, because I know the Premier is out there claiming a massive victory because this 
state now has $500 million in road funding. There was $23 million in 2008–09; $32 million in 2009–10; 
$148 million in 2010–11; $142 million in 2011–12; $81 million in 2012–13; $61 million in 2013–14; $55 million in 
2014–15; $600 000 for next year, 2015–16; and $1.6 million in 2016–17. The federal Labor government was very 
keen to invest, in particular in the new Midland Health Campus, putting money up-front and providing a lot of 
funding for health. That was federal Labor. I know the Premier thinks that $500 million for a few roads is a major 
victory, but at the same time as the commonwealth government is basically withdrawing completely from providing 
any capital funding, and then from recurrent funding, I think it is pretty much a false argument to be out there 
congratulating the commonwealth for giving us a bit of money for road funding. 

I looked at the Fiona Stanley Hospital account because, remember, money for that hospital was put into an account. 
That is cash, so it should not affect the borrowings. It does have an impact on net debt, there is no doubt about that, 
but it does not actually affect the borrowings, because the money is there, so it should not be the cause of a loan bill. 
I calculated that over the whole life at about $1.6 billion, because it did accumulate some money. I then looked at 
the BHP–Rio contribution of $350 million. All up—as I said, this is a rough calculation and hopefully it is right—if 
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the government were to borrow every bit of capital expenditure for health, excluding, of course, the commonwealth 
funding, the Fiona Stanley funding and the BHP–Rio funding, I got to $5.1 billion. I know that sometimes it is 
really hard to stand here and talk about these sorts of calculations, but that is excluding the royalties money, which 
was also meant to be cash money. If we include the royalties money, the borrowing requirement should have been a 
lot less—I am talking about down to $3 billion or $4 billion. 

This is a very interesting document. I know there is always tension between Treasury, which likes to get things 
right, and the Government Media Office, which needs to try to sell a story. The story here was, 
“Look, backbencher A, head out there; we’ve borrowed a lot of money, but talk about this and talk about that.” 
I think those numbers are completely false. They are driven by notional allocations being put forward by 
Treasury to try to substantiate an $8 billion figure—probably a request from the Treasurer’s office or from the 
Premier’s office—but they are actually fundamentally false, because, if we work through it, they cannot be 
correct. It does not add up. 

In relation to that, I want to talk a bit about the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority, because it is interesting, 
and if the Treasurer can completely explain this, I am happy to listen to it. The MRA expenditure seems a bit 
low—the borrowing seems a bit low. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: In that notional allocation? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes. The Treasurer said that is because it gets funding from other sources, or it uses other 
balance sheet borrowings. But, still, I am not entirely confident with that. The total expenditure of the MRA is 
far greater than the borrowings there, and it is undertaking programs all the time. I know it inherited strong 
balance sheets from the former East Perth Redevelopment Authority and Subiaco Redevelopment Authority, and 
they were big entities that had good balance sheets—we always tried to get our hands on those!—but it was only 
when the government rounded them up and made them into the MRA that it could do that. I understand that. But 
all I am saying is I do not think Treasury was very keen to release this document. I think this document is being 
used by the government to try to justify its expenditure to the public. But I do not think it tells the true story. The 
true story is that too much has been spent on the beautification projects and now we do not have funding to do 
the bread and butter. 

Mr F.M. Logan: The vanity projects. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, the vanity projects. 

This morning I raised a grievance about the construction of a primary school at Caversham south, a school that 
was funded last year and then cut out of the budget. The Treasurer’s response was, “Oh, we can’t do everything.” 
That is right, but it is about priorities, and this is the key problem that we have been talking about over the last 
six years. 

The member for South Perth interjected on the member for Cannington in relation to the underground busport or 
bus station. The member for Cannington made a good point. It does not actually deliver any real public transport 
outcomes. The government is not adding more kilometres. It is not building new rail lines. It is not building 
a new train station in South Perth to service a rapidly growing population, where we see a massive — 

Mr J.E. McGrath: It’s good to have you on board, member! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If the member for South Perth joins the Labor Party, we might build him one! 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: How much will it cost? 

Mr W.J. Johnston: We don’t know. Come over here. Swap sides and we’ll cost it for you. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: This is coming from a side that commits to a $1.5 billion football stadium, on the basis that 
the Premier was being driven in a car along Graham Farmer Freeway, and he looked to the right and saw a lot of 
vacant land and thought, “Geez, that’s a good place for a football stadium.” 

Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is like an episode of Downfall. So he rang up the office and said, “I want to put a football 
stadium on Belmont Park”, only to be told, “Well, Premier, there’s only one problem with that; we don’t own the 
land”, so he said, “Oh, geez! Hold on. Look at the other side. The other side has a lot of vacant land. It’s pretty. 
It’s near the water. I’ll make it like the MCG. We’ll have business class seats and radios in the toilets.” The 
government is always asking us about our process. This is how this government commits to a football stadium—
while the Premier is being driven along the Graham Farmer bridge! 

Mr J.E. McGrath: You always have your eyes closed and don’t look at anything. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I try to look at the economic side of things. I look at things, but I also try to look at the 
economics. For example, I had a look at the financial summary of the John Langoulant report, which looked at 
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not only the cost of the stadium, but also the operations—who will be the key tenants, what will be the usage 
costs, what will be the net impact on football in Western Australia, and what will be the net impact on the 
consolidated fund; it looked at all those things. Fair enough, we can look at a bit of land, but we also want to try 
to get some detail about the financial impact. 

Just on that football stadium—a good segue—another key point that we are facing today is that concrete is being 
poured for a football stadium, and still no-one knows what the full cost will be. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That’s right, and if you think that’s bad, there’s no plan to get people to the stadium. There’s 
only a plan to get people away from the stadium! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I know we are getting that bridge. I heard about the bridge the other day. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: We’ll give you a train station. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I know. But the government is utilising existing capacity—the existing rail lines. We know 
the issues about Friday night games. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You haven’t looked at it. The PTA still won’t say how it will get people to the stadium. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No-one can guarantee the Friday night games. The government is spending $1.5 billion on 
a new stadium and cannot guarantee the iconic major drawcard games for an AFL season. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: Have you ever been to Melbourne for a Friday night game at the MCG? Have you ever seen 
the gridlock in Melbourne when there’s a Friday night football match? But people still get there. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Seriously, this whole idea of trying to compare — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! One at a time. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I have been to a Friday night game at the Melbourne Cricket Ground. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: I think I saw you there. It was probably Fremantle and Geelong. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It probably was. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Did Fremantle win? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Fremantle did not win that one, but it became Skilled Stadium experts and won the next 
couple. 

The government has this Melbourne inferiority complex: Melbourne has one, so we are going to try to do it. The 
MCG works because it is approximately the same distance in kilometres from the city centre; we have measured 
it. The government does not take into account that the whole structure of the city is completely different, it has 
a tram system and there is tonnes of parking around there. Every time I have walked to the MCG, I have seen 
people coming from the train station or the tram and tonnes of people parking or walking or catching buses. 
There are about five really strong options. This stadium is not the MCG. The contracts have been let, but when 
the directors general are asked whether they can guarantee Friday night games, they say that they cannot. That is 
not me being negative; that is the reality. There are issues to do with the capacity of the rolling stock and the 
capacity of the trains and how the stadium will be serviced; we know that. 

That was the operations of the stadium, but let me now go to the key point about the financials. These guys made 
the decision and they are building it. What is the cost? We do not know what the cost is. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: It will be on budget. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: What is the budget? 
Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: This is a very complex financial transaction. The state is putting forward some capital 
up-front and the private operator is putting in the balance. The cost to the state will depend on a number of 
issues, but one of the key issues will be stadium memberships. All these things should have been locked away 
first, but the government is working them out now. Of course, the clubs do not want stadium memberships 
because if there are stadium memberships, it will hit their bottom line. As the only real users of the stadium and 
the only people who can guarantee that anyone will come through the door of the stadium, they have a very 
strong hand in the debate. They are the only ones who can guarantee content, and they can guarantee a lot of 
content—22 games a year. I think Etihad Stadium has about 5 000 memberships a year. If the financier gets the 
memberships, it will reduce the annual cost to the state government. It could be $5 million, $10 million or 
$15 million a year. The two key users will have to agree on allowing stadium memberships to protect the 
taxpayers. That is where we are at. State taxpayers have poured in all the capital—$1.5 billion, and I will come 
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back to that in a moment. The financier has no content risk; the state has the content risk. The state has put in all 
the capital, but the two key users, the West Coast Eagles and the Fremantle Dockers, do not want stadium 
memberships because it will impact on their bottom line and their memberships. Basically, we are sitting around 
the negotiating table after putting in all that money, but they have the upper hand. They are trying to protect their 
interests, so good on them. That is basically what they are there to do. But the government has created a situation 
whereby all these things are being sorted out while the concrete is being poured. 

That was the annual operating cost and the subsidy to the operator to run the stadium. Now I will look at the 
capital. We have no idea about the financing arrangements. Will there be a balloon payment? What will the 
annual costs be? We have no idea about that, yet the stadium is under construction now. In relation to public 
transport, we have no idea how people will get to the stadium. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: It’s been well documented. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: No, it hasn’t—rubbish! 
Mr J.E. McGrath: You keep talking about the line from Joondalup and all of that. There is going to be a station 
there. There are going to be lines feeding in from Armadale, Joondalup and Fremantle. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: One at a time! The member for West Swan has the call. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There are a couple of things. Firstly, it is on the Armadale line — 
Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! The member for West Swan has the floor. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The people who will come from Armadale will be happy; they will be able to access the 
stadium. It will not be as easy for people coming from the south west on the Mandurah line, because the 
government never did that connection that it promised in 2008, so those people will have to go through the city. 
I think the member for Cannington did the analysis of the Midland line; those people will have to get off at 
Claisebrook station. Someone did an analysis that showed that walking from Claisebrook station to the stadium 
will be equivalent to walking from the middle of Hay Street to Subiaco Oval. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: No. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Google it. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: It’s not uphill for a start. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is not uphill! 

Then there is the footbridge. Another colleague of mine has outlined the issues with the footbridge. The footbridge 
will not go into a dynamic entertainment district; the footbridge will go into a very nice residential suburb. No 
wonder the member for Perth was doorknocking in East Perth, selling those people the fact that local steel was 
being used for the bridge, but they were thinking, “We do not want tens of thousands of people walking through our 
suburb after a footy game, but thanks for letting us know about the local content for the bridge!” 

There are a number of key deficiencies. We keep asking the minister, but the minister knows nothing. I think the 
only ones who might know about this are the member for South Perth and the Office of Strategic Projects. We 
ask questions. The key issue is how much it will cost, but we do not know. A committee asked for the business 
case, but the minister said that it could not be provided because of the confidentiality provisions. How many 
stadiums is the government going to build in the next 10 years? Seriously! It is not as though there will be 
10 different stadiums and the government wants to protect the confidentiality provisions around this one. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: There’s one in Karratha from royalties for regions. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Is there? 

I understand the confidentiality provisions. Taxpayers’ money is being used to build basically a private facility. 
I love football and have been going to games for 25 or 26 years, but, as a football fan and a taxpayer, I know 
that, as much as I love my football, there has to be a limit. It is the football for goodness sake! There is all this 
stuff about the experience. It is a football game. If a person’s team wins, they do not care where they sit or how 
big that seat is; it is a great game. If their team loses, it does not matter how comfortable that seat is; it is a crap 
game. It is as simple as that. 

This goes to the key point, which is the financials of the stadium. We are debating an $8 billion bill and there are 
notional allocations. I do not blame Treasury; I know what would have happened. The government would have 
said, “Guys, we need to justify this expenditure. Dixie wants to produce some pretty good graphs for the 
newsletter and backbenchers need to have key talking points. Let us try to see where we are spending that money 
and why we have all this debt.” I do not think it adds up. It is a notional allocation; it is not a real allocation. As 
I said, in health, it was a back-of-the-envelope analysis, but I was being very conservative because I did not take 
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into account that about $1 billion or $2 billion was being funded from royalties for regions. I actually think my 
analysis was conservative. I think more money is being spent on beautification projects than the government will 
ever concede. The government says that it is going to do this, and that it will be really pretty and really nice. But 
guess what? The government is bankrupting the state! Although the government can say these things in a really 
nice voice and say that it will be really pretty, it is bankrupting the state! The member for Southern River 
reckons that his grandkids will enjoy having to pay off a 30-year-old stadium that will require a rebuild, 
maintenance or refurbishment that will not happen because the state will be in so much debt. 

Our suburbs are growing. The government announced the building of a new school in a budget media statement. 
The Premier said that we cannot rely on government media statements, but I did. The government announced 
a new school for Caversham south. For this, I congratulated the government, which I do not do very often. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That was a mistake! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It was a mistake—a big mistake. I welcomed the announcement; the government had 
listened and had decided to build Caversham south primary school. 

Mr M. McGowan: That could be why they cancelled it! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Perhaps I should not have welcomed it! The Treasurer said that the government cancelled 
the school because it did not have enough money. The Treasurer stands every day and talks about how he paid 
out on a Chinese restaurant for not serving Chinese food and he talks about the types of burgers that will be 
available at Elizabeth Quay. Honestly, burgers at Elizabeth Quay! I like a good burger, but for $500 million they 
would want to be some pretty good burgers! I have never understood how Elizabeth Quay having restaurants is 
somehow newsworthy. They will be pretty and nice, but look at what the government has done to the numbers. 
As I said, it is as though the state will never need anything else. The government has got its stadium and it has 
built some hospitals and some schools. It says that it is building a lot of schools. No, it is building the same 
number of schools that other governments have built. 

An opposition member: Less. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Less! Suburbs are crying out for schools. There are more demountables than we have ever 
seen; indeed, some schools are built from demountables, yet the government is congratulating itself on its efforts 
in education. 

Mr F.M. Logan: There are more demountables than those for fly in, fly out workers! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That is not bad! 

We also asked for a long-term analysis and a long-term strategy. Hopefully, we will get that in the budget that is 
being presented next week. 

Another key point that I think everyone realises and asks is: what sort of state of affairs is it when Parliament is 
asked to pass an $8 billion loan bill one week before the handing down of the state budget? A time limit has been 
set for June 2017, which, as I said, will create risk, because Parliament will not sit from the middle of November 
2016 until the end of March or April 2017. Given what the government will leave us with, there will probably be 
a need to stop the election so that we can come back to Parliament to pass another loan bill so that the 
government can pay teachers and nurses. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: A January sitting. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: A January sitting! The government has agreed to my request that the pre-election financial 
statement show the drawdown of this $8 billion, because that is necessary. Although people said that that has not 
been done before, we have never had to borrow recurrent moneys at a time when pre-election financial 
statements existed. This is the first time that a government is borrowing for recurrent expenditure when a pre-
election financial statement has been produced. That is very important, because, unlike capital expenditure, the 
government is borrowing for recurrent expenditure. Therefore, if it runs out of money, it will not only delay 
a project but also be unable to pay doctors and nurses for a few months. It is incredible! I thank the Treasurer for 
a constructive debate night last night because we got some information and we discussed some of the key aspects 
of the bill. We will support the bill because it is basically a supply bill that will help to fund the ordinary 
operations of government. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [12.15 pm]: I rise to say a few words during the third reading debate on the 
Loan Bill 2015, which could also be known as the “Khemlani Bill” given the amount of money that the 
government is seeking to borrow. Before the member for Cannington leaves the chamber, I have a little 
competition for members. I would like to test members about the “Khemlani Bill”. I ask members, bearing in 
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mind that the budget will be handed down next week, to guess who said the following, which appeared in 
The West Australian on 9 May 2003 — 

The Budget has achieved most of it key targets. A surplus is expected this year and in each of the next 
four years. Debt levels, though higher, are within budget. Importantly, overall spending has been 
restrained and not too far ahead of target. 
The Government’s overall approach is both sensible and laudable. It has cut spending on advertising 
and consultants, reduced administration cost through amalgamation of departments, cut back some 
defunct programmes and now plans to reorient procurement decisions more towards achieving value for 
money and less for helping local industry The last initiative is expected to save $100 million per year. 
It has also concentrated spending on the priority areas of health, education, disability services and 
public safety and on the delivery of services. 

Who lauded Labor’s budget of 2003? 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Not the member for Riverton? Not the member for Riverton; surely not the member for 
Riverton! 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: The author of that amazing quote is none other than Mike Nahan, member for Riverton and 
current Treasurer. He used some very nice words about the then Labor government and its fantastic handling of 
the economy and budget. I put this to the Treasurer: does he think that if he was still with that right-wing think 
tank group, the Institute of Public Affairs, that he would say the same about his budget? Would he use the exact 
same words about his forthcoming budget? The Treasurer is shaking his head; I do not think he would. The 
Treasurer should remember that the wonderful words he used about the then Labor government were said about 
our handling of budgetary income and expenditure, and what it was spent on specifically, before the boom; that 
is, before the 2005–08 increase in revenue from the resources sector, so two years prior to Labor becoming 
a beneficiary of an increase in revenue from the pick-up in demand for the export of our resources. The then 
commentator for the Institute of Public Affairs, who is now the Treasurer, said wonderful things about how the 
Labor administration of the day, under Geoff Gallop as Premier and Eric Ripper as Treasurer, successfully, 
carefully and prudently managed the budget prior to gaining the significant income stream from the resources 
sector. Quite rightly, the Treasurer shook his head in response to my question about whether he would use the 
same words to describe his handling of the budget. 
Seriously, members, that says it all. Over the past few days, the Labor opposition, in response to the introduction 
of the Loan Bill, has consistently pointed out the flaws in the Liberal–National government’s handling of 
government finances over the past six years. That quote from the current Treasurer on a Labor administration’s 
laudable handling of its finances, without the level of income that the Liberal–National government received 
between 2010 and 2014—without those benefits—is surely a reflection of the Liberal–National government’s 
dire, dire management of the state’s finances over the past six years. 
Unfortunately, the mishandling of the state’s finances is of the government’s own making, during a period when 
the income stream to government has never been higher. Many of the Liberal–National government’s promises, 
even with that income stream, have not been achieved, but that is not surprising, because breaking promises and 
misleading the general public for the sake of achieving power is actually in the DNA of the Liberal and 
National Parties. It is in their political DNA and they cannot stop doing it! I brought that to the house’s attention 
the other night when I talked about payroll tax. In the discussion on payroll tax, we pointed out that the former 
Treasurer, Minister Buswell, promised 600 businesspeople at a meeting in Perth in 2013 that he would lift the 
threshold on payroll tax from $750 000, which was the amount at which it cut in then, to $850 000 in 
two tranches. The amendments to the Pay-roll Tax Act brought into the house and passed the other night not 
only broke that promise, because the $850 000 threshold that Minister Buswell promised has never been reached, 
but also made breaking that promise even worse because the government put up payroll tax for everybody above 
$800 000 to $7.5 million. The government not only broke the promise, but also rubbed salt in the wounds of the 
people they broke the promise to. That is not surprising because it is in the DNA of the Liberal and 
National Parties to break promises and mislead people. 
I pointed out in the debate that that was not the only time the Liberal and National Parties have broken promises 
on payroll tax. The only person in the house at the time who would have remembered the previous broken 
promises was the Leader of the House, but we now have the Treasurer and the Premier in the chamber, and the 
Premier was definitely an active participant in breaking previous promises. In 2003, the Premier’s government, 
under Hon Richard Court — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: We were not in government in 2003. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Sorry; it was 1993. In 1993 and then again in 1997, the Liberal Party took to the election 
a promise that it would, within the next four years of government, get rid of payroll tax. That is what was 
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promised. It was promised in 1993 and it was promised in 1997. It was probably supported by the “Scribbler” 
from the Institute of Public Affairs, the member for Riverton: “How fantastic; get rid of red tape and payroll 
taxes. Get the weight of government off the back of business.” It was promised on both of those occasions. Does 
the Premier know what the outcome was when we got to the election in 2001? Not only were the 1993 and 
1997 promises broken, but also the government put up payroll tax by 50 per cent. The Liberal Party took to the 
election the promise that it would get rid of payroll tax and we ended up with it being 50 per cent higher than it 
was in 1993. That is why I say that misleading the public and breaking promises simply to get a position on the 
treasury bench in this house is in the DNA of the Liberal and National Parties. They will say anything—
anything—to get into power. When they are in power, they not only do break those promises, but also make 
them worse. I think payroll tax is probably one of the best examples that one can use. The payroll tax promises 
made in 1993 were broken; the payroll tax promises made in 1997 were broken; the payroll tax promises made in 
2013 were broken. It does not get worse than that. 

The very fact that we are here only a week out from the budget with the government asking the house to endorse 
an $8 billion loan, I think, is an absolute reflection, once again, of the lack of trust that the general public should 
have in electing a Liberal–National government to power. It is an example of that lack of trust, because, as I have 
said about payroll tax, they will say anything to get into power. In 2008 and 2013, a whole series of promises 
were made, including promises to ensure budget surpluses and to manage the economy and government finances 
properly. None of that has come to pass. We are here with the “Khemlani bill” seeking to borrow $8 billion to 
keep the government going for the next two to two and a half years. It is a disgraceful reflection of the way in 
which the Liberal–National government has mismanaged government finances. 

I will conclude on one thing. Maybe the Treasurer will illuminate us, if he is going to respond to comments in 
the third reading debate—of course, he might not be listening. In the area of training and workforce 
development, the notional allocation of indicated consolidated account borrowings is $97.4 million as at 30 June 
2017. I presume those moneys are to support the overall delivery of services in the Department of Training and 
Workforce Development, and only as-needed support in that particular portfolio, given that the appropriation 
amount for the delivery of services in that portfolio for this financial year is $421.1 million. Obviously, the 
$97 million that is part of this $8 billion Loan Bill is simply to provide backup should the Department of 
Training and Workforce Development need a further injection of funds. I could not see why the department 
would. I put that to the Treasurer as the reason for the $97 million being a notional allocation to the 
Department of Training and Workforce Development. Given the fact that the appropriated amount of the 
delivery of service is $421.1 million, I presume the $97 million that is part of the Loan Bill is simply there 
should the Department of Training and Workforce Development need to call on that funding further. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: The notional allocation is a notional one. It is actually allocated specifically to departments. 
It relates to their, estimated by Treasury, total draw on consolidated borrowing funds, and it is a stock, not 
a flow. You’re right; that’s how much has been given to the Department of Training and Workforce 
Development to date. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: To date out of that — 
Dr M.D. Nahan: Out of the total stock of debt, including the additional one — 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: Right, because I am looking at the net appropriated amount for the year; it runs to nearly half 
a billion dollars. 

While I am on the appropriated amount, I point out to the house, as I have continued to point out to the house 
ever since I have held the opposition portfolio for training, that the government continues to cut the 
Department of Training and Workforce Development to pieces, and our state training providers are still being 
attacked mercilessly in terms of ability to deliver proper training outcomes for the workforce of 
Western Australia. If we look at the reduction in the appropriated amount between the last financial year and this 
financial year, it is $45.8 million; if we compare the 2012–13 actual and the forward estimates—not even the end 
of the forward estimates, but simply to 2016–17 and the end of the electoral cycle—it is an overall reduction of 
$65.2 million. That is surely being felt across all state training providers here in Western Australia, as literally 
hundreds of people lose their jobs. Courses are being cut, training hours are being cut and the trades themselves 
are being completely abandoned. How can we have a situation here in Western Australia in which we cannot 
even train our own tradespeople? It is simply beyond me. 

I have already pointed out to the house that there are five key trades in Western Australia in which 50 young 
apprentices are enrolled, but they cannot complete their trade apprenticeships here in Western Australia because 
the training courses have been completely abandoned. They are now being told that if they want to complete 
their apprenticeships they will have to fly to New South Wales or Queensland to do so. The Department of 
Training and Workforce Development and the Minister for Training and Workforce Development are overseeing 
a situation in which the government is going to pay for these apprentices to fly to the eastern states to do this. 
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They have to try to find their own accommodation and meals for $110 a day just to complete their 
apprenticeships. I do not know how long the government expects these apprentices to be in the eastern states, but 
if the training being provided in the New South Wales and Queensland TAFEs runs over a year with a number of 
block releases, how will one flight per year cover these apprentices completing their training? I have no idea, and 
clearly the Minister for Training and Workforce Development has no idea at all. 

When questioned about the way in which she is managing her portfolio, with these apprentices who have had 
their training cut, the minister simply turned to another training area—the electrical trades area—and said to the 
house that the electrical trades area is involved only with repairing televisions, and who today repairs TVs. That 
is what she told the house! “Who repairs TVs?” People repair TVs. If someone has bought a $3 000 TV—quite 
a lot of people do—and it breaks down, are they just going to throw it in the bin? I do not think so. Lots of 
people have their TVs repaired! The people who repair the TVs are the same people who repair computer 
screens, laptops and all the other screen-based equipment around the house, like iPads. They are the same 
people, yet this minister stood up in the house and said that there were so few people undertaking this training 
course that she had to get rid of it—because after all, who repairs TVs? What? What is she doing in that 
portfolio? It is unbelievable! I can understand ministers being changed round because of the needs of cabinet for 
particular portfolios, but they should at least get their heads around their portfolios if they are going to take them 
on. They should not come into the house and make absolutely idiotic statements like the one the Minister for 
Training and Workforce Development made. I say it is idiotic because the outcome will be that people will not 
be trained in key areas that the state’s economy needs, such as the area of electronics, which is the future of our 
state’s economy.  

It is unbelievable that training is being left in this situation. It is a reflection of the need for budgetary cuts, as put 
forward by the government, and the need for budgetary cuts, as I have pointed out in the house, is a reflection of 
the way in which successive budgets have been managed by this government. They have been managed badly 
and we will see that the end result of the damage that has been done at cabinet level and in this house will be 
people such as TAFE lecturers losing their jobs and apprentices bailing out of their apprenticeships because they 
cannot complete them because the courses have been cut. It is a disgraceful indictment of the way in which the 
government’s budgets have been handled and unfortunately Western Australians will be all the poorer for it. 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler) [12.37 pm]: I just want to revisit in short form some of the ground that I covered 
yesterday. We are debating, and the house will soon pass, this Loan Bill 2015, which will increase debt by 
$8 billion. We will know next week what the total state debt is; we already know it is somewhere above 
$35 billion, yet here we are borrowing another $8 billion. Of course, it was Sir Charles Court and Richard Court 
who took Julie Bishop to lunch at the Weld Club and begged her to come back to Western Australia to save 
Western Australia from Colin Barnett and what he would do in government! What has he done in government? 
He has created record debt levels in the state of Western Australia, and having created those record debt levels, 
has now put it upon this Parliament to go even further and raise another $8 billion. 

I turn now to how this will affect the electorate of Butler. In doing so, the breakout point is the comments made 
by one of the Premier’s former cabinet ministers, Hon Rob Johnson, the member for Hillarys. Yesterday I read 
his full opinion piece into Hansard for anyone who would like to go back and read the truth in all its dreadful 
detail. I will, however, recap what the member for Hillarys said about the Liberal government—the government 
of which he is part. He is a very experienced parliamentarian and perhaps the most successful businessman in 
this chamber, so he knows a thing or two about borrowings and economics, and he despairs at the conduct of this 
conservative government. I quote from his opinion piece — 

… we are the ones creating a massive debt which I fear will be left for a Labor government to deal with. 
To allow the state debt to blow out to these unacceptable levels is sheer financial incompetence. If it 
was a corporation, you would sack the chairman. 

If I may interpolate there, he means that we would sack the Premier if he were running a corporation. I can 
understand why the Premier is leaving the chamber; he does not want to hear the truth laid out by his former 
minister. It continues — 

Western Australia has always been a “boom and bust” state and good financial managers would always 
put funds away during the good times to alleviate pain in the bad times. Conservative governments 
nearly always are seen as the responsible financial managers. We — 

That is the Liberal Party — 

can’t say that about our present government. Instead of really concentrating on ways to fix the debt 
problem, we have a Premier simply adding to it with grandiose facilities that we don’t need and can’t 
afford. 
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He goes on to call for the cancellation of the airport rail link. I will come to the $2.2 billion airport rail link. In 
2008 the Premier himself commissioned an independent study on public transport rail needs for the next 
25 years. It was chaired by Mr Stuart Hicks, as I have mentioned in this Parliament before, and comprised also 
the director general of Planning and the PTA, all independent of the government. What did they recommend as 
a business case? They recommended that the first thing the government should do was spend about $300 million 
to complete the Yanchep rail link from Butler to Yanchep because the Tokyu Corporation was on the brink of 
making massive investments into Yanchep that would create hospitals and universities—a huge employment hub 
that would lift employment in not only the northern suburbs but also the Perth metropolitan region. The 
government’s own independent report was endorsed by not this Treasurer, the member for Riverton, who came 
into this Parliament to increase the debt, but by the former Treasurer, Hon Troy Buswell, who said that this line 
would be done by 2020. It was not just a promise; he said that the government was already spending money on 
that line out of the 2011–12 budget. After the election, the Premier, who Mr Johnson said should be sacked if he 
were chairman of a corporation, took it upon himself to turn the business case on its head by cancelling the 
$300 million to $350 million rail extension to Yanchep, and announced a $2.2 billion line to the airport, which 
his own independent report said was not needed until 2030. That is no doubt what Mr Johnson was referring to in 
his well-reasoned opinion piece on the level of state debt when he said that the Premier was spending money on 
projects that were not needed. 

Then the government descended into rank dishonesty because when this was raised by the local media in the 
northern suburbs, the Attorney General—one would think that if ever a person had an obligation to be honest, it 
would be the first law officer of Western Australia—utterly dishonestly told the people that the last 
seven kilometres of the Yanchep rail line had to be cancelled because of the economic circumstances the state 
found itself in. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The SPEAKER: Member for Butler, you are not allowed to make a personal reflection by calling the 
Attorney General dishonest. Just withdraw that, thank you. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I withdraw that. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The Attorney General was misleading the people—I can go that far—by saying the 
government cancelled the Yanchep line because the state could not afford it. At the same time, the government 
announced that it was going to build a $2.2 billion line to the airport. It was not a case of the Attorney General 
misrepresenting to the people of the Butler electorate, because he is the upper house member for 
North Metropolitan Region. It was not that the money was not there to build this last seven kilometres into 
Yanchep and unlock the economic potential of that area because, as we know, at the same time the government 
was announcing the $2.2 billion line to the airport. As I said, that is the very conduct the member for Hillarys, 
the former Liberal minister, was complaining about in relation to this Premier and this Treasurer. 

Mr Johnson goes on to say that we should be looking after our children’s future and that we should not be 
robbing them through what he called “intergenerational theft” by burdening them with debt for decades to come, 
and not giving them what they need now. Only about two weeks ago, on 23 April, I raised in debate in this 
Parliament the dire circumstances of Yanchep District High School. That debate was responded to by the 
Leader of the House, Hon John Day, the member for Kalamunda, because the Minister for Education is in the 
other place. He responded as follows — 

The school first opened in 1975 as a primary school and was reclassified as a district high school in 
1981. It currently has an enrolment of 667 students—316 primary and 351 secondary students. 

Most of these students are in transportable buildings that have been on the site for 25 years. On a tour of 
Yanchep District High School in company with the headmaster and people from the school council, the 
Minister for Education was aghast and said, “This is the worst district high school in Western Australia”, and 
promised $10.5 million to immediately upgrade it. As soon as the election was over, the $10.5 million was 
cancelled and nothing has happened. It is a disgrace, but I will continue with Mr Day’s remarks. He continues — 

The school has a capacity for a larger number of students—up to 900. That, of course, takes into 
account the transport and accommodation that is provided. 

The department is thinking of stuffing in another 300 students. Even he must eventually face reality. He says — 

The area’s needs and the need for the provision of better facilities are recognised by the government. It 
is on the Minister for Education’s and the Department of Education’s radar, — 

Whatever that means — 
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and certainly the government’s more widely. 
With this Loan Bill the government will borrow $8 billion. The amount of $70 million is just a rounding-out 
figure of $8 billion. The taxpayers of the northern suburbs will have to pay their share of the interest burden on 
this extra $8 billion, but they cannot even get their children into an acceptable school building. It is an 
unacceptable school, as declared by the Minister for Education, who said it was the worst district high school in 
Western Australia. Now that the government is borrowing $8 billion, an overpowering burden will fall upon the 
government, to say, “Okay we will give these children a fair start in life. We will build a new high school at 
Yanchep.” It should not be on just the education department’s radar; it should be on the tender list because we 
know that John Butler High School, a beautiful school, has been built in my electorate. The department can get 
those plans off the shelf. 
I have a 90-second statement, Mr Speaker. As soon as you let me know, I will switch. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: You can just roll into it! 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is right, Mr Speaker. As I was saying, I will just roll on. You can tell me when I can 
make a 90-seconder, and I will keep going. That will keep them all happy. That is a free kick, I got one in the 
back, then, Mr Speaker! 
With this $8 billion, I demand that the time is here; we must urgently get an announcement from this 
government. Families up there and the school staff are demoralised. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 3379.] 
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