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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 23 June on the following motion moved by Hon Michael Mischin (Attorney General) — 

That pursuant to standing order 69(1), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 4085A–E 
(budget papers 2016–17) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 12 May 2016. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [2.43 pm]: I rise to speak on the budget and, more broadly, 
on the economic issues facing the state. Hon Michael Mischin provided the Treasurer’s budget speech to this 
chamber on Thursday, 12 May 2016. Obviously, the budget is framed in challenging economic times and it was 
emphasised that the government is following a new phase of the business cycle. Obviously, most of our income 
to date has been on the back of the mining and petroleum industries. I want to put that in some sort of context. 
If we look at Australia’s top 10 goods and services exports as of 2013—that is the most recent data—we see that 
iron ore and concentrates totalled a value of $69 billion and were 21.8 per cent of world supply. Coal had a value 
of nearly $40 billion and was 12.5 per cent of world supply. Education-related travel services were $15 billion, 
which was 4.7 per cent of world supply in that area. Natural gas was down at 4.6 per cent of world supply and 
crude petroleum was down at 2.8 per cent of world supply, which generated about $9 billion of income. 
We quite often talk about the downturn in the minerals sector. I think we need to be very careful when we use 
this terminology, because production is up. We know that from 1980 through to 2020 the projected average price 
of iron ore will be between $US40 and $US60 a tonne. Right up to 2004 the price was going down. In 2004 we 
were looking at $US25 to $US30 a tonne, and then we hit this massive spike and everybody went sort of stir-
crazy. A lot of people were entering the market, but nobody evaluated the market share and how we fitted within 
that market share at a global level. 
We hit that massive price of over $US160 a tonne of iron ore in about early 2012. We kept those high rates and 
I think it was $US123 a tonne by the end of 2012–13. The current price is about $US53 a tonne for what we call 
62 per cent Fe and around $US41.4 a tonne for 58 per cent Fe, but production levels continue to go up. Quite 
rightly, expenditure in expansion and the construction phase has declined, which has had a dramatic effect on the 
income of not only the state but also many people in both the regions that I represent and the south west, which 
has become quite a belt for fly in, fly out workers. 
We have seen dramatic reductions. About 147 houses in Karratha are vacant and we are still trying to come to terms 
with the effect of the downturn in the construction industry associated with expanded mine processes. I think that in 
the long term, we still have at least a good six to nine months to go before we can fully evaluate and fully analyse 
the impacts of this normalisation. We need to determine it as that, because we are going down to an iron ore price 
that is higher than the price prior to what we refer to as the boom. I am old enough, unfortunately, to remember that 
we went through all this previously in 1988 and we watched the same process blow out. 
I suppose what concerns me most is that we quite often tend to ameliorate our responsibility in how we look at this 
state and its resources and what we need to do to diversify. There is the old adage, “Do not put all your eggs in one 
basket.” We certainly had a very, very large basket for a very long time but it had a hole in the bottom of it. Although 
we are, interestingly enough, on the register of sites that have a future fund, as of 2012 we have $300 million in what 
is referred to as the Western Australian future fund. It is interesting that that puts us 107th globally among countries 
that have future funds. Norway has two future funds. Some studies carried out a while ago indicate that Norway’s 
future fund is sitting at about $931 billion, nearly $1 trillion. It comprises two future funds, the Pensions Reserve 
Future Fund and the Economic and Social Stabilisation Fund. This provides Norway, which has quite a small 
population compared with Australia, with the ability to fund its future for ever and a day. 
I am reminded of being at the Boulder markets a few years ago and meeting an engineer from Saudi Arabia who 
just happened to be passing by. We had a bit of a chat and he said, “Western Australia is one of the luckiest 
states in the world; you’ve got all this mineralisation. What countries are you buying?” I asked what he meant, 
and he said, “You’ve got all this income; what are you doing with it?” I said that, obviously, we keep the state 
running and we are building a few things and he said, “No; what are you investing in?” When asked what he 
really meant, he said, “In Saudi Arabia, 50 per cent of our income from oil and gas goes into purchasing 
international corporations or investing heavily in other nations.” That is Saudi Arabia’s form of a future fund. 
Saudi Arabia looked at the profitability of its resources and realised that they are not sustainable and the country 
invested in the future by positioning itself in industries around the world for the future. We have not done that. 
We know that iron ore rates are currently 7.5 per cent freight on board, and that is the royalty regime in which 
we operate in this state. It diminishes for other Fe minerals. Magnetite has a much lower rate. We provided 
a discount for people producing magnetite after the so-called boom had started, first, because the mining 
companies entered the marketplace on the basis of a high dollar return on iron and the government decided to 
provide a 50 per cent royalty relief to those companies to help them start. Second, we know that in May this year 
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the government extended that 50 per cent royalty rebate by a further reduction based on the fact that the 
corporations that had entered the marketplace at the height of the boom had not done their sums. When the iron 
ore price normalised they found themselves in a very difficult position and, potentially, put at stake the jobs of 
over 1 000 people in the Pilbara. As a result, royalty relief was provided to those companies and that royalty 
relief was an income deficit of about $39.7 million over two years. I am certainly not saying that we should not 
have provided those incentives to those fledgling miners, but one wonders whether, in the long-term economic 
rationalism, supporting corporations that have made bad investment decisions based on a boom, which, in 
essence, everyone in the industry can see coming to an end, is not necessarily good fiscal management. 

I return to my early days as a stockbroker in the City of London. We would have been very, very critical of 
corporations being bailed out because of bad fiscal decision-making. We have a problem in this state. We know 
that our deficit is growing inexorably and we know we have a budget shortfall this year of about $4 billion. The 
problem I see is that we are setting in train a policy of trying to sell off bits of the house to fix the problem. 
I return to the speech made by Hon Michael Mischin, the Attorney General, in this place on Thursday, 
12 May 2016 in which he itemised some of the elements we are looking to sell to resolve some—a very limited 
some—of our debt. We were considering the sale of Utah Point, which has been referred to a committee, so 
I will not say any more about that; Fremantle port; the partial divestment of the Keystart loan book; the 
government is also engaged in productive discussions with the racing industry to progress the sale of the TAB; 
and there is also Western Power and Horizon Power’s distribution and transmission in the Pilbara. What 
concerns me is that the government seems to be cutting its nose off to spite its face because these industries 
generate income. They do not generate a massive amount of income relative to the debt but they do generate 
income. Once they are gone; they are gone forever. There are massive concerns about the sale of the TAB 
because, if we go down that pathway and privatise the TAB, it is more than likely we will see gambling and 
gaming machines in all the local hostelries, hotels and pubs and that would be to the detriment of all people in 
Western Australia. 

The government proposes to address the debt issue with a plan to sell mature assets to pay down debt as well as 
to fund key capital works going forward. Some key capital works being dealt with at the moment include the 
Elizabeth Quay development. That is something I would have thought a good fiscal manager would have put on 
the backburner at times of great fiscal concern. There are a number of other issues, including the immediate 
comments made by the Premier, when he came out onto the steps of Parliament House and said, in a very 
kneejerk reaction, that 150 remote Aboriginal communities would close. He made those comments on the 
strength that the federal government is also in a fiscal bind. The federal government had decided to stop funding 
$30 million a year into state revenue to assist with remote communities but would give the state a lump sum 
payment of $90 million. In what I considered to be a bit of a dummy spit, the Premier went onto the steps outside 
and said, “Right, I’m going to close 150 communities.” The government has now backed away from that. The 
last time the Premier mentioned this, he talked about amalgamating communities. Even that is very short-term, 
bean counting–type decision-making. If communities were to close, it means the buildings and services taken 
away will have to be provided elsewhere. On one hand it might save a bucketload of money but, on the other, 
a bucketload of money will have to be spent. I hope that the government will give up on this idea. There are 
issues in regional and remote communities, but we need to be supportive and not create a situation in which 
people are concerned about their welfare and their future. 

The state budget touched on many things. We dealt with some of the Department of Water’s “Significant Issues 
Impacting the Agency” on page 654 of volume 2, budget paper No 2. The fourth dot point on that page states — 

The Department is the lead agency delivering the $40 million Royalties for Regions (RfR) funded 
Water for Food program, part of the single biggest investment in the Western Australian agricultural 
sector made by a State Government. The program is identifying water and land resources to expand and 
boost productivity in the irrigated agricultural sector and support regional Western Australian 
communities through economic diversification. Last financial year represented the first full year of 
Water for Food program funding, with an $11 million spend. Almost $9 million will be invested in the 
Water for Food program in 2016–17. 

I understand the rationale behind some of this, but on another level I worry that the economics around this might 
not stack up. We saw the problem with the two pastoral leases that were impacted by a part of that 
Water for Food program, which involved water provided by the Woodie Woodie manganese mine. The problem 
was that when the mine went into caretaker mode, water was no longer provided. The government had to step in 
with approximately $500 000 worth of funding to keep the pumps going and the water flowing to that system. 
Although I understand the intent, I am worried about the net fiscal outcome for the state around some of these 
projects. It is all well and good to pump money in, but if they cannot be sustained by pastoralists or whoever is in 
receipt of that income, it concerns me that maybe we are putting our money in the wrong place. I go back to the 
old chestnut, the Ord stage 2 Water for Food program. That is in fact growing crops to create methanol for the 
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Chinese, which certainly is not food. We need to have a really good, hard look at some of the economic 
expenditure in that area against the cost–benefit analysis over the long term. Access to water is a problem in the 
Mowanjum irrigated system. The availability of water is not necessarily as reliable as was first indicated. We 
find ourselves moving into a bit of a problematic area there. 

We dealt with the reform project earlier. That project was identified in the budget as costing approximately 
$150 million over the forward estimates. Some questions were asked about that. From July 2015 to 
18 May 2016, out of that $150 million, salaries amounted to $1.8 million and non-salaries amounted to a further 
$800 000. We looked at only a very small proportion of the allocated money being spent by the regional services 
reform unit. Members commented that many regional and remote communities have very poor water supply. 
Some communities have high levels of arsenic, some have high levels of uranium, and a lot have high levels of 
nitrates. If we were really fair dinkum about resolving some of the problems in remote communities, one would 
have hoped that some expenditure would have been itemised to fix up those high levels. 

There were comments in the budget papers about projections of development of industries and the growth of 
communities. I wonder whether some of these projections are realistic. With the downturn, or the normalisation, 
of the mining industry and the reduction in the construction efforts in those industries, large sectors of the 
community have moved back to the states from where they came—from the eastern states or indeed back to 
New Zealand. Quite interestingly, I have interviewed a number of people who have actually gone back to 
New Zealand. They realise that they are going back to a more constrained lifestyle than they had while working 
in the mining industry, but there are no jobs available around that. My own daughter, who had worked in the 
mining industry for many years, has tried to find any job she can. She was an occupational health and safety 
officer with a major mining corporation. She lives in Rockingham and is desperately trying to find work, 
everything from a Coles check-out operator to whatever. When she rolls up for a job, she finds there are literally 
hundreds of people seeking employment at the moment in those areas. If a person has the opportunity to go 
somewhere else, because maybe that is where their family came from or whatever else, they may move out of 
those areas. For the long term we have to be very, very careful that we start investing in industries that will 
generate income and jobs for the whole of Western Australia. I think it a little rich that the Premier suddenly 
determined he would become the Minister for Tourism; that seems to be his panacea for resolving some of the 
economic downturn. I agree that tourism is of great value, but we need to be a little more innovative and think 
beyond the box and about how to generate innovative industry in Western Australia; many possibilities exist. 

The other thing that concerns me is that, given the genuine decline in the mining sector, nothing much is being 
done at the corporate level and federally. Last year Chevron Australia, a parent company, paid Australian income 
tax of only $248 on the back of a $1.7 billion profit. We have the minerals and resources, and we need a fair 
dinkum income from both at a federal and state level. Given what I said about royalties earlier on, there are ways 
of dealing with that. Many people like the idea of a taxation regime on mineral resource companies, but there are 
arguments for and against; arguments also exist for a royalty regime. In considering a royalty regime, we have to 
look at what other nations do around a royalty or taxation regime. As I said, we range between 2.5 per cent 
royalty, freight on board, and a 7.5 per cent royalty. The three Canadian royalties regimes operate at around 
a 30 per cent royalty or taxation regime, and the mining industry has not walked away. Our problem is that we 
think that if we get a fair deal or fair share of the dollar return for multinationals’ mining investment in our state 
and we demand a fair slice of the cake, somehow or other they will walk away. I have already stated that 
Western Australia produces 21.7 per cent of the global supply of iron ore. We have good iron ore, such as at 
Brockman and Marra Mamba. If we are to move beyond current mining activity in this state—the Association of 
Mining and Exploration Companies has identified that it is not a sustainable industry because our resources will 
eventually dry up—we need to position ourselves not within this budgetary term or four-year political cycle, but 
into the future. That way, after the industry comes to some level of genuine downturn due to the lack of supply—
estimated to be some 70 to 100 years away, I might add; it is nothing major—we will have some long-term fiscal 
reserves to build and develop industries beyond the mining sector. Without decent reserves and a decent future 
fund based on some good returns from the industry in the current environment, I think the long term for 
Western Australia does not look all that good. For the Premier; Minister for Tourism to look at tourism as being 
a total panacea is, I think, very, very short-sighted indeed. Some serious investment in the future needs to be 
made. 

I wanted to address the Collie transition. Quite clearly, a significant amount of money has been spent on the 
Collie power upgrades, with a $36.7 million budget allocation for further upgrades on those stations. That is 
a bit like the old pig in a poke, because Collie A and B are two very, very old power stations that were used 
for peaking power because we had an oversupply of power. We continue to have an oversupply of power 
because of the fantastic take-up of renewables in this state. But a standalone coal-fired power station should 
not be used to generate peaking power. Coal-fired power stations have a very, very low thermal efficiency in 
terms of power generation, and the only way they survive is to keep them going 24 hours a day, seven days 
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a week at full speed, so they become a bedded-in system. They are constructed from iron, cast iron, stainless 
steel and many other iron components, and if we start ramping them up and down and changing their thermal 
efficiency the iron becomes brittle and they start fracturing, breaking, and the concrete footings start going. 
Notwithstanding the millions of dollars spent on power stations A and B, they will never come back to their 
proper thermal efficiency. As more and more people provide other forms of energy with a better economic 
outcome, the use of A and B will decline. One wonders whether, in the sale process of Western Power, we 
will ever get anywhere near the return on investment on those two projects. I say that because some of the 
figures I have heard have been offered, not within the marketplace but within conversation, have been about 
one-quarter of the money spent on them. People will want to take on those sites not because they want to use 
them as is, but because they are the hub of the poles and wires distribution system that operates within 
Western Australia in the south west interconnected system. 

We have some real innovative opportunities, but Western Australia needs to stop putting impediments in the way 
of the renewable energy sector. That needs to be done in a way that encourages growth, expansion and cheaper 
power for the south west interconnected grid. That will enable the renewable energy sector to become 
established and provide the jobs and income this state needs. 
It always concerns me, with long-term fiscal management, that it is all well and good for any government, this 
one or a previous government, to argue the case on a budget-by-budget basis. The world demands greater 
responsibility for how we treat budgets into the future. We know the world is changing—blind Freddy can see 
that—and we need to establish a budgetary regime that addresses the future of Western Australia, long beyond 
when I and most members in this place are going to be around, and that actually puts in place a regime that 
enables children, mainly our grandkids, to say that we had a legacy out of mining the state of Western Australia, 
not a deficit and, indeed, not a hole in the ground. The other component of this, although not directly related to 
the bottom line, but which is of immense concern to me, is the fact that we have repatriated huge amounts of 
money to the mining sector in lieu of their bonds. We have gone in exactly the opposite direction to every state 
and territory. We used to have a 25 per cent bond regime that would manage the ground should the mining 
corporation go into bankruptcy or receivership or was in a position not to continue. Now we have seen mines 
that have had significant problems, such as Bulong and number of others, that have had their bonds repatriated to 
them. Now we have a situation in which, in fact, with the normalisation of the industry, many corporations have 
either had to go into receivership or, basically, have walked away from their sites. That has left the state with 
a massive problem, because it is the state that will have to fix that. We keep on talking about the mining 
rehabilitation fund; but that fund was only ever established to fix up myriad holes in the ground that we have, 
which could include a pit or the unfenced shaft within 70 metres of the Leonora High School. Kids can walk out 
of that school, and go and play in the dirt; there is no fence around it, so down the hole they can go. We have the 
situation with Wittenoom. I served on the minerals environment liaison committee many years ago, which 
looked at Wittenoom as one of the most significant sites that needed rehabilitation. Those projects were the sorts 
of things that we looked to the MRF for. Members must remember that fixing up Wittenoom is a problem worth 
hundreds of millions of dollars. The tailings are still flowing down Wittenoom Creek into the Fortescue River, 
and are now down as far as the roadhouse on the Fitzroy River, where it crosses the highway. Those are the sorts 
of things that the MRF was supposed to deal with, not dealing with the immediacy of corporations going 
bankrupt or just packing up and leaving the state with their debt. 
I urge the government to try to be a little more innovative and proactive in the way it looks towards fiscal 
management in the future. We cannot operate at this level of debt or deficit. We need to work even beyond that and 
consider how we can build a buffer, a future fund—a meaningful future fund—into the future for our kids and 
grandkids, and for the Parliaments of the future. Thank you Madam Deputy President, I will now take my seat. 
HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [3.25 pm]: I am pleased to rise to speak on the motion and 
have the opportunity to scrutinise the 2016–17 budget, both through this process and the estimates process. In 
analysing the budget, three things came out of it for me: one was priorities, the next was management and the 
third was federal impact. A budget speaks volumes about a government’s priorities. If we look at how money is 
allocated in a budget, we can say that a government has prioritised these types of services, these kinds of 
delivery and this type of infrastructure. It is pretty easy to see, with this budget, as with previous budgets of 
state Liberal–National governments, that they are skewed away from those who need a helping hand and that 
their priorities are not focused on those most in need. Indeed, the decisions that are contained within this budget 
will negatively impact people who are already living on the edge of, or in, poverty. This budget will affect 
those who are already worse off—those people who can least afford it. We have to seriously question what the 
Liberal–National government’s priorities are, because it certainly does not prioritise those most in need. 
The second factor I mentioned was management, and by that I mean the bad management of this government. 
We have to seriously question how this budget, like those before it, has ended up in such a mess. We cannot look 
at 2016–17 budget allocations in isolation, because they are the sum total of decisions made by, and the bad 
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management of, this government year after year after year. We also cannot look at this budget in isolation from 
supposed policies or priorities for the future. We know that this bad management has reigned supreme and has 
been the only constant with this Liberal–National government over the past eight years. 
The third factor that I mentioned is federal impact. On top of the government’s priorities, which are skewed 
away from those most in need, and its bad management is the impact of decisions of the federal Liberal–National 
government and how they negatively impact on the state budget, more particularly on people living on low and 
fixed incomes in Western Australia. We know that the federal government—firstly the Abbot Liberal–National 
government and secondly the Turnbull Liberal–National government—has made significant budget cuts that 
directly affect Western Australia. The disproportionate effect of those budget cuts places a heavy burden on 
people on low incomes. It should not come as a surprise, but it always comes as a shock, and those kinds of 
decisions always take my breath away, because I simply cannot understand how a government, be it federal or 
state, could treat its citizens in that way, especially those citizens who are most disadvantaged. We will look at 
that more closely in my analysis of the budget. 

Let me sum that up. All this budget tells us is that the state Liberal–National government has the wrong priorities 
and it has bungled management of this and previous budgets. Through bad management, it has bungled the 
mining boom and how the benefits of the mining boom over the past few years can be shared. Let us look at the 
features of the budget framework that characterise this budget and the way in which this Liberal–National 
government has bungled them all. Let us look at who this budget affects and how it affects them. 

After eight years in government, here is the track record of the state Liberal–National government. It has 
a record debt this financial year of $3.9 billion, heading towards $4 billion, which is $1 billion worse than 
originally projected. It has a deficit that is heading towards $40 billion, which again is significantly worse than 
originally projected. We have seen significant job losses, no plan to diversify the economy or to help people get 
jobs again, broken promises too numerous to count, wasted opportunities and no plans over the last eight years to 
get the economy out of the trouble that was created or for our future. We know that Labor left office in 2008 
with an immaculate set of books thanks to the state’s Treasurer at the time, Hon Eric Ripper, and the good 
management of successive Labor governments from 2001. The Barnett government was left with a healthy 
surplus, low debt and, as I mentioned, the best set of books in Australia. The Liberal–National government 
mismanaged the state from day one and then over the last eight years. We had seven little Treasurers in eight 
years. 

Hon Michael Mischin: They are not little at all. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Maybe I am just trying to make an allusion to the seven dwarves. Yes, I was 
making a joke. But we have to take this seriously because the very poor management of having a Treasurer come 
in, a Treasurer leave, a Treasurer come in and a Treasurer leave—the revolving door of seven Treasurers—has 
meant that nobody has been seriously at the wheel. Nobody will take responsibility for overarching economic 
policy and nobody thought to put mechanisms, programs and policies in place to diversify the economy at the 
first sign of a downturn in the mining industry in particular. Nobody had their eye on the ball. It was bad 
management. As I said, we had seven Treasurers in eight years. The budget is in such disarray now, I know that 
it will be hard to recover but how on earth, apart from straightforward bad management and seven Treasurers in 
eight years, did we get here? The government tells us that we got here because revenues are down, the 
population increases created a demand on services, particularly on infrastructure, and salaries and royalties 
created this problem, but we know that there is another story to tell. Let me tell the stories that could be told 
around this. 

Professor David Hayward, the dean of the School of Global, Urban and Social Studies at RMIT University, in 
a paper published by BIS Shrapnel, refers to how the government’s narrative around this is so dreadfully wrong, 
borne out by fact. He says, and I quote — 

• In real terms, revenues are up by 26% relative to 2007/8. This is far higher than population growth 
over the same period of 19%. 

So in relative terms, revenues are up by 26 per cent. In addition, he says that at constant 2011–12 prices, 
assuming the prices are constant, royalties rose from $1.8 billion in 2008 to $5.8 billion in 2014. 
Professor Hayward also found that GST revenue at 2011 prices fell by approximately $2 billion. In relative 
terms, there was a fall in GST revenue of approximately $2 billion. But he also found that the government was 
getting twice the amount of money that it had lost in GST revenue as a result of increased royalty revenue. Yes, 
there had been a drop in GST revenue at constant prices in 2011–12 of $2 billion but over the same time the 
government was getting twice the amount of money that it lost through increased royalties. This is what he had 
to say about it — 
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… the Government’s public policies and narrative are on increasingly shaky ground. Its financial 
difficulties are largely of its own making, having stemmed from rising non-salary expenses which have 
spun out of control, and which threaten to continue to do so according to the data … 

That is, the data contained in this report. He continues — 
In addition, … the financial woes, one of the main contributing factors to the turnaround projected over 
the next five years is the rapid growth in GST revenues, which are set to flow back in to compensate for 
declining royalties. 

These are problems of the government’s own making, having stemmed from rising non-salary expenses, which 
have spun out of control. We know what those non-salary expenses that have spun out of control really are, do 
we not? They are projects that are very nice to have but which we could not afford—projects that demonstrate 
the government’s priorities: on the one hand, building large stadiums and event playgrounds; and, on the other 
hand, cutting services to local people. 

Let me move on to the extra point that I was talking about relating to the impact on the state budget; that is, the 
federal budget. Although the government cries poor about a decrease in GST revenue, which in relative terms, 
remember, is approximately $2 billion, it does not shout about the cuts that have been made in the federal budget 
to commonwealth grants and through national partnerships. At no point has the Premier or any minister stood up 
and said, “But, heck, the Abbott–Turnbull government are cutting programs and grants that we once relied on to 
deliver services.” I think the state and, more importantly, the people who rely on those services will be left worse 
off as a result of that. 
In the 2016–17 financial year, there will be a total reduction of 10.5 per cent in commonwealth grants. The 
federal government has axed 10.5 per cent just out of that pot of money in general government operating 
revenue. On top of that, last year the federal government cut at least $8 billion out of education and health 
funding to the state. Of course, those who can least afford it will have to pay more for education and health 
services. How is the state going to manage this? There has not been a whimper out of Premier Barnett or 
Treasurer Nahan or any of the ministers whose portfolios are affected by this. Not an eyelid has been batted. All 
of this has done serious damage to the bottom line of the government. The government has not once stood up to 
the Abbott or Turnbull governments and said, “What about our important services in health? What about our 
important services in education? What about affordable housing, homelessness services and domestic violence 
funding?” The government’s response to the budget situation has of course been to have a fire sale, but it is so 
disorganised and badly managed that it cannot agree on what to sell and when, and I will get into that in a little 
more detail later. 
Today, for example, we saw the proposed sale of the TAB. Will we or will we not have add-ons to the sale of the 
TAB for gambling, which is only otherwise available at the casino in Western Australia? During estimates, we 
found out that the Forest Products Commission is no longer for sale. Why? It is because it is too hard. Initially, the 
Treasurer said that the Forest Products Commission would be a great asset to sell, but he did not look at how to sell 
the assets of that agency. It is too hard in accounting terms to sell that asset. When will the privatisation of Western 
Power occur? The government cannot even agree on that. Yes, it will happen; but when will it happen, what parts 
will be up for sale and when, and will the government take that to the state election next year? I hope so. 
Let us look at some specific areas in this budget in which there have been dramatic cuts that will affect the 
people of Western Australia, particularly those most in need. Public transport is a way of getting around and a lot 
of Western Australians, particularly people on low incomes, rely on it to get to and from work, to get to and from 
school and to go to events because they cannot afford a car or cannot afford to run a car as the cost of running 
a car has increased dramatically in Western Australia, particularly over the past three budget cycles. Public 
transport is, for some, a safe, reliable and relatively cheap way of getting around. But, of course, public transport 
fares have gone up by 33 per cent over the past eight years, so it is no longer as cheap as it once was. The 
Barnett government has bumped up fares for public transport year after year. Up until now, people have 
experienced a 33 per cent increase in public transport fares. This budget sees $39.4 million in new cuts to public 
transport. We do not know what they are—we just know that $39.4 million has been identified in the budget—
because the government will not release the detail of that until the December midyear review. Nevertheless, 
$39.4 million has just gone straight out of the budget. On top of that, last week we saw a leak to the media about 
the government’s plan to have a plan to have a plan on public transport. The confusion and the dysfunction 
surrounding the working relationship between the Premier and the Minister for Transport were on show. It was 
a plan to have a plan to have a plan. 
In the budget, the Liberal Party indicated that it wanted a plan to fund future infrastructure, but in his budget 
speech the Treasurer said that the Liberals would sell Western Power and parts of Horizon Power in the Pilbara 
because it would be in the best interests of taxpayers and electricity consumers. Last week he stated that any 
election commitment put forward by the Liberal–National government would be on the condition of the 
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privatisation going ahead. He said that it “will be contingent on achieving the sale”. However, hours after the 
Treasurer said that, the Premier told Parliament that no decision would be made on the sale of Western Power 
until after the 2017 state election. So who is right—the Premier or the Treasurer? The Treasurer is telling us that 
the figures in this budget are based on the premise of the sale of Western Power and the Horizon Power grid. So 
who is right and who is wrong, and where are the decisions being made, because it is an incredible, unbelievable 
mess? 
One fine example of where it is a mess is, of course, Metro Area Express light rail. What a sad, sorry history that 
MAX light rail has. How sad and sorry can MAX and the seven little Treasurers be? We know that, at the last 
election, the people of Perth, particularly those in Mt Lawley and the north eastern corridor around Mirrabooka, 
were promised MAX light rail. We know that those voters were promised MAX as a transformational project. In 
fact, the word “transformational” was first mentioned in the first plan to have a plan for public transport by the 
Liberal–National government—Public Transport 2031, which was a blueprint for the future. In 2013 voters were 
promised a transformational project—22 kilometres of MAX light rail to be completed by 2018. They were told 
that it would run from Mirrabooka, down that north eastern corridor to the CBD and link into Victoria Park and 
then on to the Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre in the west, and they were promised that it would be completed 
by 2018. We know what has happened now. We know that once the government was re-elected, it delayed the 
project. First of all, it said that it would begin in 2022 because it could not afford it. At one point, it said that the 
project would not go ahead because the transport minister thought that MAX was unsafe. The government 
cannot even make up its mind about why it is not continuing with a particular project. Either it cannot afford it 
and it needs to be delayed or it is an unsafe project. Either way, this budget has confirmed once and for all that 
the government’s half-baked, uncosted, unfunded light rail pipedream will not occur, at least in this budget or in 
the foreseeable future. 
How much was spent on developing the MAX light rail dream? About $28 million was spent on developing the 
dream of MAX. Some of that was in land acquisition, but most of it was in only the development of the idea, 
because that is all that remained. It was a $28 million waste of taxpayers’ money. Are members confused with 
the trajectory of MAX—what happened with MAX and when it happened? I can tell members that the voters are, 
because until last week they still thought that they were getting a light rail. They are not getting a light rail at all. 
One of the problems, of course, is that this will do nothing to fix congestion, particularly along Walcott Street in 
the Mt Lawley area. The problem with closing Riverside Drive is the impact it has had on Northbridge, Highgate 
and Mt Lawley; traffic has increased along Walcott Street and Beaufort Street. None of this will help ease the 
congestion that people experience day after day as they try to get to the city along those routes. We know that 
congestion will continue to worsen because the government has fumbled and fumbled over public transport. The 
RAC knows that too. Its media release has a very interesting title: “Transport vision blocked by Budget blind 
spots”. That is very clever. That is exactly what has happened. The government has blind spots in public 
transport and just cannot seem to get it together to organise even the first level of a public transport plan. Here is 
what the RAC had to say, and I quote — 

Urgent need for a transport plan to be released to guide infrastructure priorities, manage congestion, 
invest in regional transport and roads, and deliver more mobility options for Western Australians. 

RAC’s general manager of corporate affairs, Will Golsby, said that by 2031, seven of the 10 most congested 
roads in the country will be in Perth, including the top four roads, and the cost of congestion is estimated to be 
more than $16 billion a year. How short-sighted is this government in its fumbling around with projects, not 
going ahead with public transport projects and cutting $39.4 million out of the public transport component of the 
budget? The cost of congestion is estimated to be more than $16 billion a year and the government fumbled yet 
again. 
Here is another sad and sorry tale. This one is about the train to Ellenbrook. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Very, very sad, that one. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: It is an incredibly sad story, and more than once in this place I have been through 
the history of the broken promises of the Liberal–National government to the people of Ellenbrook and 
surrounds about a train. They were first promised a train to Ellenbrook in 2008 and the government told them 
then that it would provide $53 million over four years towards the construction of a line to Ellenbrook. Of 
course, we know what happened then. The candidate for Swan Hills, Frank Alban, was very excited about this 
and he sent all the detail around to electors, stating that the government would build them a railway line. 
However, the funding was never delivered, the project was cancelled and the Premier claimed during the 2013 
campaign that the commitment had never been made. How sad and tragic is that? Maybe the Premier had 
forgotten that the commitment had ever been made, because by that stage we probably would have had four 
Treasurers in four years, so there was no safe hand at the wheel. I am trying to be a little bit fair to the Premier 
there; maybe that is what happened. That promise is still sitting on the books and it has been broken many times. 
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The population in Ellenbrook continues to grow without any safe and reliable transport modes. The people of 
Ellenbrook were promised a bus rapid transit system back in the 2013 campaign. An amount of $630 000 was 
spent on a design tender. The project was on-again off-again; are we going to go ahead with the bus rapid transit 
system? Of course, finally, after the 2013 election the people of Ellenbrook were told that the government would 
not go ahead with a bus rapid transit system because it could not afford it. Again, the people of Ellenbrook and 
surrounds have been seriously let down by this Liberal–National government. 
The local member and the Minister for Transport were pretty brave to visit the people of Ellenbrook a couple of 
months ago and try to talk to them about their plans for public transport this time. The people of Ellenbrook were 
let down not once, not twice, but three times. They were let down; the government broke promise after promise. 
That is short-sighted. The Minister for Transport said to the people of Ellenbrook that trains are not the priority 
and the government needed to get jobs on track first. He told the people of Ellenbrook that they cannot have 
a train or a bus rapid transit system because jobs are the government’s priority. How short-sighted and 
patronising is that to the people of Ellenbrook? He said that jobs were the government’s priority. I cannot see 
a jobs plan. The people of Ellenbrook cannot see a jobs plan from this government. They cannot see how the 
money that would otherwise have been used on a train line would go into a jobs plan. That has not happened. 
The important point here too is that the Minister for Transport is so short-sighted that he cannot see that a train 
line to Ellenbrook and proper public transport infrastructure would be a serious investment and assist in job 
growth. It would assist in the growth of the economy. 

A report undertaken by Glen Weisbrod, “Economic Impact of Public Transportation Investment”, found that 
every direct job in public transport is linked to four other jobs in other sectors of the economy. Another report, 
by Smart Growth America, found that for every $1 billion spent investing in public transport, 19 299 job months 
were created. Of course, this government’s short-sighted decision not to provide proper public transport 
infrastructure, particularly in the form of a rail line, to the people of Ellenbrook, has denied them jobs. Again, 
that is more bungling from this government. What have the people of Ellenbrook and surrounds been promised 
now? They have been promised a dedicated bus lane, not even a bus rapid transit system. There are quite a few 
problems with this proposal. Firstly, it is not a train line, and, secondly, it is just a bus on the road to who knows 
where. It will travel part way down Lord Street. Lord Street—the route this bus lane will take—has not changed 
since Ellenbrook was developed. According to the City of Swan, it has seen traffic increase by 244 per cent. 
Lord Street needs to be widened to take more lanes but none of that has been discussed by this government, so it 
is proposing a bus lane in lieu of a train. Are we not excited! I do not think so. There are no bus bays along 
Lord Street and the route buses will take when they veer from Lord Street to Marshall Road and to Altone Road 
will need serious upgrades yet there is nothing in the budget for that. I wish the Liberal–National government 
well in building its bus lane on roads that need serious upgrades. 

Taxis is another area of public transport on which this government has failed in not only this budget, but also 
budgets over eight consecutive years. I will not talk about sedan taxis at this stage because we are in the middle of 
a debate in this place about that. Suffice to say, this government has let down incredibly drivers, plate owners and, 
to a certain extent, taxi dispatch services by its lack of action regarding on-demand transport. First of all, after an 
alternative company had started to operate in Western Australia the government thought it might provide a green 
paper. Where is the response to that green paper? Thousands of people provided input into that green paper but the 
government has not yet provided a response to it. All the while the on-demand transport arena had changed quite 
significantly, and to let down taxidrivers and taxi plate owners in the way the government did is unconscionable. 

The other area in which the government has failed, particularly in this budget and in previous budgets, is in the 
area of multipurpose taxis. In 2012, just before the state election, handily, the Liberal–National government 
promised to increase the multipurpose taxi fleet to 150 MPTs. How many multipurpose taxi plates are on the 
road? There are 109. We are still dramatically short of the total number of MPTs the government promised. The 
implication of that is dire because people with disability who want to hire a multipurpose taxi are left waiting for 
a taxi 70 per cent of the time. That means that they cannot live their lives in an ordinary way, in a way that 
someone who does not use a wheelchair takes for granted. They cannot get to their appointments, work or other 
daily activities on time because they do not know whether a taxi will turn up. In addition, the government has 
consistently underspent on vehicle modifications for multipurpose taxis, on taxi subsidies and on lifting subsidies 
that are meant to provide incentives for multipurpose taxi drivers. Again, the government has taken its hand off 
the wheel. It does not care and it has done nothing but poorly manage the public transport portfolio, not just 
through this budget, but consistently over the last eight years. I could talk about unfunded roads and the way in 
which the government has ignored its own strategic asset management plan and picked the funding of roads 
based on what is popular with the federal government and how much it can get out of the federal government 
rather than what is needed in safety and upgrade terms, but that list is extraordinarily long so I might find another 
opportunity to go through that list because there is so much more in this that I wanted to talk about. 
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I want to go onto education and training because this is a significantly important area to not only the futures of 
young people, but also the diversity and development of our economy. It is critically important for trained people 
to be able to take on jobs now and in the future and for new jobs to be created, but this short-sighted, badly 
managed government has cut $53 million from the training budget over the next four years. Unemployment is 
going up and apprenticeships are going down and there have been job losses throughout Western Australia. What 
has the government done? It has not given the people of Western Australia a helping hand by increasing the 
training budget. No; it has cut it by $53.6 million just this year. That is on top of 350 job cuts from TAFE in 
previous financial years. That is on top of an unprecedented increase in TAFE fees of 513 per cent since 2013, 
making TAFE almost unaffordable for a range of young people and people trying to retrain to return to the 
workforce or to find a different job. This year’s budget includes a four per cent increase to TAFE fees in addition 
to the 513 per cent increase. Since 2012, the Liberal–National government’s attack on TAFE has resulted in 
a nearly 19 per cent decrease in the number of apprenticeships across Western Australia and a 26 per cent 
decrease in traineeships. Young people are missing out again on training in areas where they might be able to 
find jobs now and in the future. Young people are being given no choices. One of the problems with funding cuts 
to TAFE, particularly job losses in TAFE, is that the kinds of specialisations someone might want to take up, 
such as motor trades, are not always available in areas close to where students live, so their choices are to either 
cross from one suburban area to another to a TAFE that provides the course that they want or not do the course 
at all. We have already talked about the difficulty with public transport, the lack of it, and the fewer options that 
are now available because of huge cuts to the training budget. Fewer options are available to young people, 
particularly women who want to re-enter the workforce and people who want to retrain because they have lost 
their job. All those choices have been taken away. 

On top of that, from the federal budget, the highly successful trade training centres in high schools have been 
axed. For this financial year, $11.7 million has been lost through axing the national partnership program. The 
funding of independent public schools is down by $2.3 million, and $600 000 has been completely axed from the 
school pathways program. School budgets have not been immune from budget cuts this financial year or in 
previous financial years. We have talked about that extensively in this chamber. School budgets had been 
decimated even before the shambolic rollout of the student-centred funding model. We are now seeing bigger 
class sizes, cuts to the number of education assistants, increased pressure on teachers and fewer opportunities for 
students. Here is an example: since 2013, Mount Lawley Senior High School’s funding per student has 
decreased by $557. It is a fantastic high school. Its enrolments fluctuate between 1 300 and 1 400 year in, year 
out, but it hovers around 1 400 students. Funding to Mt Lawley schools has decreased by $557 per student since 
2013. Funding at Mount Lawley Senior High School specifically has decreased by $849 per student since 2013. 
Mount Lawley Senior High School has copped it quite significantly. In fact, funding per student has decreased 
by $849. 

Hon Peter Collier: It is absolute garbage. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Oh, it is garbage; okay. 

Hon Peter Collier: The last 10 minutes are not worthy of comments. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The minister says that is garbage. He probably should try to tell that to 
Mount Lawley Senior High School. In its financial reports for the last three years, the school has reported its 
decrease in Department of Education grants. In 2013, the Mount Lawley Senior High School finance report 
stated that its grant from the Department of Education was $1.59 million. In 2014, its grant from the 
Department of Education was $1.198 million. That is in the school’s annual finance reports. We saw the student-
centred model rollout—is it called a rollout? I would have said debacle. In the finance report dated 
31 December 2015, the school’s student-centred funding is $849 000. Funding from the Department of 
Education has gone from $1.59 million in 2013 to $849 000. 

Hon Peter Collier: Are you seriously standing in this chamber and saying this? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Order, members! Hon Alanna Clohesy has the 
call. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: They are the budgets. 

In the last two years, Department of Education funding to Mount Lawley Senior High School has declined by 
$742 681.86. As I said, school enrolments have hovered around 1 400 students. 

Budget cuts to schools have affected schools in various ways. The government thought to advertise its rollout of 
the Bigger Picture and spent—what was the advertising budget for the Bigger Picture? Was it $1.8 million? 

Hon Sue Ellery: It was $1.8 million. 
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Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: It was $1.8 million. The Putting Our Kids First campaign thought it would ask 
how that money could be better put to use in the school community. The campaign came up with some fantastic 
ideas about how money that was otherwise spent on advertising the state government could be better spent or 
could replace some of the money that was cut out of schools. Gidgegannup Primary School is a fantastic school. 
It participated in this great online competition. Students and the school community could have their say about 
how the money would be better spent. Instead of the money being spent on Bigger Picture advertising, people 
think it could have been better spent in schools by having an assistant in every class; small class sizes; more 
reading books; a fence that is not falling down all around the school; trees that will not cause a fire hazard; 
a backdrop curtain for the undercover area; and cosy, functional, child-sized furniture in the library. There are 
some great ideas in there about how the advertising money could have been better spent in schools. That is from 
a school community that clearly thinks it needs more in its budget. 

I really do not have enough time to go through the health budget in any great detail, except to say that under the 
national partnership agreements, the federal government has cut $2.4 million from the state budget in 2016–17 
for essential vaccines. It has also cut $13 million out of adult dental services. There is nothing in this year’s state 
budget for adult dental services because $13 million was cut. Strengthening cancer services in regional WA is 
down $6 million because of cuts from the federal Liberal–National government through national partnership 
agreements. 

We have talked about the impact of health funding cuts on the provision of health services in Western Australia, 
particularly the impact on waiting times in public hospitals. One of the disappointments again of the budget 
relates to the Quadriplegic Centre in Shenton Park. The operating budget of that centre is down $1 million in this 
year’s budget from last year’s budget. Still, the total number of people living in that place is 55. Fourteen people 
have lived there for less than one year. That means the government still has not been able to respond 
appropriately to the accommodation needs of people with severe spinal injuries. It has forced 14 new people to 
move into this place that was called, by the former director general of the Department of Health, an absolute 
disgrace, antiquated and out of date. However, there is $500 000 in the budget for the development of a business 
case, which was asked for seven years ago. The government has hired consultants to conduct a review about the 
long-term needs of people with severe spinal injuries, but it has not yet provided a response to that review. In the 
last 12 months, 14 new people have been sent to live in a place that has been called an absolute disgrace, 
antiquated and out of date. Really, what is wrong with this government’s priorities when it cannot, after eight 
long years, find more appropriate accommodation and support services for people living with spinal injury? 
What is wrong with this government’s priorities? The government’s priorities should be seriously questioned. 
I turn to an area that, generally speaking, gets very little attention when we undertake a budget analysis, but has 
received significant funding cuts at the state and federal levels. Those cuts again demonstrate this government’s 
short-sightedness around job creation and its inability to think creatively about how people can pursue other jobs 
and areas of interest that are not in the traditional areas of mining or construction. A cut in arts funding means 
many, many people will also lose their jobs, when through increased—or, at least, not cutting—funding more 
jobs could have been created. Core funding is being cut at the state and federal levels. Federal arts funding has 
been eroded over the past two budget cycles, compounded by the impact of state budget efficiency dividends that 
have been imposed on the Department of Culture and the Arts’ budget and the subsequent impact or roll-on 
effect to local arts organisations and programs. The Chamber of Arts and Culture Western Australia stated — 

… the state government’s pursuit of efficiency dividends in the arts portfolio has put great pressure on 
the money set aside to support the arts sector through recurrent and project funding grants. 

The chamber also stated that creative industries employ 3.76 per cent of the state’s workforce, and argues that 
the government needs to match its references to jobs growth—I am not sure which references—with investment 
in the sector that will see growth occur across the arts sector. 
During the estimates hearing with the Department of Regional Development we heard that $13 million of 
royalties for regions funding will go to ScreenWest for the Western Australian regional film fund. This is the 
core business of the Department of Culture and the Arts that will now be funded out of royalties for regions. It is 
another smoke-and-mirrors effort by this government about how it will fund a whole range of services including 
the arts, but that one is particularly deplorable. On top of that, cuts to arts sector funding will impact on not only 
jobs, but also local communities. Cuts in the arts sector intersect with cuts to other portfolios. For example, the 
cuts to TAFE have had a dramatic effect on the arts sector. For the first time in 100 years, arts will not be taught 
at Midland TAFE; that will have a dramatic impact on local people trying to develop a career in the arts. The 
state and federal cuts across the board in education, health, arts, transport, roads and community services are too 
numerous to mention in this short speech, but they are really tearing at our social fabric. Institutions like TAFEs 
and schools are dealing with funding cuts to the extent they never had to before. Who will be affected? Those 
who can least afford to be; people on low and middle incomes who will now not be able to afford to pay for 
services they were once entitled to. Shame on this government; it has been eight years of shame. 
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Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Samantha Rowe. 
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