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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 13 September on the following motion moved by Hon N.D. Griffiths (Minister for Racing and 
Gaming) - 

That pursuant to Standing Order 49(c), the Council take note of tabled paper No 657 (Consolidated 
Fund Estimates 2001-02), laid upon the Table of the House on 13 September 2001. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [12.22 pm]:  I am pleased to speak on the 2001-02 budget.  
Before commencing my discussion, I note that the reason we can discuss the budget today is that amendments 
were made to Standing Order No 49, which gives precedence to the budget for the next nine sitting days.  There 
will be eight more sitting days after today, during which the noting of the budget papers will have precedence.  I 
mention that to members because if they have not made their speech at the expiration of those nine sitting days, 
and the question remains unresolved at the expiration of the last day on which the order of the day has 
precedence, the question will lapse and the order of the day will be discharged.  Clearly, we have nine sitting 
days in which to note the budget papers.  That is very fair and reasonable, but members must be ready during 
that period if they wish to speak on the budget papers.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  When did the nine sitting days start? 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Today.   

One other matter before I move to the budget is that the timetable for the estimates hearings for 2001 has been 
circulated to all members.  The estimates hearings will commence at 2.00 pm on Monday, 15 October and will 
run until about 6.30 pm on 18 October.  I ask members to be ready for those hearings.  The Whips and the 
leaders of other parties have been told that a quorum is required, at the very least at the beginning of each 
session; otherwise the hearings will collapse.  I mention that because you, Mr President, have been kind enough 
to allow me to do so.   

In my comments I will refer to the budget papers, which include budget paper No 1, the budget speech; budget 
paper No 2, volumes 1 to 3 of the Budget Statements; budget paper No 3, the Economic and Fiscal Outlook; and 
some additional papers that were provided to members, the Reader’s Guide to the 2001-02 Budget Papers, 
Budget Overview and Growing Our State.  One of the first things that a member notices when looking at this 
year’s budget is that the format has changed yet again.  There is some difficulty in making direct comparisons 
between the current projections and past projections.  The change in format of budget papers is nothing new.  I 
have held the view for some time, but it seems to me that on a three or five-year rotation, Treasury changes the 
format so that it can retain control of the situation, so to speak.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  Surely not!  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  As Hon Dee Margetts says, surely not.  However, as she was a member of the federal 
Senate, I am sure the experience is not new. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  I thought irony was unparliamentary. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Also, irony knows no boundaries; nor does the changed formats of budgets across 
Australia.   

The purpose of the annual budget is to clearly set down the economic policy, directions and priorities of a 
Government for the current and next three out years.  The budget is meant to be a blueprint of the Government’s 
social, economic and cultural agenda.  It should logically reflect the policy of the Government - that is, the 
policies it has been following and the policies it intends to follow - and it should certainly reflect any promises 
that the Government has made to the electorate.  There is no doubt that the budget documentation is the key 
accountability mechanism by which the community, through the Parliament, is informed of what the 
Government is doing and how it intends to fund the services and programs that it proposes to deliver to the 
community.  It is also the mechanism that sets out the areas from which the Government will derive the revenue 
to fund the expenditure.   

The budget should set out in clear terms the past, current and future revenue and expenditure of the State.  It 
should comment on any positive or negative trends which may influence the finances of the State and which may 
impact on the economic outlook for the State.  A budget should be framed in such a manner as to imbue the 
community with a sense of confidence in the Government and its capacity to manage the economy.  Clearly, the 
information provided in the budget papers should be transparent and should not be designed to cover up or hide 
information.  I also add that the documentation should be framed in such a way that it can be understood by 
people who are not necessarily economists or financial gurus.   
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It is now a matter of history that for the first few months of this current Labor Government’s term, it blamed an 
alleged deficit left by the previous coalition Government for its inability to fund various programs.  By blaming 
the previous Government for an alleged deficit, the Labor Government thought it would be able to raise 
government taxes and charges and get away with breaking the promises it had made before the last election.  We 
know that prior to the election on 10 February this year the Australian Labor Party, now the Labor Government, 
promised Western Australians the world if it were elected.  By my calculations it promised approximately 
$1.2 billion worth of election goodies across portfolios.  The now Premier led the charge in promising faithfully 
that if elected to government, there would be no new taxes and no increases in taxes and charges.  Most members 
in this House recall very clearly those promises.  During the election period I spoke to people in the community 
who said that at least with a potential Labor Government they knew where they stood financially because taxes 
and charges would not be increased.  Clearly that made its mark on a number of people in the community who 
were looking for certainty in difficult times.  It is not unreasonable that people believed that promise.  

The problem was that on coming into government the Labor Party immediately claimed, as history will show 
most new Governments do, that it had inherited a financial dilemma and, as a result, it was unable to fund the 
various programs and other services and goodies it had promised.  It thought that by blaming the previous 
Government it could break those election promises, get away with the introduction of new taxes and start lifting 
taxes and charges. Although this budget in itself - I will deal with it later - introduces one new tax and lifts 
existing taxes, we should not forget that in the past couple of months the Labor Government has increased water 
charges and other government service charges and increased fees generally.  Although we all recognise that it is 
almost an annual event for Governments to increase water and energy charges, one charge affected the city of 
Perth dramatically, which is some times forgotten; that is, the parking fee increases that were introduced to the 
Perth central business district.  The Western Australian division of the Property Council of Australia predicted 
that difficulties would arise when those parking fees were increased.  Recent discussions I have had with 
members of that council clearly indicate that those increases have had an impact.  The people who are required 
to pay parking fees in the CBD are reeling from those increases.  Labor Governments tend to assume that any 
business within the CBD is a fair target.  It assumes that, firstly, businesses in the CBD make extraordinary 
profits and, secondly, that people can afford to pay whatever additional taxes or charges a Labor Government 
wishes to heap on them.  

The facts are, however, that as much as the Labor Government screamed about inheriting this alleged deficit on 
29 August - only two and a half weeks ago and only six months after Labor had been elected to office - the 
bubble burst when it was forced to admit that, contrary to its claim, the true position at 30 June 2001 was a 
$255 million operating surplus.  That was more than six times the original estimate.  I say again, six months after 
Labor took office it continued to say it had inherited a terrible financial situation.  However, when it was 
required, as a matter of law, to produce the relevant documentation, the real position at 30 June 2001, the end of 
last financial year, was a $255 million operating surplus, which is more than six times the original estimate.  

Hon Kim Chance:  And in the forward years?   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I will get to the forward years.  The Leader of the House let me down the other day.  
When we were debating the Electoral Amendment Bill, he referred to Wanneroo.  I said I would get to 
Wanneroo if I could, and that the Leader of the House would need to remind me to do so before I had finished 
because I was only up to 1929.  However, he did not remind me.  

I will get to some of the out-year projections, but I want to work in a logical sequence because the first key 
matter is that at 30 June there was a $255 million operating surplus in Western Australia’s budget. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  You will still get to Wanneroo.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I will get to Wanneroo even if I have to go right through the budget.  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  We shall remind you. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Seriously, we now know that the coalition Government finished the last financial year 
with a full cash surplus of $211 million.  This compares well with the $428 million cash deficit now showing in 
the current budget.  The source of those facts is an answer to a question I asked in this House the other day.  The 
Minister for Racing and Gaming answered on behalf of the Treasurer and said there was a full cash surplus of 
$211 million, compared with a $428 million cash deficit in the budget.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  You can be sure that is an honest answer.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I agree.  I appreciated the response by the Minister for Racing and Gaming.  It 
confirmed what members on this side of the House knew.  We knew there was a cash surplus and that, from the 
way the Labor Party appeared to be working on the finances and had framed the budget, it was facing a 
substantial cash deficit.  The point I make is that the truth came out.  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 20 September 2001] 

 p4057b-4076a 
Hon George Cash; President; Hon Dee Margetts 

 [3] 

The bubble burst and it showed that the Labor Party had misled the public in its claim that no money was in the 
bank.  However, with the announcement of that surplus, clearly the fraud was exposed.  On being caught out, the 
Labor Government immediately said that the surplus was as a result of more revenue than had been expected.  
However, everyone knew that those windfall revenues were in the pipeline.  When I spoke on the Supply Bill 
some months ago, I observed that the oil revenues were written in at a relatively low price per barrel, compared 
with the current market price of oil, as were some other royalties.  The other point was that the value of the 
Australian dollar was written at a particular figure, so that also produced some additional revenue for the 
Government.  

It does not matter how the surplus has occurred, the fact is there was an end of year operating surplus of 
$255 million, which was more than six times the original estimate.  There was also a full cash surplus of 
$211 million, yet the original budget estimate was for a $330 million deficit.  That in itself shows a $500 million 
turnaround.  Given those facts, it seems to me that it would not be unreasonable to expect a Labor Government 
to honour its pre-election promise that no new taxes would be imposed and general taxes and charges would not 
be increased.  However, what do we find in this budget?  We find more broken promises in the form of 
underfunding of key service areas of government, and a substantial rearrangement of capital works projects.  
They have been rearranged to try to help the Labor Government present a more favourable financial picture.  The 
bottom line is that we end up with higher taxes and charges, new taxes and reduced capital works.  As an 
indication, demonstration or example of a reduction in capital works, in one area alone the Government has 
demanded that Western Power cut its capital works program by $300 million over the next five years.  These 
cutbacks to Western Power’s capital works program involve areas such as the construction of new generation 
capacity and the replacement and upgrading of transmission and distribution networks - all projects that had been 
approved by the former coalition Government. 
Hon Kim Chance:  Is that statement notwithstanding the fact that the $3.3 billion capital works program is the 
biggest in the State’s history? 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes, it is the largest in financial terms.  However, the interesting thing about capital 
works projects is that they are often loaded with projects that the Government - I should say the Government, in 
brackets Treasury - knows will not be able to be completed within a given financial year.  This is not new.  The 
capital works budget has always been very fluid.  If one ever wants to save money, one immediately goes to the 
capital works budget.  One could look at a project for which $300 million might be set down.  All one must do is 
defer the commencement of the project, spend $50 million during, say, the first financial year, and then carry 
over the $250 million to the next financial year.  I say to the Leader of the House that I acknowledge that that has 
been going on in Western Australia for decades.  However, it is a way in which Governments pretend to balance 
their books by shifting around potential capital works projects. 
It is always the case that, for some reason or other, capital works projects never seem to be completed in the year 
in which it is anticipated they will be completed.  There is always that run-on, that overflow.  The classic 
example, of course, is in education.  No matter to which Government the Minister for Education might belong, 
as an individual minister he genuinely wants works completed by the end of a school year so that they are ready 
for the opening of the new school year.  We all know what happens in reality.  Come February, often a 
significant amount of capital works in education are not completed for one reason or another.  Generally, it is 
because work on the project does not start early enough; but that is another story.  However, the answer is yes to 
the Leader of the House’s question.  It is not a new strategy or tactic; it happens all the time.  This Government is 
no different from Governments in the past that used the capital works program as a buffer to dress up the balance 
of the budget. 

One finds that hidden in the budget are reductions to large capital works programs that help offset government 
expenditure in other areas.  In my view, the cuts in the capital works program will have a negative effect on 
economic activity, in particular on employment.  This is at a time when the world economy is starting to look 
particularly shaky.  The last thing we need in Western Australia is a reduction in the capital works program, or in 
capital expenditure generally, because it will reduce economic activity and, as a result, impact on employment.  
There is no doubt that by cutting and delaying capital works, the community misses out on much-needed 
infrastructure.  Undoubtedly, by the time the coalition gets back into government at the next election, a 
substantial backlog of capital works will be required to be carried out. 

The bigger issue at the moment, however, is that the more one cuts back on capital works, the more likely there 
is to be a significant increase in unemployment in Western Australia.  Members will probably recall that some 
years ago during the Asian economic crisis there was a view that, given Western Australia’s important trading 
links with Japan, China and other Asian countries, that significant crisis would have a direct impact on Australia, 
and on Western Australia in particular, given that it is the major exporting State to the Asian regions.  
Fortunately, the Court coalition Government recognised that there was a real need to increase government 
expenditure to ensure that employment was maintained.  As a result of that, there was a substantial increase in 
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the loan program to enable that capital works program to occur.  I remember that, at the time, the then Labor 
Opposition was not in favour of that move.  However, it was certainly the belief of the coalition Government at 
the time that there was a need to increase capital works to offset some of the reductions that would more than 
likely flow through into the Australian economy.  The good news generally for Australia was that we were able 
to remain somewhat isolated from the damage that occurred as a result of the Asian crisis.  Obviously, that was a 
positive for Australia. 

The economic outlook figures show that last year, technically, we had a recession in terms of domestic state 
activity, as measured by state final demand estimates.  This budget shows that last year real state final demand 
fell by half a per cent, and that the total state economic growth estimate - that is, the gross state product - grew 
by a modest 1.7 per cent.  I say “modest” because Western Australia experienced far greater growth in previous 
years.  Despite such modest economic growth, last year employment grew by 1.5 per cent.  This year the Labor 
Government, by way of its budget forecasts, is suggesting that employment growth is likely to be only 1.25 per 
cent, despite the fact that there is an up-beat economic outlook that shows that gross state product will rise to 
four per cent and state final demand will rebound from a negative figure to a positive 4.5 per cent.  That is 
interesting in itself, because it seems to me that that anticipated rise in gross state product to four per cent is 
likely to be fairly optimistic, given the situation in which we now find ourselves. 

The questions that need to be asked are: why is the employment growth predicted to be so low, and why is it 
predicted that unemployment will rise, given the forecast turnaround in growth figures?  In due course, perhaps 
the minister will be able to look at that.  I have my own view on one of the reasons impacting on that.  It is 
because the message being sent out by the current Labor Government is destroying incentive for business to 
invest and employ people.  One of the most telling factors is the proposed increases in sales tax.  I said earlier 
that the projections for 2001-02 are predicated on the basis of economic growth rising to four per cent.  
However, we should recognise that the budget also forecasts underlying inflation at three per cent.  If one were 
to remove the three per cent inflation figure from the budget figures, one would find that some of the alleged 
increases in funding represent a reduction in real terms.   

In general terms, given the budget as at 30 June and the various comments made by the Labor Government 
during its first six months in office, we can genuinely say that the former Government left the State in a good 
financial position with substantial capital works programs in hand and others on the drawing board.  A close 
analysis of the budget papers indicates that many of the capital works programs proposed and put in hand by the 
former Government will be carried forward by the Labor Government.  However, as is its right, the Government 
has reprioritised its spending.   

Another point that should never be overlooked is the fact that the former Government managed to claw back the 
State’s AAA credit rating after it was shamefully lost by a previous Labor Government during the late 1980s.  
Some of the projections in these budget papers highlight the danger that the AAA credit rating could be lost as a 
result of financial mismanagement or if a tight rein is not kept on state finances.  I note that state debt will start 
to climb again. 

The Liberal Party-led Government delivered a sound financial situation over eight years in office.  The 
cumulative totals include an operating recurrent surplus of $4.5 billion, capital works amounting to $5.6 billion 
less land and other asset sales of $3.35 billion and a capital deficit of $2.2 billion.  The gap between the recurrent 
surplus of $4.5 billion and the capital deficit of $2.2 billion is $2.3 billion.  That represents the cumulative cash 
surplus generated over eight years.  That $2.3 billion surplus enabled the former Government to reduce net state 
debt from $2.7 billion to $400 million.  The record clearly shows that in its first year in government - 1993-94 
when we were still recovering from the mistakes made by the Labor Administration in the late 1980s and early 
1990s - the coalition achieved a budget deficit.  However, over the next five years, as a result of a combination 
of large recurrent surpluses and asset sales, the coalition was able to deliver cash surpluses.  That result was 
considered impossible, and by some to be undesirable, when the coalition Government first set out what was said 
to be an ambitious program.  History shows that it was able to deliver.   

In 1999-2000, the coalition Government recorded its first cash deficit in six years - $109.4 million.  However, 
that occurred after it had spent $841 million on capital works.  As I said, last year the former Government 
delivered another cash surplus - $211 million - to finish what most would agree was an outstanding era in 
Western Australia’s financial history.  I say that because the papers provided last Thursday when the budget was 
handed down illustrate that the Labor Government expects to produce a cash deficit of $428 million in its first 
budget.  If that happens, it will be the biggest cash deficit since the WA Inc era.  That is far from comforting for 
the new Government.   

I have pointed out that during its long term in opposition, the Labor Party was very critical of the way in which 
the coalition handled state finances.  I have also pointed out that history demonstrates that they were handled in a 
very responsible manner.  However, when in opposition and after it was elected to Government, the Labor Party 
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has continually targeted the former Premier, Richard Court.  Members opposite blame him for the alleged 
difficulties they face with the State’s finances.  As most members know, Richard Court is a moderate person - he 
does not blow his own trumpet.  However, on many occasions he said in the Parliament that the propositions 
being advanced by the then Labor Opposition were false.  When the Labor Party won government on 
10 February, the former Premier was very gracious in defeat.  He wished the incoming Government well.  The 
Labor Party continued to focus its criticism on him, saying that he was responsible for the difficult situation.  
Yesterday, the former Premier broke his silence - seven months after the Government was elected.  His 
comments were published in The Australian Financial Review.  I will read the article that appeared in 
conjunction with the Premier’s letter.  The story was written by Mark Drummond under the banner headline 
“Court breaks silence on Labor’s ‘lies’”.  It states - 

Former West Australian premier Mr Richard Court has broken his self-imposed media silence since his 
Coalition government’s crushing defeat in February’s State election to attack Labor’s credibility over its 
maiden Budget.   

In a letter published in The Australian Financial Review today, Mr Court suggested the Government 
was lying in claiming it was not aware of the true position of Western Australia’s finances before the 
election.   

Mr Court said the financial responsibility legislation introduced by his government gave Labor a clear 
picture of the Budget through the pre-election financial projections statement published by Treasury a 
week before the February 10 poll.   

“Not only was an accurate statement of financial projections provided by Treasury, but in addition, one 
week prior to the election being called, the Labor Party was given the same detailed briefing by 
Treasury as was the Government - the first time I believe this has happened in any State,” Mr Court 
said.   

“It was made clear that any new commitments required increased revenue, or the cutting of existing 
programs, or the use of borrowed money. 

“The Labor Party then went on to promise during an election campaign more than $1 billion of new 
programs, with their main promise being not to increase taxes and charges.”   

In its maiden Budget last week, the Government breached that promise by introducing $500 million in 
new property and payroll taxes. 

Mr Court’s letter reads  -  

Western Australia’s financial responsibility legislation did work, contrary to assertions in your leader 
(“WA’s projection law must be overhauled”, AFR Opinion, September 14).  It caught the Labor Party 
telling porkies.   

Not only was an accurate statement of financial projections provided by Treasury, but in addition, one 
week prior to the election being called, the Labor Party was given the same detailed briefing by 
Treasury as was the Government - the first time I believe this has happened in any State.   

It was made clear that any new commitments required increased revenue, or the cutting of existing 
programs, or the use of borrowed money.   

The Labor Party then went on to promise, during an election campaign, more than $1 billion of new 
programs, with their main electoral promise being not to increase taxes and charges.  What was 
materially wrong was their credibility.   

Incidentally, the forecast surplus of $42 million became $255 million actual.   

West Australians look forward to their next Budgets with great interest.   

Richard Court, 

Nedlands, WA.   

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I notice that some of the members who have now returned to the Chamber following 
their urgent parliamentary business may not have heard everything I said before lunch.  I am wondering whether 
I should run through it again. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  Hon Ken Travers says he will read it.  I will leave it at that.  I was saying prior to the 
luncheon suspension that the former coalition had left the State in a very sound position, and that is reflected in 
the current budget.   

I now move on to state debt.  In 1993 the public sector debt, including government trading enterprises, was about 
$8.5 billion.  During the coalition’s term in office that debt was reduced to $4.6 billion, a reduction over eight 
years of $4 billion.  That massive reduction also allowed for a very significant reduction in interest payable on 
the outstanding debt amount, and the interest saved was able to be passed on to the areas of health, police and 
education in particular. 

This year’s budget papers show that the state debt is projected to increase, particularly in the next 12 months, and 
then it starts to level off, but that increase in state debt does not augur well for the Government.  I do not say that 
in a negative manner, because I hope the Government will be very successful with its budget; it is in the interests 
of the State for a Government to have success with its budget.  An increase in state debt means increased interest 
payments, and the funds have to come from somewhere.  They are taken from other areas that might have wished 
to employ some expenditure.   

Standard and Poor’s, the international credit rating agency, recently made some comments about the State’s 
AAA rating.  Its current comments were published in the Sunday Times last Sunday, 16 September, under a 
banner headline “WA gets warning on its AAA rating”.  I will read some parts of that news item -  

The WA Government has been put on notice to maintain its prized AAA rating.   

International rating agency Standards & Poors said WA needed to meet its Budget projections to 
maintain its current AAA rating. 

Further on the article states -  

“However, Standard & Poors notes that this is not the first time a WA government has projected some 
immediate financial deterioration in the Budget year followed by projections of improvement ‘later 
on’,”. . .  

One of the difficulties we have is that at times the presumed or alleged improvements do not come to fruition, 
and of course that is when the rot starts to set in.  Sure enough, the rating agencies are around on a pretty regular 
basis, and they require briefings from the Government and for the Government to explain exactly where it is with 
its financial planning. 

That same article indicated that the Western Australian Farmers Federation was cautious about the 
Government’s approach.  The federation’s president, Colin Nicholls, said that he was concerned that, while 
money was allocated for large regional centres in the northern areas of Western Australia, the agricultural 
regions had been largely ignored.  The article goes on -  

“The WAFF commends the Government on making the first instalment of $500,000 available for the 
development of a Multi Peril Crop Insurance Scheme,” . . .  

The Minister for Agriculture has talked about that in this House in the past. 

While state debt is increasing, we return to the situation prior to the last election when the present Government 
promised that there would be no new taxes and it would certainly not be increasing the taxes and charges already 
levied on the community.  In my view, the “no new taxes” was a catchcry of Labor’s election campaign.  The 
bad news is that last Thursday when the budget was brought down we found that as from 1 January 2002 the 
payroll tax base will be broadened to include the before-tax or grossed-up component of taxable fringe benefits.  
To ensure that I do not misrepresent what is being said, I will quote from the budget paper -  

The payroll tax base will be extended further from 1 July 2002 to include payments made under 
contracts . . . This will remove the current incentive for employers to convert common law employees 
into contractors in an attempt to minimise their payroll tax liability 

Further on -  

Together, these payroll tax base broadening measures are estimated to raise around $36 million in their 
first full year of operation.  

Not only will there be increases in payroll tax in that area - they are in effect new taxes - from 1 January 2002 
there is to be an increase in the top payroll tax rate of four percentage points, from the current 5.56 per cent to six 
per cent.  Although the rate is to rise only four percentage points, that represents an increase of eight per cent, 
from 5.56 per cent to six per cent.  That increase will raise $63 million in the first full year.  The question to be 
asked is: what is industry or the community saying about the increases in payroll tax.  We should remember that 
we have heard in this House year after year that payroll tax is a disincentive to employers, because the more 
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payroll tax they are required to pay the fewer people they are able to employ.  There is a direct correlation 
between the amount of payroll tax paid and the number of employees an employer can have on his or her payroll. 

The day after the budget came down, in The Australian Financial Review of Friday 14 September, under a 
headline “Business fury over WA tax grab”, Mark Drummond suggested the following -  

Seven months after its shock election victory, -  

I am interested in those opening comments: “shock election victory” -  

the Labor Government in Western Australia is at loggerheads with the business community after 
breaking two election promises by imposing more than $500 million in tax increases in its maiden 
Budget.   

Despite pre-election assurances by the Premier, Dr Geoff Gallop, that Labor would not increase taxes or 
reduce the State’s tax competitiveness, the Government yesterday outlined a suite of new payroll tax 
and land tax rises - aimed directly at the Liberal heartland - to help deliver on its social priorities.   

Labor’s payroll tax-grab triggered predictions of rising unemployment from. . .  the WA Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry, and drew the immediate ire of WA’s leading executive, Wesfarmers Ltd chief 
Mr Michael Chaney. 

“I think it’s really a bad decision,” said Mr Chaney. 

Mr Chaney estimates that the increase will cost his company at least $1 million a year. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  About half his pay. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Hon Nick Griffiths is quite right.  However, although it is not for me to defend Mr 
Chaney’s pay from Wesfarmers Ltd, if one looks at the increase in shareholder worth of Wesfarmers over the 
past 15 years, one will clearly understand why shareholders in Wesfarmers are prepared to pay Mr Chaney that 
huge amount of money. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  It is a remarkable record, but putting the increased payroll tax in context, it is about half of 
one particular person’s pay. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes, on the assumption that every person in Wesfarmers is paid the same as the chief 
executive.  That of course is not the case.  I suggest that one must look at it in this way: it will be an additional 
$1 million burden on the company’s total payroll cost.  Companies will absorb the cost of the increased payroll 
tax, pass it on to the community through increased charges or, depending on how marginal the position of the 
enterprise is, it may have to consider putting people off.  The choice is as blunt as that.  Companies do not have 
too many options when Governments continually place burdens on them.  At some stage of the game they run 
out of the ability to pay such costs, and then they start shedding employees so that they do not go under.   

I recognise that the chief executive of Wesfarmers is paid a considerable amount of money, but that is clearly a 
matter for the shareholders.  It seems to me that each year when Wesfarmers holds its annual general meeting, 
the shareholders by a very significant majority continue to offer their chief executive additional pay, share option 
packages and all sorts of things. 

Hon B.K. Donaldson:  Didn’t industry award him something in Sydney recently? 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Hon Bruce Donaldson is quite right. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  The most respected business manager in Australia. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  He is very successful no doubt, but put it in context. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I will put it in context by saying that it is clear the House recognises the chief executive 
of Wesfarmers is a very successful businessman.  Australian industry has acknowledged him as such, as Hon 
Bruce Donaldson has said.  Surely, that more than emphasises the fact that when Mr Chaney says that the 
additional $1 million a year cost to his company of Labor’s proposed payroll tax is a disincentive to employ 
people at a time when the economy is going into a quieter period, and that he does not think it is sensible or 
expected, we need to take notice of that sort of comment.  He is a leading business person and has connections 
with the Reserve Bank.  He has a reputation of knowing something about economics. 

Hon W.N. Stretch:  He has respectable business credentials. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Absolutely, and I am sure that he does not make his comment from a position of malice.  
I believe he makes a genuine statement when he says that it will cost his company an additional $1 million a 
year.  The bottom line is that the more we burden companies, the greater the likelihood at some stage that they 
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will start shedding labour.  I have already said that the Western Australian economy for the next year will not be 
as stable as many people would hope.  The very least we need to do is to recognise that and not impose 
additional burdens on companies.  Those are the comments of what might be said to be big business. 

I said earlier the intention of spreading the net of payroll tax was to cover contractors in the building industry, 
but that will cause a greater burden to be borne by them.  Again on Friday, 14 September, the day after the 
budget came down, predictions were made that house prices were set to rise because of the new payroll tax take 
from builders.  An article under the headline “Contractor change to push house prices, say builders”, reads - 

The Master Builders’ Association said the increase would flow through if labour-only contractors were 
forced into the payroll tax net.   

Some builders estimated new house prices would rise about one per cent, or $2000 for a $200,000 
house, to compensate for the tax. 

If one phones the State Revenue Department, one finds that the particulars of who will be hit and who will not be 
hit have not yet been sorted out by government; in fact, definitions of which contractors will pay and which will 
not have not yet been finalised. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  It is a very difficult area. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I am sure it is, and I acknowledge that.  However, it is interesting that the Labor 
Government is prepared to jump off the deep end, impose the tax, and realise when it comes to the surface 
gasping for breath, that it has not got all the details in place.  One would have assumed that a prudent way of 
handling any increase would be to determine exactly which persons one wanted to catch in the net, work out the 
conditions under which the burden is to be imposed and then announce the burden; not to announce the burden 
and then find one is receiving phone calls from here, there and everywhere from people asking whether they will 
be caught by the tax. 

I recognise that this increase will require new legislation and that it is not proposed that this change should come 
into effect until 1 July next year.  One would hope that in the meantime the technical details will be worked out.  
However, if the Government increases payroll tax, there is every likelihood that it will find the burden causes 
employers to either pass the burden on to the consumer or shed labour.  We do not need any more labour shed in 
what is predicted to be a rather difficult year. 

The Australian Financial Review of Friday, 14 September under the headline “Payroll tax lift irks business” 
commented - 

Western Australia’s business community’s anger about increases in payroll tax in the State Labor 
Government’s first Budget overshadowed praise for its efforts to rein in spending.  

Several of the State’s biggest employers said the 8 per cent lift in the top payroll tax rate was 
disappointing, a setback to competitiveness and counterproductive. 

There are comments from various leaders in industry.  One comes from Dr Brian Hewitt, the Managing Director 
of Clough Engineering Group of Companies, which employs about 1 000 people in Western Australia.  His 
reported comment was - 

It’s not what we need at this stage.  It’s a cost you have to absorb but what it means in the longer term is 
that companies working in WA and people working in WA are less competitive. 

At the weekend I had the opportunity of speaking to a very senior consulting accountant in Perth.  We were 
talking about the proposed increases in payroll tax and the premium property tax that the Labor Government 
proposes to impose on some members of the community.  His job is to analyse projects around Australia and 
make recommendations to national and international companies.  I quizzed him on how much effect an increase 
in payroll tax in Western Australia would have when he was analysing projects.  He said to me very clearly that 
there is no question that this sort of increase can at times tip the balance and cause him to make a 
recommendation that a particular project might go to Queensland or some other State.  Even though we might 
believe that the increase is moderate, from where he sits doing the job he does, he sees it as a real problem when 
analysing taxation systems and imposts on business around Australia.  I was interested to hear that such an 
increase might tip a project out of Western Australia and into another State. 

Hon Kim Chance:  In that case it is a good thing that we are not the highest taxing State in Australia. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I agree.  One of the points he made to me was that we in Western Australia are fortunate 
in many areas.  However, I was more interested in the fact that marginal decisions are made at times by business.  
Without question, at times an increase we regard as moderate could be enough to tip a project into another 
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region.  It does matter to some companies, which produce goods in Australia and overseas, where they produce 
those goods.  They are interested in the best possible cost centre that attracts them to that area. 

Hon Kim Chance:  We in fact considered that issue and took note of the recent increases in maximum payroll tax 
levels in the last budgets of Queensland, New South Wales and Victoria. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I can see that the budget refers to current rates in other States.  I recognise that in some 
areas Western Australia is not the highest taxing State, but in other areas it is at the top level. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Overall we are about the lowest. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  We are not quite the lowest but we have the good fortune to be down in the lower 
quartile; that is important. 

Hon Kim Chance:  We are not the lowest per capita but we are the lowest in terms of the States’ gross domestic 
product. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I can only take the word of the Leader of the House for that. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  He is correct. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I am prepared to accept it.  I am not knocking the situation.  I am presenting a position 
that as much as government needs to raise revenue, eventually a burden will be imposed on a particular group 
and at times it can cause a negative effect, such as shifting a job out of Western Australia. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  That is a proper point but we are very competitive in our taxation. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Not only do I agree with the minister but I also realise that the reason Western Australia 
is that competitive is because of the very keen financial management that occurred during the eight years of the 
former coalition Government’s term in office. 

Most members would be aware of the magnificent vessels that the ship builder Austal Ships Pty Ltd builds down 
in the Cockburn area.  Mr Bob MacKinnon, the managing director of Austal, said in an article in The Australian 
Financial Review that the extra cost was unlikely to affect staff numbers because its workforce was critical to the 
success of its business.  That is interesting because members who know Austal’s trade would be aware that many 
of its staff members are highly skilled welders of aluminium and stainless steel.  Mr McKinnon goes on to say - 

“We have looked at all of our overheads and this flies in the face of what we are trying to do.  It’s just 
another impost that makes it more difficult to compete with overseas companies.  We are competing 
with the world at large not WA businesses.”   

The chief executive of the WA Chamber of Commerce and Industry, Mr Lyndon Rowe, said the 
increase in the payroll tax and the fact it would now take in “employee-like” contractors and before-tax 
fringe benefits would cost business about $120 million to $130 million a year in a tough environment 
. . .  

I have said enough about payroll tax to indicate that it is a tax that is generally believed will cause greater 
unemployment.  Payroll tax has been with us in Western Australia for years.  I emphasise the fact that the Labor 
Government, after saying it would not increase taxes and charges, has lifted payroll tax dramatically. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It was given to the States by the Commonwealth as a growth tax in 1971. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Quite so.  It is one of the taxes that it is hoped will be removed when the GST is fully 
implemented and returning taxes to the States. 

The tax that will hurt both the people and the Government the most is the new tax called the premium property 
tax.  Set out in the budget speech are the Labor Government’s intentions with this tax.  The Labor Government 
can call it a premium property tax.  Most people in the community will call it a grief tax, because it will cause a 
huge amount of grief to those who are asset rich and income poor.  Some will refer to it as a de facto death tax 
and others will refer to it as an envy tax.  It will in fact become a de facto death tax because, given the amount 
that some people will have to pay and that they are income poor, they will have to defer their liability, if they 
qualify to do so.  However, the bad news is that they will have to pay interest on the amount of tax deferred.  
When one pays interest year by year - that is, interest on interest on interest - it has a compounding effect.  Those 
people will be up for a considerable amount of money by the time they either sell out or die. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I wonder what the 52 000 people, particularly country people, who are relieved from paying 
any land tax at all will call this tax - perhaps relief tax.  Do you know that it is mostly country people who pay 
that tax? 
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  I have an idea of what will happen.  We were in government for eight years and for four 
of those years I was closely involved in compiling the budget.  The 52 000 people who have been relieved of 
some burden could not care less inasmuch as they will appreciate it but they will offer no thanks to the 
Government, no matter which Government it is.  In political terms the ones who will hurt are those people on 
which the Government has imposed the new premium property tax. 

I understand that the Labor Government got the idea from the New South Wales Labor Government which 
thought it was a great idea.  New South Wales has plenty of harbour and riverside properties with views.  That 
Government imposed the tax and believed it could get away with it.  In some respects it has, although the 
number of people who are now caught by that premium property tax in New South Wales has risen dramatically 
since its introduction.  However, by the very nature of the State, it appears not to have caused a great burden on 
the Government.  Western Australia is likely to be different. 

I have heard it said that people sitting on a block of land worth $1 million have enough money and should 
therefore not object to paying the tax.  I can understand the feeling of those who might think that way.  I am not 
one of those people.  The problem is that many people sitting on those million dollar properties bought them, or 
their parents did, prior to the Second World War when there was not a huge amount of residential land in Perth.  
I am talking about the river areas of Nedlands and Dalkeith.  It was convenient at that stage to create those 
subdivisions.  Land was selling there about 60 years ago for less than £100 a block.  Today some of that land 
content is worth $1 million.  The value of a house on the block does not add much more to it in today’s market.  
Many of those people will be caught by this premium property tax.  There is no question that some older people 
on those valuable properties have very limited cash resources.  It may be that the Labor Government believes 
that they should be forced to sell their land, go somewhere else and pay their taxes.  I am not a person who 
believes that people should be forced off their land.  I certainly do not believe that people should ever be taxed 
off their land.  Worse than that, some of the houses on these very valuable lots are heritage-listed properties.  
Some people in the community are prepared to buy heritage-listed properties and spend considerable amounts of 
money on maintaining those properties.  

The other day I was speaking to someone who has a heritage-listed property on a very valuable block of land in 
Cottesloe.  That person explained to me that the Government cannot have it both ways.  He cannot afford to 
maintain the property and pay the tax because he just does not have that sort of money.  As an example, he told 
me that if it were assumed that he earns $100 000 a year, taxation would take about 50 per cent in round figures.  
He would be left with about $50 000.  This person is a married man with three children.  He is the only income-
earning person in the family.  He would be left with $50 000 to spend on his children’s education, food, etc - the 
necessities of life.  I am told that his property is worth about $2.5 million.  It has an old heritage house on it.  
Under this new arrangement, the amount of tax he will be up for is $1.5 million multiplied by two per cent, 
which is $30 000 a year.  He then invited me to take the $30 000 tax that is payable off the $50 000 that he 
would have left.  He said that he would then have $20 000 to bring up his family.  He said that the Labor 
Government is turning him into a welfare recipient, because he does not think he can earn any more than he is 
currently. 

Hon Kim Chance:  With a $2.5 million asset?   

Hon Barry House:  Should he sell that and go and live in Balga? 

Hon Kim Chance:  He is very unlikely to be a welfare recipient. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  No.  Let me run through that again, because this is where some members are failing to 
understand the real position of these people.  The gentleman has a house and land.  The land is the valuable 
asset, which is apparently worth about $2.5 million.  It comprises about 1 400 square metres, so it is a large 
block - well over a quarter acre.  The block has on it a heritage-listed house, on which he spends a considerable 
amount of money each year to maintain it.  I am sure that the State is grateful for his taking an interest in a 
heritage-listed property.  He is saying that if he earns $100 000 a year gross and pays about $50 000 tax - I am 
rounding it off - 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  You are rounding it off a bit too much. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It would be about $37 000. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I say that it would be about $34 000.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Let us say $40 000. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  No, about $34 000.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Members can have it their way and I will have it mine.  I will say that the gentleman is 
paying between $40 000 and $50 000 in tax. 
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Hon N.D. Griffiths:  He is paying too much.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  He might be paying too much tax, but we are talking about someone who is prepared to 
pay his part towards the community.  I am suggesting that he will be paying $30 000 a year in addition to 
previously paid taxes because of this premium property tax.  He will be left with between $20 000 and $30 000 
to bring up his family.  The Leader of the House has said that he has an asset worth $2.5 million.  As the 
gentleman said to me the other day, what is the Government trying to do?  Is the Government forcing him to sell 
his land?  He does not want to sell the land.  He has been spending a lot of money maintaining his house over a 
period.  He also does not necessarily want the prices to continue to rise either, because that is not helping him.  
He is an asset-rich person, but - 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  And cash poor. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I would not say income poor, but he is certainly cash poor.  This chap will be in a 
difficult position.  Some people out there are in a very difficult position.  At the moment, the Government is 
saying that this new tax will catch about 900 people.  It will be very interesting to see just how many people it 
catches in the years to come as property prices rise in Western Australia.   

I have brought in a couple of letters; more than a couple have arrived on my desk.  I will read some of those 
letters, because they are directed towards the premium property tax that Labor has now foisted on the 
community. 

Hon Kim Chance:  As I recall, the Treasurer has indicated that there may be provision for exceptional 
circumstances in this matter.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That is interesting because I was about to say that I am very surprised that the 
Government has not given some consideration to exempting heritage-listed properties.  

Hon Kim Chance:  I will look into that because it is an interesting question.   

Hon Barry House:  I have a question of the minister, which I hope will be answered today. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The Government cannot have it both ways.  It cannot expect someone to maintain a 
heritage-listed property and also pay this tax. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You make a very good point. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The bottom line is that people will run out of money and will be forced out of their 
houses.   

A number of missives have arrived on my desk on this matter alone.  I will read some excerpts from them.  One 
person advises that he was at a function the other day and the topic of the night, aside from the attack on the 
United States, was the new tax on land that is valued at over $1 million.  He said that there were two people at 
his table who were now in the situation of having to pay the extra taxation.  One was up for an extra $10 000, 
and the other, closer to $15 000.  The person says in his e-mail to me that both these people had owned their land 
for over 40 years.  They were over 65 years of age and retired.  Both did not wish to sell as they had been in the 
one area for most of their married life.   

Another letter is from a gentleman who owns a house in Cottesloe.  He writes that he is the owner of a house in 
Cottesloe that the previous Government placed on the state heritage list, thus preventing the demolition and 
development of the property.  The letter continues -  

I am required to maintain the property, and the Government can penalize me if I neglect to do so.  This 
has already been done to Le Franu House in Cottesloe.   

With the new land tax it would be easier to demolish the house and subdivide the property in three lots 
thus avoiding the tax and making a handsome profit.  This I cannot do.   

All property land values in the immediate area are worth 2000/sq metre not including the home.  This 
makes the total land value approximately 2.8 million.  I am the only income earner in the family, three 
children in private schools and if you use the 2% land tax on my property I will be required to pay 
roughly $35,000 tax per year to be taken directly out of my income.   

Not only do I have to maintain the property at considerable expense, but also the government prevents 
me from developing the land.   

The government in England attempted this tax and found that they lost a great deal of Heritage 
properties due to the inability of being able to pay the tax and maintain the properties.  The tax was later 
reversed by the Thatcher Government.  My house is in my wife’s and my name and not under trusts or 
companies. 
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The tax will have great effect on the heritage of this State.   

Other points of interest on the new budget:  

1. The State Government derives most of its income from the G.S.T.  As the taxpayer 
will have less money to spend on goods and services due to this new tax, less will be 
spent, therefore less collected on GST.   

Unemployment will increase due to less disposable income, leading to further 
deterioration of the budget.  Simply put:  

No Land Tax –› More money spent on Goods and Services –› Large GST.   

Land tax –› Less money spent on Goods and Services –› Small GST.   

It is a budget that compares with a carpenter placing a round piece of wood into a 
square hole - failure.   

2. The tax is not a land tax but a grief tax leading onto a death tax, for it fails to take into 
account the genuine ability for people to pay.  That is people on fixed incomes, 
elderly and retired.   

‘Robbing Peter to pay Paul’   
3. A government claiming economic efficiency has introduced an inefficient tax.  

Another level of bureaucracy.   

4. New tax evasion will be initiated where landowners will be forced to subdivide 
properties to avoid this discriminating tax.  With the above points all I can see is that 
the tax will have a negative cash effect, as the infrastructure to accommodate an 
increased density will have to be met by the government.   

The number of nine hundred houses to be affected is very doubtful as projection in seven years time to 
areas such as Woodlands etc will increase to many thousands of properties being included in the tax 
bracket.  

Why not multi-million pent Houses?  Eventually (in the next 25 years) this tax will creep to affect the 
majority of homeowners - a form of death duty.  

My mother is a pensioner aged 80 years of age, who has worked all her life and spent most of the time 
in the one family home; which happens to be on a large block on the river.  She has brought up seven 
children on her own (deserted wife).  How can she be described as wealthy?  The tax will affect the 
total fabric of her life.  Remember.   

‘A Man’s Home is his Castle’  
I will be willing to help in any way to inform people of this negative tax. 

A gentleman I spoke to the other day sent that letter to confirm his feelings.  I also mention in an article in The 
Australian on Saturday 15 September, two days after the budget came down.  The article was about two people 
who have lived in what is described as a modest 1960s blonde brick house in Peppermint Grove for many years.  
Their father had bought the property for £300 in 1915.  Today it is valued at about $1.8 million.  They are retired 
92-year-old twins.  They do not have the capacity to pay the tax and they do not want to defer it.  

As people get on in life they do not like deferring payments and having liabilities.  Many old people who are 
informed that their annual rates are $5 000 but that they can defer $2 500 and have it taken out of their estate 
when they die, do their best to pay the $5 000.  For understandable reasons they do not want to pass on what they 
see as a burden to their children, even though in financial reality we appreciate that the deferral would be the 
better business decision.  However, at a certain time of life we do not necessarily make rational or efficient 
financial decisions; our decisions are based on our emotions and so on.  

Hon Paddy Embry:  They were brought up in an era when people did not borrow to buy what they could not 
afford.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That is a good point from Hon Paddy Embry.  I should have mentioned that and I thank 
him for drawing it to my attention.  

Another lady sent me an e-mail, which I have a feeling was sent to a number of members because I think it had a 
number of members’ names on it.  It opened by saying - 

Hello,  
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I am writing to protest the arbitrary and unjust land tax that you are about to hoist on people deemed to 
be rich because they live in expensive homes (expensive if they were ever to be sold.)  

Richard Court said in a debate with Geoff Gallop that this would happen.  Mr Gallop denied it at the 
time.  Now we are told that the Labour party will be imposing this unfair tax so that they can pay for 
“election promises”.  It seems you are breaking one election promise to pay for another.   

If the party did not know how it was going to pay for election promises, they should not have made 
those promises.   

The Labour party did not run on a “soak the rich” campaign and should not impose this tax until it has 
had the opportunity to let the people decide whether it is in society’s best interests to “soak the rich”.  

The result of this tax will be to drive down land values in affected areas.  This in turn will cause lower 
rates and lower stamp duty (when property is sold).  People will be forced to either move or seriously 
cut back on expenditures.  This will cause a steep decline in revenues for small business and personal 
services.  A flow on effect will be less GST collected.  

It is a fairly lengthy e-mail.  I will not read the balance of it.  If members want a copy I will provide it, although I 
have a feeling it has been distributed to most members of Parliament.  

The Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party in the Legislative Assembly, the member for Mitchell, was as alarmed as 
I am sure are all members on this side of the House about Labor’s new premium property tax.  Mr Sullivan has 
produced a chart that shows very clearly just how this tax will eventually capture a huge number of people.  The 
graph demonstrates that for a 25-year-old couple who buy their first home or property, certain things will occur.  
The age of 25 is relatively young.  Many people do not care too much or consider what will happen to them in 30 
or 40 years.  If we did the same exercise for a property belonging to a 45-year-old we would get a significantly 
different reaction.  If the land value today is $50 000 - I do not know too many places in Perth where a block of 
land can be bought for $50 000 - the value of their property will reach Labor’s new land tax threshold when they 
are 62 years old.  For land valued at $70 000 they will be 59 years of age; for land valued at $90 000 they will be 
56; and for land valued at $120 000 they will be 54.  I remind members that those figures are applied to a young 
couple who are 25 years of age.  However, the more interesting scenario - Mr Sullivan is considering redoing the 
graph - is to consider couples of 45 years of age who buy their second or third home.  They may pay $350 000 or 
$400 000 equivalent land value, but assuming a compounding 10 per cent increase, which will double in value 
every seven years, the threshold amount will eventuate in a relatively short time.  

The Labor Government believes that today it can get away with this new premium property tax.  Some Labor 
members snigger and say those people have money so they can afford it.  It is all right to say that someone can 
afford it, but it is a matter of how they can afford it.  Should they go to the bank and borrow money, defer their 
liability or pay it out of income?  Most of the targeted 900 people are asset rich and income poor.  That will 
cause a huge problem for the Labor Government.  

Hon Alan Cadby interjected. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  My colleague Hon Alan Cadby, who is well known for his mathematical skills, says that 
if a couple of 45 years purchased a place with a land content worth $350 000, within about 11 years, based on 10 
per cent compound, they would reach that threshold.  That will be an interesting situation.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  I think the threshold is eight per cent.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The outcome will depend on the interest rate.  Obviously it could be marginally 
different.  I have no argument with whether it is seven, eight, nine or 10 per cent.  I am demonstrating that this 
will have a dramatic effect.  The net will catch a lot more people than some would currently believe to be the 
case. 

Hon Alan Cadby:  At eight per cent, it is roughly 13 years. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Hon Alan Cadby tells me that, at eight per cent, it is about a 13-year period, based on 
those earlier calculations. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  Just in time to start paying at retirement. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  What about when interest rates were in excess of 20 per cent?  How long would it be then? 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I will reiterate.  Earlier on the Leader of the House said that by Labor increasing the 
threshold in respect of some areas of land tax, about 52 000 people would save some money.  I congratulated the 
Government on doing that, but I said to the Leader of the House at the time that, in political terms, he would find 
that those 52 000 people would not write letters of thanks to the Government; they would accept the increase 
they ended up getting.  It is the 900 people who have now found themselves burdened with an additional tax who 
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will write to the Government and take action against it, because that is part of the culture of life when it comes to 
parting with one’s funds. 

I move on to the area of health.  The reason I move on to health is that many of my colleagues will raise the 
question of the premium property tax.  I know that all of my colleagues have been approached by people within 
their electorates and told of the experiences of their constituents.  The Government should not think that it 
involves only the 900 people upon whom it directly imposed the burden, because most of those 900 people will 
have sons and daughters, and perhaps grandsons and grand-daughters, who will hear about this imposition.  
Therefore, it will run through the community as a negative for the Government. 

I said earlier that the budget is predicated on an underlying inflation rate of three per cent and an economic 
growth rate of four per cent.  In my view, the four per cent growth prediction is very optimistic, given the shaky 
outlook for the economy for the next 12 months.  However, health will get an increase of only 0.86 per cent in 
real terms, taking the figure up to $2 316 348 000.  Last year, for instance, health was budgeted at $2.14 billion, 
but the actual expenditure was $2.248 billion, which means that health overran its budget by $107 million.  I 
predict right now that health will over-expend its budget this year and that it will come to the Government during 
this financial year requiring a top up.  There is no question about that in my mind. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  It would not surprise me if it already has. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes.  The fact is that health is one of those areas in which it is difficult to maintain a 
strict financial discipline.  It can be a very emotional area.  When the Australian Nursing Federation, the doctors 
or others within the industry want to demonstrate that they are not getting enough funding, we all know that the 
proverbial person will die in a corridor of a hospital, it will be front page news, and there will be tugging at the 
heartstrings of the people, encouraging the Government to put its hand in its pocket for more money. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  In recent times, there was one year in which you were successful.  That is when Hon Peter 
Foss was Minister for Health.  Probably he was moved because he was very successful. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  No, I do not think he was moved because he was successful.  In fact, it was recognised 
that he was a successful Minister for Health.  We wanted his ability and capacity to be transferred to other 
portfolio areas.  That is the reason he was transferred.  As I have said to people from time to time, it is a pity we 
do not have a dozen more Peter Fosses in this House. 

Just as a matter of interest, members will recall that recently a Drug Summit was held in Parliament House, 
Perth.  A huge number of people came together for a week.  The Liberal Party representative was Hon Simon 
O’Brien, who spent the whole week here listening to people’s views, talking to people and gaining a greater 
understanding of the drug problem in Western Australia.  Hon Simon O’Brien is probably the most informed 
member on this side of the House about the drug problem in Western Australia generally, because he has a 
particular interest in it.  However, I notice in the budget papers that no money is set aside for any of the 
recommendations that came out of the Drug Summit.  I know that at the moment the Government is considering 
the recommendations of the Drug Summit.  However, there is no way in the world that money is set aside for 
those recommendations.  Worse than that, the WA Drug Abuse Strategy Office is facing a cut of $850 000.  
Therefore, there is a huge question mark over what is going on in that area. 

I said a few minutes ago that health’s increase this year is 0.86 per cent in real terms.  The day after the budget 
was brought down, the President of the Australian Medical Association in Western Australia, Bernard Pearn-
Rowe, predicted that hospitals would sustain a $120 million blow-out, which would mean a savage reduction in 
existing services or another bailout.  Within 24 hours of the health budget being brought down, the AMA 
President in Western Australia predicted that there would not be enough money for health, and he warned of a 
financial blow-out. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  He does not believe in budgets. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I will not get into personalities, because I do not think it is necessary.  I accept implicitly 
that his comment was made in good faith. 
Hon N.D. Griffiths:  The AMA treated you badly and it is trying to do the same to us. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  As I said, I will not get into personalities.  The top person of the AMA, the president, is 
predicting a $120 million budget blow-out.  That does not augur well for the Government.  By way of an aside, 
some seven or eight years ago when I was invited, as part of the budget process, to look at the health portfolio, I 
suggested that the State should consider giving back health to the Commonwealth.  If that meant giving to the 
Commonwealth Royal Perth Hospital and other state facilities or buildings, I said that we should give them to the 
Commonwealth for a dollar a building, so that some consideration was on the transfer. 
Hon N.F. Moore:  It would not take it. 
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Hon N.D. Griffiths:  It is like buying Ansett Australia. 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  That is quite right.  The minister is dead right.  I should not say he is dead right, but he is 
right. 
Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Eventually I will be dead. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The minister is right.  It is an interesting proposition, because the States of Australia, 
given the revenue that they raise, much of it contingent on funding coming out of Canberra, will never be able to 
keep up with the problem of health across Australia.  It seems to me that the problem of health is very much 
directly a commonwealth government matter.  That does not mean that the States should not assist in providing 
some services.  However, to impose upon this and the other States the primary burden of health servicing is 
totally ludicrous.  We heard the comments of the AMA President, and they do not augur too well for the 
Government. 

It is not just the President of the AMA who is concerned about health funding in Western Australia.  At a recent 
meeting of the Labor Party, I noticed that some Labor members were calling for an assistant minister to be 
appointed to assist the Minister for Health, Bob Kucera, given the continuing wages dispute.  Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich points to herself.  She is the parliamentary secretary assisting the Minister for Health.  I am aware of 
that, and most members in this House will know that I have very high regard for Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich.  The 
Shop Distributive and Allied Employees Association said that the Government should consider appointing a 
minister to assist the Minister for Health.  Given that I am one of a number of members on this side of the House 
who anticipated that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich would become a minister, I would be delighted if the Government 
were to take the bull by the horns and appoint her to such a role.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I think I have a really long shelf life.  Don’t get too disturbed on my account.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I must have regard for what I am saying, because my praising the member is likely to 
shorten her shelf life.  I do not want to kill her off with praise.   

Even members of the wider Labor Party - not the parliamentary party but the lay organisation - were last month 
calling on the Government to appoint another minister to assist the Minister for Health.  

An article in The West Australian written by Wendy Pryer and entitled “Coffers empty for drug fight” states - 

THERE will be no money in the State Budget to expand drug services in WA despite the recent 
Community Drug Summit calling for more funds.   

Health Minister Bob Kucera said yesterday no money had been set aside because the summit was held 
after the Budget negotiations were finalised.   

That is interesting.  In a moment I will deal with tourism, and I assure members that the tourism budget was 
finalised after the recent events in the United States and the flow-on effects on tourism.  However, today the 
Government found $5 million to support the tourism industry.  Obviously various interested groups analysed 
what they will or will not get out of the budget.  Another The West Australian article written by Wendy Pryer 
and published yesterday under the heading “Health cash to dry up for some groups” states - 

SOME non-government agencies which provide crucial health services in WA will have their funding 
reduced or completely cut off, according to the Health Department.   

Other agencies, such as those providing key medical services to desert Aboriginal communities, do not 
know whether their services will continue after the next two weeks. . .   

Treasurer Eric Ripper told health services last week to tighten their belts and implement reforms to save 
money, despite announcing an 0.8 per cent real increase in overall health funding.   

Health Minister Bob Kucera could not say yesterday what reforms would save money.   

“Savings are certainly being identified, particularly in the areas of duplication of services, improved 
coordination of services, and we are investigating how we can use less agency nurses,” he said . . .   

A spokesman for the central desert Aboriginal health services, which include nurses and doctor visits, 
said agencies had a 20 per cent cut in funding for the first three months of the financial year . . .  

The department has confirmed that some non-government organisations will have funding cut or 
completely removed for a range of reasons, including performance issues or the completion of the 
contract.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Wasn’t there an undertaking that health would be quarantined from cuts?  
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes; I understood that the health, police and education portfolios would be quarantined.  
I am sure the member will recall that, prior to the last election, the Labor Party made many promises about 
imposing no new taxes and no increases in existing taxes and charges.  Of course, those promises were broken.  
Clearly they have been broken in the health arena.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Obviously it was not a core promise.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  It was not a core promise and it was not written in L-A-W.   

The other issue that concerns me clearly relates to the health portfolio.  Apparently Western Australia has missed 
out on federal funding to purchase a cancer screening machine.  All States were recently invited to submit 
applications for funding for state-of-the-art cancer diagnostic equipment.  Western Australia failed to submit an 
application, and as a result it will have to pay the entire $7.8 million cost of the equipment.  Private cancer 
patients and public hospitals will also miss out on a rebate of $450 per treatment.  That is a very dangerous and 
disappointing situation.  Not only is the health budget being cut, but also the State Government did not take up a 
federal government offer to provide funding for this equipment.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Why do you say that the health budget is suffering cuts?  It had a real increase.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The Leader of the House is reading the budget on a one-line basis.  He believes that as 
long as it is getting more money than it did last year, there must be a real increase.  However, if he were to look 
at the various programs, he would find that some budgets have been increased and some have been dramatically 
cut.  

Hon Kim Chance:  That is a change in priorities; it happens every year.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  As the leader says, it is a change in priorities.  When the desert Aboriginal communities 
say that their health services have ceased operating, the leader will tell them it is a matter of priorities.  I accept 
that that is the answer, but those people will not be happy.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Country health services have had massive increases - an average of eight per cent.   

Hon Barry House:  Why have the chairman and the board spoken to me about that today?  

Hon Kim Chance:  Probably because they have been listening to the Leader of the National Party, who cannot 
read an account.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Hon Kate Doust’s timing is looking better than ever.   

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Hon Ed Dermer said it would be beyond stumps.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I will try.  If members keep interjecting, I might just make it.  

Hon Sue Ellery:  You have seven minutes and I will win.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I will do my best.  Members know that I must refer back to Wanneroo.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I will remind you.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The other area of great concern to all Western Australians is road funding.  Members are 
aware that during its term in office, the coalition Government poured a huge amount of money into road building 
across Western Australia.  It was probably the biggest road-building program this State has seen.  I refer again to 
the capital works programs and taking funds out of one area to pump up another area.  I am concerned that road 
funding will be cut to reduce the forward estimates so that other areas of the budget can be propped up.  I 
mention in particular Indian Ocean Drive between Cervantes and Lancelin, which I believe is likely to be 
delayed by 18 months to two years.  People in the local area - particularly those in the Shire of Dandaragan - are 
very upset.  They say that the delay will have an impact on vital projects and will cost millions of dollars.  I 
know the Leader of the House is aware of that situation - it is occurring in his electorate.  

Hon Kim Chance:  The people on Wedge Island love the idea.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That may be the case, but they are not in the majority.  I will quickly deal with the area 
of tourism because I am now conscious that some people have outstanding bets that they are tying to collect!   

Hon G.T. Giffard:  Are you talking about gambling?  What about Wanneroo?   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I will get to that.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Hon Sue Ellery is urging members to be quiet because she wants to win.  However, I 
know that she will not win!   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 20 September 2001] 

 p4057b-4076a 
Hon George Cash; President; Hon Dee Margetts 

 [17] 

Hon G.T. Giffard:  You’re already talking about Wanneroo; there are at least six minutes in Wanneroo!   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Quite so.   

During the delivery of last Thursday’s budget, many members listened keenly to find out what the implications 
would be for the tourism industry.  Regrettably, tourism received a tremendous rebuff from the Government.  In 
fact, on 17 September, an article in The Australian Financial Review stated that -  

The Western Australian Premier, Dr Geoff Gallop, yesterday rebuffed calls by the WA Tourism 
Council for additional funding for tourism following the Ansett crisis, and financial support to help 
relaunch Skywest regional air services across the State. 

It is interesting that by last weekend - regrettably the events in the United States had occurred at this stage, but 
not everyone realised the flow-on effect that would result - we knew that the airlines in Western Australia were 
in trouble, and the Government rejected requests to provide additional money for the tourism industry.  That was 
callous and short-sighted, because Western Australia will pay the price if the tourism industry is allowed to slide 
into oblivion.  I am glad the Premier announced this morning that $5 million would be made available to the 
tourism industry.  I understand that money will not be poured into Skywest Airlines, because the Government 
does not intend to provide funds to save that airline.  However, I am hopeful that that $5 million will be a fillip 
for the tourism industry, which is clearly on its knees as a result of the Ansett collapse and the terrorists attacks 
in the USA.   

I turn now to the $851 million that the Government claims it will slash from existing departmental budgets.  
Earlier I said that for the first four years of the coalition Government, I was closely involved in the budget 
determinations.  Every year that I attended meetings with the Premier - and those meetings were generally 
bilateral meetings with the individual ministers - it was my job to tell the ministers why they were not going to 
get money, and what they were required to do in order to produce efficiency dividends, as we used to called 
them.  There was always the hope that those dividends would see the light of day.  The Labor Government 
continues that particular style, and the Treasurer has said that he intends to slash $850 million from government 
department spending.  I wish the Government well.  I hope that it succeeds, because in the end it is in the 
interests of the State that the Government be successful.  However, in reality, it will not happen.   

One reason it will not happen is that the chief executive officers of the various departments will quietly explain 
to their ministers that if they require them to come up with the two, five or 10 per cent in efficiency savings, they 
will have to cut various services and programs.  The CEO will tell the minister which programs will have to be 
cut.  The programs that the CEO recommends will be politically sensitive programs.  Therefore, the first thing 
that the minister will say is, “Go back and find some other programs; come up with the efficiency dividend as is 
required, but do not cut those programs, because that would be politically dangerous!”  The CEO and his 
administrative support will go away and come back with a new list of programs that should be cut.  The minister 
will ask them what they are doing, because the new list contains programs in either the minister’s electorate, or 
in the electorate of his or her colleagues; therefore, they cannot be cut.  In the end, after a series of discussions 
between the minister and the CEO, and perhaps some senior bureaucrats, the CEO will say to the minister, “We 
are different from the other departments”, and he will say that he wants the minister to understand that because 
he or she is a special person.  The CEO will probably even say, as one did in the past, that the minister is “the 
best minister that I have ever worked with”! 

Hon Dee Margetts:  And you believed him?   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I did not believe him, because I happened to know that three ministers were told the 
same thing by the same CEO!   

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  They say that to all the ministers.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  They do; Hon Nick Griffiths is right.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes Minister was a documentary!   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Quite so; Hon Kim Chance is dead right!  As much as I talk with a little levity and jest, 
regrettably it is a fact of life.  As I said, I wish the Treasurer and the ministers well in tying to achieve that 
saving.  In the end the CEO will say that his department is different from others, and the minister will urge the 
CEO - not in strong terms - to do his best, and when the minister says that, the CEO will know that he has the 
minister beat; it is all over bar the shouting.  This will happen in all departments, and the Government will find 
that the $851 million it hopes to slash will never come to fruition.  That is regrettable.  I do not know whether 
that is so because we only have four-year terms, or whether it is because we do not have a culture in which 
people are accountable for the budgets for which they are responsible.   

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  We have to put that culture in place, and the Government is doing that.   
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  I agree with Hon Nick Griffiths.  I hope the Government puts that culture in place, and I 
wish it well.  However, from someone who is now greyer than the Minister for Racing and Gaming, I tell him 
that I have been there, I have seen it, I have done that, and nothing has changed at this stage of the game.  
However, again I wish the Government well.  The budget should show that the $851 million worth of savings 
that the Government has budgeted for, and has written into the figures, should be contingent revenue for the 
future.  The Government has taken it off the bottom line and said that it already exists.  That will not be the case.  
However, for the fourth time, I wish the Government well, because it is in the interests of the State that the 
Government succeed.   

Mr President, I do not know who will win the bet. 

Hon G.T. Giffard:  At this stage it will be Hon Sue Ellery.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Hon Sue Ellery?   

Several members interjected. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  In view of the fact that other members wish to speak, I defer my comments on 
Wanneroo until next time.  No doubt members will look forward to my comments about that suburb.  The 
Opposition supports the legislation.   

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [3.18 pm]:  I inform Hon George Cash that I also lost, but no money 
changed hands, so that could not be called a wager in the true sense of the word.   

We are talking about the general picture of the 2001 state budget, and on a number of occasions in recent days 
the big picture has begun to emerge.  From the point of view of the Greens (WA), the budget clearly highlights 
the ongoing issue of the federal-state revenue imbalance, and its consequences, especially for recurrent 
expenditure.  A number of issues were raised by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich and Hon George Cash about the impacts 
over time, and the need to make extra cuts.  As I mentioned previously, this is not necessarily a one-off issue that 
relates to one Government’s management.  I was grateful that the budget papers provide the statistics that the 
Greens (WA) had been seeking.  These statistics are very stark.  They show that 50 per cent of our State’s 
expenditure was not determined in the state budget of last week, but was sourced from Canberra, and over the 
past 20 years the payments from the federal Government have declined by 20 per cent.  In the same period, 
controls over the way the States can spend this money have increased.   

Special purpose payments, as a percentage of total payments from the federal Government to all States, have 
increased from 29 per cent to 43 per cent, and although the Commonwealth collects 80 per cent of all tax 
revenue in Australia, it redistributes only about one-fifth to the States.  However, States are responsible 
constitutionally for most key service provision areas.  When we get down to it, that is why in each of those 
budgets the chief executive officer of each department goes to the minister and tries to find areas to cut.  If we 
are talking about health, education, transport and environment - including land care and salinity, some of the 
most important environmental issues - in each of those areas where there is unmet need, not only are they unable 
to meet that need but also they have to find ways of making cuts in areas from which they are already cutting 
programs.  This leads to a reduction in basic services.  Whenever there is a commonwealth budget and particular 
programs are implemented, there is a hue and cry from people about programs that are affected, but the budget is 
not generally explained in terms of the costs to some other programs.  If people at the federal level realised that 
any increase in spending on a particular health program might have to come out of the replacement costs of 
hospitals or the provision of orderlies’ or nurses’ pay, it might be seen in a different light.  Sometimes 
commonwealth programs overlap into state areas, anyway. 

Salinity in Western Australia is one area that should be looked at, because although Western Australia has 70 per 
cent of the nation’s salinity by area, the federal Government’s national action plan offers us about 12 per cent of 
the funds, and the special purpose payments have a number of conditions which at times become quite difficult 
to comply with.  A number of commonwealth funds are often required to be matched by state government funds, 
when the State Government is having difficulty covering its basic services.  Things are not always as easy as 
people think, and the answer is not just a matter of Governments spending less or being fiscally prudent.  Over 
time these kinds of dilemmas are inevitable.  The Government’s own budget papers show that.   

We put these figures into an A3 format, and it is quite stark when one sees the drop-off in commonwealth grants 
and the increased decline in specific purpose payments, but it becomes clear when one looks at the difference 
between commonwealth-owned outlays and general grants to States.  Western Australia is considerably below 
the line; it is around minus 20 per cent of the average of what has been put in. 

As I have mentioned during the debate on the goods and services tax, although there was a lot of talk that the 
GST would fix that problem, it has not.  There has been an ever so slight change on some of those graphs, but 
over time even that will be eroded - for instance, when the tranche payments for national competition policy 
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cease to occur.  A number of those tranche payments were related to loss of revenue as a result of the agreements 
for national competition policy. 

I want to talk about loss of revenue, because I believe this might be one of the beasts that turns around to bite us.  
I was going to use other terminology, but perhaps I will not.  Many of us have been concerned when assets have 
been sold to retire debt.  Many analysts in the media and so on also did the sums to show that the benefits - if 
there were benefits in servicing debt and so on - were relatively short term or at best medium term, because after 
a while the practice caught up with Governments and the revenue was lost.  Utilities or other assets could have 
gained rent.  We all know there are good reasons we as individuals try to purchase our own places in which to 
live, especially as we get older.  We know that as long as we can pay that house off within a reasonable time we 
will benefit because we will not continually have to pay rent, which will continue to rise.  Even though 15 or 20 
years ago the purchase price of that asset may have seemed quite a lot of money, and we would have thought 
how much we would have to pay off over time, we can now look at that relative price and what we would have 
paid in rent over time and realise that, as long as real estate or other assets appreciate, we have saved money and 
we now have that income that no longer has to be paid out in rent.   

The same thing has occurred with State Governments.  It has been attractive, mainly over the past 10 or so years, 
for Governments to believe that they have done something for the books at a state or federal level by selling off 
assets.  Of course, that is a temporary or at best a medium-term solution, because in the end they lose that 
revenue.  Everybody realised that when government cars were provided through a government fleet - rather than, 
as now, having leased cars, especially with the way the tax situation was worked out - it was not a cost to 
government to provide cars to the people within the government sector who required cars for their work, whereas 
now there is an ongoing cost.  Taxpayers, departments and programs pay that cost.  It will not surprise members 
to realise that I will sheet home a lot of this particular ideological change - it is not necessarily economically 
driven; it appears to be, but it is more ideologically driven - to the move towards national competition policy.  A 
big part of that was the link in national competition policy when all States and Territories signed up to the 
concept of competitive neutrality.  That meant there was a requirement that all costs, such as assumed capital 
user charges - the things we all love in this particular budget - and other charges -  

Hon Barry House:  Who was the Prime Minister who drove that - Paul Keating? 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Paul Keating.  The member is absolutely correct. 

Hon Barry House:  I thought I would get that on the record. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  That is all right; he was not in my party.  National competition policy pushed the 
concept of competitive neutrality, which I am reliably informed was dreamt up by the federal Treasury.  If 
members want to find the text where competitive neutrality is described and the rationale explained, they should 
not try looking for it in other countries - if they find it, please tell me, because I have looked and I could not find 
it - because I am reliably informed that the concept or the term was dreamt up by the federal Treasury.  
Competitive neutrality is this thought that we will all do better if Governments have to pay the kinds of costs that 
non-government sectors pay.  How that logic works out I am not entirely sure, because there have been many 
side-effects of this move towards requiring governments to put on costs that they may not in reality be paying 
but there may be a concept that they should be paying.  That has meant that Governments have sold off assets 
because they do not necessarily see the benefits of not paying rent, because they will have to figure that into their 
programs anyway.  It also means that ongoing programs that used to provide a service at a relatively small cost 
may cease to exist, because people look at the cost of housing and staffing those departments and think that they 
can no longer be afforded.  Over time, the disadvantages to people may be considerable. 

It is ironic that some of the worst aspects of accrual accounting are related to the push to national competition 
policy, which was a legacy of the last term of office of the former Prime Minister, Paul Keating.  As Hon George 
Cash has indicated, many aspects of accrual accounting are part of a statement generally made annually by 
federal and state Treasuries that there will be yet another change to the way in which budgets are presented and 
that it is designed to make the budget process simpler.  I heard this said every one of the six years that I was in 
the federal parliamentary arena.  Every year it was incorrect.  The whole point of changing the budget format 
every year was to prevent comparison between one year and another.  We have all worked that out.  It is obvious 
to most people who read the budget papers that it is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to get from those 
papers details of the programs operating and the staff employed.  The details may be provided, but it is 
significant that they relate to program numbers to which there is no key.  It would not be too difficult to include 
in the budget papers a key linking the figures to the programs.  We deal with a whole range of figures that do not 
relate to the descriptions of the programs.  The process involves a really broad concept, which has accountancy 
mechanisms that we might well find fascinating, if we all had degrees in accrual accounting, but they do not tell 
us what we need to know.   

Hon Kim Chance:  It is the first year of the accrual budgets.  
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Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Is it?  That means changes will probably be needed next year to make it easier for us to 
understand. 

Hon Kim Chance:  We are in the last year of the cycle.  In the first year of the cycle whole agencies were listed, 
and sometimes more than 50 per cent of the total vote was listed in a one-line item called “Other”. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Some aspects may be getting better. 

Hon Kim Chance:  In at least one year it was worse. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  An attempt is made to put a value on property.  I would like at some stage to see some 
recognition that capital expenditure in areas such as health and education may suffer most from the need to cut 
the budget.  In the health portfolio it is extremely unpalatable, as is apparent from the reduction in emergency 
services and cuts at the pointy end of medicine.  Often there is a tendency to cut the provision or upgrading of 
services.  It means that more and more hospitals and schools will continue beyond their projected life.  That may 
well mean that people working in those buildings will become less efficient and effective.  I would like there to 
be some mechanism by which departments had funds that could be reliably called on to provide some of the 
capital upgrades.  In reality it will not happen.  We have heard that departments can put their depreciation 
allowances towards a fund that might be called upon, but it is a political decision.  

As the Greens (WA) and I have said already, the federal-state fiscal arrangements need to be revisited.  The 
situation cannot be addressed by fiddling around the edges.  It must be done by looking at people’s expectations 
from State and federal Governments.  The Commonwealth feels obliged to continue creating programs that are 
seen to be politically popular.  This needs to be reassessed in the light of the quality of services provided.  In the 
health area, it often means that preventive health care, which is not at the pointy end of medicine, will lose out to 
areas that are harder to cut.  That is a great pity.  If we closed our eyes and worked out the best way to spend the 
money, we might not have the current health system.  However, we are stuck with the infrastructure and we must 
make the best of what we have. 

There will be a degree of angst about the revenue measures, because there always is.  This budget contains 
revenue measures and cuts.  I imagine it is a difficult process for a new Government that does not want to be 
regarded as unfair.  As with most revenue measures, there will be unforeseen consequences.  I understand there 
was an effort to make revenue measures least painful for those who have the least ability to pay.  Members might 
have some angst about the final details of those revenue measures, to make sure that unintended consequences of 
revenue measures are not damaging.   

I do not want to delay the Chamber too much.  I am very grateful for the opportunity to be among the early 
speakers in this debate.  I appreciate that courtesy.  I hope that through the budget estimates committee process, 
we shall be able to get more detailed information.  I guess that as part the budget process, members must 
determine what information is missing from this budget format, and what could and should usefully be provided 
in the future to give them a better understanding of what is going on.  When people talk about major companies 
that have financial difficulties, they often ask why those involved did not know of the problems.  If those 
companies were using accrual accounting, perhaps people had the same difficulties that members of this 
Chamber might experience when trying to find out exactly what is happening in various areas and getting signals 
they understand. 

The Greens (WA) will probably require more detail of modelling for some of the revenue measures.  It will be 
necessary to read the legislation to ascertain that all the elements are as they should be.  Unfortunately, some 
details of revenue measures emerge only when members receive telephone calls from constituents.  One 
constituent said that he had been phoning over the course of several days and had obtained certain details about 
one of the revenue measures.  He said that he guessed I knew all about it.  I said that he knew more than I did.  It 
is unfortunate that, although announcements are made in budget speeches, in the end the devil is in the detail.  If 
there are unforeseen consequences, it might be necessary to tweak around the edges to make measures fairer to 
as many people as possible. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon B.K. Donaldson. 
 


