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HOUSEHOLD CHARGES — BARNETT–GRYLLS GOVERNMENT 

Motion 
HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [3.11 pm]: I note that since I gave that notice of motion, a 
number of figures have changed. I do not know whether I can seek leave to amend those figures. If I can, I seek 
to amend the motion so that we delete $1 400 and insert $1 700, we delete 46 per cent increases in electricity and 
insert 57 per cent increases, and delete 30 per cent increases in water charges and insert 46 per cent increases. I 
seek leave to amend my motion in that way.  

Motion, by leave, amended. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I move — 

That this house condemns the Barnett–Grylls government for the savage increases in household fees 
and charges and the abolition of assistance payments to families such as the $400 It Pays to Learn 
allowance, which has resulted in families being up to $1 700 worse off. We note that the savage 57 per 
cent increases in electricity and 46 per cent increase in water charges over two years has resulted in an 
increase in the dividends the state government is receiving from the power and water utilities. We say 
enough is enough and call on the Barnett–Grylls government to keep future increases to below the rate 
of inflation.  

Over the next couple of weeks my colleagues and I intend to prove beyond reasonable doubt that tariff fees and 
charges are always lower under a Labor government. There are a number of ways in which we can look at the 
fees and charges that have been absolutely skyrocketing under the current Barnett–Grylls government. There is 
the standard basket of household fees and charges — 

Hon Max Trenorden: Is it the Barnett–Grylls government or the Barnett–Hames government?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: You tell me, Max.  

Hon Max Trenorden interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: So Hon Max Trenorden is not a part of the government? Brendon Grylls is not a key 
part of the government that forms it? Is it not a Liberal–National coalition government or alliance government, 
or whatever fancy name you want to call it? 

Hon Max Trenorden: I know you’re a stickler for form—in the past, when we referred to a dual title like that, it 
is usually the Premier and the Deputy Premier.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy to call it the Barnett–Hames–Grylls–Constable–Bowler–Carles government, 
if the member likes, because that would represent all of the different groups that make up the current 
government. But nonetheless I want to get on because there are a lot of things to talk about under fees and 
charges under the current Liberal–National government and what it has done.  

The first thing we can look at is the standard basket of fees and charges that has been utilised by governments of 
both political persuasions for a considerable number of years. That is regularly listed in the budget. I have 
always found it a bit interesting. For instance, one of the things the government does is give us the average fares 
for a two-zone bus fare and only five tickets a week. I would have thought anyone travelling on a regular basis 
would be using 10 tickets a week. Many hardworking Western Australians who are represented here today would 
be travelling significantly further than two zones, so the increases would be significantly higher. If we look at 
that basket of figures, we can see that when Labor lost office and the Barnett government took office in the 
2008–09 financial year, the total basket was estimated to be $4 819.78. In the 2011–12 budget we are now 
looking at a figure of $5 892—over $1 000 increase in imposts on families. The good thing about that basket is it 
allows us to look at how it compares over a continuous period.  

For the benefit of the house, I have brought in a graph. I am happy to table it at the end of my speech. It shows 
the average annual increase in government charges from 1993 to 2000 under the Court–Barnett Liberal–National 
government, the figures from 2001 to 2008 during the Gallop–Carpenter Labor governments, and then of course 
the years 2009 to 2011 under the Barnett Liberal–National government. The figures show that the average 
increase during the Court Liberal–National government years was 3.5 per cent. Under Labor, it was 1.6 per cent. 
Why? Because we had our family pledge to always keep fees and charges at less than the rate of inflation, or the 
consumer price index. In the past three years it has gone up by 8.1 per cent. That is hurting every single family in 
Western Australia. How is that so? If we go through the total figures we see a lovely graph that goes from $4 820 
up to $5 893. Members can see a very steep, sharp climb under the Liberals. Electricity has gone up from $963 
to $1 515. That is another very sharp and continual increase. Water charges have gone up from $401 to $582—
another sharp increase under this government. There are non-government charges such as the AlintaGas bills that 
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have gone up in a similar way under the current government. We are looking at a dramatic increase. How does 
one arrive at the figure of $1 700? We have over $1 000 just in that basket of household fees and charges; the 
“basket” that has traditionally been used by governments of both political persuasions as a measure of the 
amount of money they are collecting in fees and charges.  

On top of that, though, we need to add in a couple of things. We need to add in the abandoned subsidies. When 
this government introduced its three per cent efficiency dividend, the education department was asked to come 
up with savings. When one looks and follows through the department’s books, one sees that effectively the only 
saving of any significance it came up with was to delete a number of direct subsidies that were paid to parents to 
assist them in sending their children to school, or to be in training. The It Pays to Learn allowance was there. 
There was also a secondary school subsidy. They were figures of either $400 or $200, depending on the age of 
the child. If there were two children, families could receive up to $600 from the It Pays to Learn allowance to 
assist them in putting their children through school. That is money that they no longer get from this government. 
It does not matter whether they live in Perth or in regional Western Australia, they miss out on that funding. 
Wherever families live, they do not receive that funding. As with any of those fees and charges, they have all 
gone up regardless of where people live. So, we have to add that in. 

Then we have new charges to add in. We have charges such as the landfill levy charge of $24 that has been 
imposed. We have the emergency services levy, which is actually included in the basket of goods. When 
members add all of those things together, they will very quickly come to that figure of around $1 700. That is per 
annum, not over the life of this government, and people have to face that each year. I ask anyone in this chamber 
to tell me whether, if they lose $1 700 a year, they are going to be happy about it. We are on reasonably good 
incomes, so most of us would have reasonably high levels of disposable income. What about a family, living in 
an area like Tapping, Hocking, Success or Atwell, which has just bought a house and is mortgaged to the hilt and 
struggling to get to work every day because their only option is to go by public transport—but cannot get onto it 
because there are not enough carriages as this government forgot to order them—and the government suddenly 
takes $1 700 from that family? That is probably the sum of that family’s disposable income—the money they 
had available to spend on those little extras for their children to make sure they can participate fully in their 
classroom activities at school and the like. That is one way of looking at fees and charges, which clearly shows 
that under Liberal–National governments they go up dramatically higher than under Labor governments. We 
held our fees and charges at or below the rate of inflation. Under this government, the rise in fees and charges 
has been double and almost treble the rate of inflation.  

There is another way that we can look at how much money a government is taking out of the community of 
Western Australia through government tariffs, fees and charges—actually, there are two ways, one of which is to 
ask questions in this place, and I will come to that a little later to show how quick and easy that is and how keen 
members on the other side are to own up to what they are doing! The other way in which we can find out is to go 
to the budget papers to look at the combined financial results of the state. I am sure members would know that 
the state is broken up into the general government sector, the non-financial public sector and the financial public 
sector. When we put all of those together, we get the figure for the total public sector. Interestingly, it does not 
matter which one of those three areas we look at, we see that the figures have gone up starkly and dramatically 
under this government. For the benefit of members today, I have prepared a graph that shows the total public 
sector cash flow for receipts from sales of goods and services. If anyone follows the accounts of this state, they 
will see the consolidation of all the fees and charges levied by all the government entities, whether they are 
general government, non-financial or financial, in the cash flow statements. We also have operating statements 
that are done on an accrual basis, but cash flow is done on a strictly cash basis and gives us the aggregation of all 
the fees and charges that have been imposed by the current Liberal–National government. What does it show us 
when we look at those figures? We end up with a graph like the one I am holding, which goes steadily along 
until we hit the election of the Liberal–National government, when it shoots through the roof. This means that 
the government is collecting money in an insidious way right across the board. Every morning when members 
get up and they think about going to the gym, if they go to one of the government-owned gyms they will be 
paying more. When we use electricity to boil water for a cup of tea, we will be paying more. When we get water 
out of the tap, we will be paying more. If we want to send our kids to school or have a birthday party at some of 
the government entity venues, we will be paying a higher rate that is above the rate of inflation. Small business 
people will have been inundated with additional fees and charges. I will go through some of those additional fees 
and charges as we go through this debate.  

The bottom line is that fees from the sale of government goods and services are fundamentally a way of getting 
money out of families and small business. They have been savagely hit by the Barnett government, and I have 
shown members that in graph form. Let us look at the hard figures now. In 2000–01 the total receipts from the 
sale of goods and services was $6 532 million; so $6.5 billion was collected in that way. That includes power 
and water, but also the many other fees and charges that are levied by agencies right across the board. It stayed 
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pretty consistent in the years up to the last full budget of the Labor years when in 2007–08 it was $9.496 billion. 
In the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement it was estimated that for the 2008–09 year the government 
would collect $9.273 billion from government fees and services. That shows, basically, that over the eight years 
Labor was in office, the figure was increasing by just over five per cent. Members might say that is above the 
rate of inflation, but they should remember that for many of these charges there was a volume increase as well. If 
we look at the graph, it was the steepest under Labor when we had the greatest growth in population. At one 
point we had population growth of over three per cent per annum. When we put the CPI and population growth 
figures together, five per cent is about right for these rises in fees and charges, in my view. That means the Labor 
government kept the rises below the rate of inflation and had been picking up extra revenue because more people 
were paying fees and charges. If we look at a lot of fees and charges, for example, for motor vehicles, the 
increase in the number of motor vehicles is a little higher than the population growth. Hopefully that may change 
if we get a proper transport system in place.  

Let us start with the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement figure of $9.273 billion, which was when this 
government took office three years ago. That is what the estimate for that year was. By the end of that year, the 
Barnett government had already increased it to $11.978 billion and in the current financial year of 2011–12 it 
expects to reap $16.846 billion from these fees and charges. What does that equate to? We have gone from 
$9.2 billion up to $16.6 billion, which is an increase of some $7.5 billion that this government has, effectively, 
taken off families and small businesses in the main in Western Australia. Some of these fees and charges will 
have been paid by big business, but the majority will have been paid by families and small businesses across 
Western Australia. That is $7.5 billion or an average over the four years of some 20 per cent. In the same period, 
population growth figures dropped to around two per cent per annum and certainly less than two and a half per 
cent per annum. That is an increase of 81 per cent. What does that work out to be on a per person basis? How 
much extra is everyone paying this year compared with what they would have been paying all those years ago? 
The government is reaping $3 442 per person out of the community of Western Australia. Or, for a family of 
four people—a husband, wife and two kids—it is around $13 000. Who can afford that? I could not afford that, 
but that is what this government is imposing across the board. That gets passed on to small businesses, for 
example, through increased fees and charges at our port authorities—that is fine—but those charges will be 
passed on to the rest of us in the community because of the actions of the Barnett-Grylls government.  

We can follow that through to the next election. The government is not letting up, and by the time of the next 
election it will still be getting an average increase of almost 20 per cent per annum from the public of Western 
Australia in the amount of money it collects from fees and charges through the sale of goods and services. In my 
view that is an absolute disgrace, and that tells the tale of the Barnett-Grylls government. It just does not care 
and it does not understand. It still does not get why the community is saying, “Enough is enough! We just can’t 
afford these increases any more.” Yes, sure, plenty of people out there are doing well out of the boom, but an 
awful lot are not; a majority are not doing well in the current boom, and this is how the government is doing it. 
What we are seeing is absolutely dramatic. We can take it right out to the end of the current forward estimates, 
and it is 19.97 per cent. Actually, I think I might have quoted that figure earlier. The figure to the end of this year 
is 20 per cent, to the next election it is 19.89 per cent and to the end of the forward estimates it is 19.97 per cent. 
They are the sorts of percentage increases we are talking about. From 2008–09 to the end of the forward 
estimates period, the government will have increased the amount by 139 per cent. Through to the next election, 
the government is going from an amount of $9.273 billion, as set out in the Pre-election Financial Projections 
Statement—the figures produced by Treasury of what was estimated to be collected when the government took 
office—to an amount that is $9.225 billion more than that in 2012–13. That is almost an exact doubling of the 
amount of money that the government is taking away from working families and small businesses in Western 
Australia. As I said, when we put it on a per person basis, it means that for every person in Western Australia, 
through the sale of government goods and services or through fees and charges—however we want to describe 
it—the government is getting $3 442 extra this year compared with what it was getting previously, and by the 
time of the next election it will be $4 193. As I said, that is eloquently demonstrated by the graph in my hand, 
which clearly shows that under Liberal–National governments, fees and charges are always higher. 

Let us go through and look at some of the specific fees and charges. Rather than looking at the basket of goods 
that we always talk about, which is important and still demonstrates the point, let us look at some of the other 
fees and charges that this government is imposing and inflicting upon the people of Western Australia. I do not 
think a person in this house would not agree with me that those who work in our health system are some of the 
most important people in our community and that they should be valued. Many of those people who work in our 
health system, though, do not get paid enormous sums of money. Yes, some such as doctors get a good reward 
for the effort and the work that they put in, and I do not begrudge them that. I am not sure that we can say that 
the nurses in Western Australia are rewarded to the degree which they certainly feel they should be and which 
many in our community believe they should be. In a modern health system, a nurse now fulfils a role that is not 
dissimilar to that of doctors many years ago in terms of the complexity of the issues that they deal with 
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constantly. But, on top of that, there are the enrolled nurses, and the orderlies or the patient care assistants—
whatever people want to call them these days. I have to declare an interest. The ward clerks, such as my partner, 
are people who do not earn huge dollars on a weekly basis. They do not have a high disposable income—unless 
they have a member of Parliament as their partner. But many of them do not; the vast majority of them do not. 
So many of them out there struggle on a daily basis to make ends meet. Over the last couple of years, every time 
they have got a pay rise, it has already gone on that basket of goods that I talked about earlier. 

But this government decided that it had to get some more money out of them. So what are we going to see? We 
are going to see an increase in parking fees at hospitals, and not just for the people who work at the hospitals. If 
people want to visit someone who is in hospital, they will be paying more—that is, if they can get a parking spot 
at many of the hospitals. The staff at Swan District Hospital Campus currently pay nothing for parking. That is a 
good thing. That encourages people to have employment outside the city centre. Those people will have to pay 
$3.60. At Royal Perth, Sir Charles Gairdner and Fremantle Hospitals, the amount is going up from $3.30 to 
$7.50. That is money that these people cannot afford. This is an impost on the hardest working people in our 
community, who simply cannot afford it. It means that with the most recent enterprise bargaining agreements 
that have been negotiated between the government and its workforces, particularly for the low paid, the money 
comes out of the government as an increase in pay and goes back to it as a payment for parking. That is 
effectively what it does. Before those people even get to look at the basket of goods and what the Barnett 
government has done to them with that, they have already lost their increase, or at least a significant portion of it 
has already gone on increased fees for parking. That is one example in which this government is showing that it 
is uncaring, cold and heartless and does not care about working families and the people who make a contribution 
to this community; it is more interested in raising funds. 

Let us go through a few other fees and charges. An area that I do not think anyone will be surprised if I focus on 
is transport. According to the annual reports of the Department of Transport, the amount that was collected from 
user charges and fees in the financial year ending 30 June 2008 was $84.126 million. By 30 June 2010, the figure 
was $111.458 million; so $111 million was collected. That covers things such as boat registration fees. Some 
people would say that everyone who has a boat can afford it, but that is not the case for those pensioners whose 
one enjoyment in life is having a little boat to go and catch a few fish on the weekends or during the week. There 
are plenty of them. I am sure that the Minister for Child Protection would know of many members in her 
electorate whose one enjoyment in life is having a small boat to go out into Geographe Bay to catch a few fish. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I certainly do know that. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This government has imposed dramatic increases on those people for their boat 
registration fees. There are a whole range of areas. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: They get a discount on fishing licences. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, the fishing licence that they did not have to have before but now do; yes, the 
minister is right. The government imposed that fee. 

I was going to offer members on the other side a little deal today. I was going to say that I am thinking of starting 
a birthday club, and I want them to all join my birthday club, and I will guarantee that we will buy them a 
present each year that will be worth at least $1 000. All they have to do is join and pay $100 a month, and I will 
even give them the first month free. That is the sort of trickery that this government does, is it not? Government 
members sit there and impose a new fee, and they say, “But aren’t we good because we’re giving the pensioners 
a discount.” Two years ago they did not have to — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! The member on his feet is the first speaker in this debate, which will run for some 
time yet, and other members will have a chance to make a contribution at some point. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: When the government imposes a new fee, it cannot make a hero of itself because of the 
fact that it is giving a discount to people on a fee that they never had to pay before. I mean, fair go! 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: You never gave them the cost-of-living payment either; that’s $350. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The government’s cost-of-living payment does not even catch up with the cost of living. 
They are still worse off with the government’s cost-of-living payment. They would be better off under us, with 
our fees and charges and no cost-of-living payment, than they are under the government’s deal, which has 
increased their fees and charges—and then the government gives some back to them and tries to make a hero of 
itself. That is exactly the proposition of my birthday club, Hon Robyn McSweeney: “Give me more money. I’ll 
give you a bit of it back and I’ll try to make a hero of myself.” That is the minister’s government to a tee, and the 
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fact that she is interjecting in this way shows that the Treasurer and the Premier were able to get it through the 
cabinet room because the minister does not understand; she clearly does not understand. 

However, let us look at some of the other areas. Let us look at small business people. Earlier I gave the big 
global picture. Let us look at the little person. A bloke might be trying to make a dollar. He may own a winery, 
and he may have a small charter vehicle as part of that business, so he picks people up from their hotel, takes 
them down to the winery, gives them a nice afternoon and they have a great time. That is his business. He is not 
a wealthy man. Again, I am sure that the minister, who represents the South West Region, would have quite a 
few small businesses of that nature in her electorate. What has happened to the cost of a small charter vehicle 
registration? It has gone up from $767 to $1 553—a 102 per cent increase under the Barnett–Grylls government. 
As I said earlier, a person might own a little wine cellar. Do they get missed out? Not on your Nelly! This 
government has them everywhere they turn; it does not matter where they hide. Whatever bill they have to pay to 
this government, it will have gone up. Cellar door licensing fee costs are up from $130. Do members on the other 
side want to have a guess how much it has gone up to? We will start at $130; give me a figure! 

Hon Nigel Hallett: Ninety dollars. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The member thinks it has gone down! No, wrong—higher. It is $500. Just with those 
two charges, the government has probably taken two weeks’ wages of some poor small business person in the 
South West region. With just two fees under the Barnett government, all their profits are gone. 

What about if they have to pay a driver to drive their small charter vehicle? What will that do? It used to be that 
$120 got a police clearance and everything else necessary to get a T-class licence. This particularly hits country 
areas. They used to pay $120 and present a medical certificate; now, because of the new protocol introduced by 
the Department of Transport, they have to present all their infringement records and national police clearances 
and it costs more than $300. That will not be seen in a specific charge; it has been done through the introduction 
of a new protocol. They used to pay one fee and everything was provided for them; now they have to pay to get 
it all themselves and it costs them more than $300. That is not even in my graph; if we tried to work all those 
out, the figures in the graph would be even higher. We would have to get a bigger room to put the graph in! That 
is the sort of thing this government has done. Some poor small business man who wants to have a small charter 
vehicle to bring people to his cellar door has to pay $180 to get his driver through the licensing system and more 
than $700 for the rest of it. I suspect that what the government has said to many people who work in that region 
is, “Thanks—for the next two or three weeks you’re working for us, and you’re not going to get any for your 
family and kids. We don’t know how you’re going to pay your power bills that we’ve put up by 57 per cent; we 
don’t know how you’re going to pay your water bills or send your kids to school.” It is an absolute disgrace. 

It does not matter where we turn. All the ports recently tabled their new figures for fees and charges, and they 
were all up by well above the consumer price index—figures of eight per cent or more. The port of Wyndham’s 
increased by more than 30 per cent. If one wants to pay a deposit on a set of trade plates, it has gone from $20 to 
$500 under this government. One of the maritime charges has increased by more than 357 per cent. It is never 
ending. Do members think that those port charges will not be passed on to cattle and sheep exporters in the 
regions? Will they be able to recoup that increase from overseas markets that are still in the grip of the global 
financial crisis? 

Hon Nigel Hallett: Your federal counterpart opposed it. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The member can attack my federal counterpart, but the member is a member of the state 
Parliament and he has to accept responsibility for what is happening in this state. His government is no better. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: When that carbon tax comes in, that’s going to put everything up. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Oh, yes. The government cannot show the figures to prove it, and the member knows it. 
The people affected by that will be compensated; that is the difference. Low income earners will be fully 
compensated, whereas the state government is not compensating anybody. 

It is never ending; I have a whole lot of figures. The government has increased the cost of a child’s birthday 
party above the rate of inflation. Where does the government get off? I have gone through all the fees for sports 
and recreation, which is something that we should be encouraging kids to participate in. Community groups are 
paying more to hire ovals. Why? Because the cost of electricity has gone up and they are using lights at night. It 
is never ending. I am not going to tire the house with all the figures I have here from the sport and recreation 
portfolio, but I do want to talk about it, because the government is clearly embarrassed about this. I asked 
questions of a number of ministers on the other side to get an idea about the fees and charges that they have 
increased above the rate of inflation, new fees and charges, or fees and charges above cost recovery. 

I will give applause here; the Leader of the House gave me his response within a couple of days of the question 
being tabled. I thought it was very impressive. The answer came straight back; admittedly, it was no, there had 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 21 September 2011] 

 p7390b-7397a 
Hon Ken Travers; Hon Robyn McSweeney 

 [6] 

not been any increases, but there were a couple of other minor things about reviews. The minister got straight 
back and the answer was provided. The Minister for Finance gave me a comprehensive answer to questions I had 
asked, so I give him credit. Not everything in the Minister for Finance’s answer was great for the government, 
but he had the decency to send an answer back. 

The Minister for Transport gave me the most bizarre answer I have ever heard. He refused to provide the 
information to me and quoted a number of answers given by previous ministers in previous governments about 
how they would not allocate the time and resources to collating information. The interesting thing is that this 
information would be sitting there in the departments, because they are required to provide it to Treasury every 
year, so the answer he provided is nonsense, but he was clearly embarrassed about the more than 33 per cent 
increase that I talked about earlier for the fees and charges within his portfolio, and that was up to a year ago. Let 
us wait and see what the annual report says it has gone up to this year. He was clearly embarrassed and did not 
want to give me that information, even though it would be readily available from his department. I asked a 
question yesterday about whether that information had been provided as part of a draft answer, and the 
interesting thing is, I got a very interesting answer that certainly gives the impression that it may have been 
provided to him as part of a draft answer and he chose not to provide it. I would have thought that that went very 
close to misleading the house, but I am not making that allegation at this stage. I think it gets very close to a 
question of whether that answer was misleading the house, because it was available. I think the answer is that the 
minister got the details back from his department about all the fees and charges. A lot of the fees and charges 
these days are not gazetted anymore; they are all just done as an administrative decision, which is an interesting 
issue in itself. The minister was too embarrassed to release them, because he knows that all the ways that the 
government has increased fees and charges across the board, either the new ones or those above the rate of 
inflation or above cost recovery, are an embarrassment to the government. It is an embarrassed government that 
does not want to release those figures, and particularly an embarrassed Minister for Transport. One of the 
reasons I suspect the Minister for Transport is so embarrassed is that a lot of the increases would have been set in 
train when he was Treasurer. 

If the government is going to do this, it should be prepared to be accountable to the Parliament. The executive of 
the state should be accountable to the Parliament. We know what the global figures and a number of the 
individual figures are. I will not let this go, because I know that this government is constantly and across the 
board increasing fees and charges above the rate of inflation, introducing new fees and charges and, 
interestingly, collecting fees and charges well above the cost of recovery. The other interesting thing is whether 
those agencies actually have a taxing power. But that will be another question for another day. 

The reason I include that is that it highlights that the Barnett government is a government that is absolutely 
embarrassed. It does not want to be honest with the people of Western Australia. But what we know is that this 
year, for every man, woman and child in Western Australia, $3 442 more will be collected by the government 
through fees and charges than was collected when this government first came to office. That is a total of 
$7.5 million. The interesting thing about that $7.5 million is how much is going into royalties for regions. Is it 
$7.5 million, Hon Max Trenorden? 

Hon Max Trenorden: More than that. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: In one year? 

Hon Max Trenorden: Did you say $7.5 million? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Billion; sorry. Is it more than that in one year? 

Hon Max Trenorden: No, it is not.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Did the government tell the people of Western Australia that this was how it was going 
to fund royalties for regions? Did the government tell the people of Western Australia that it was going to make 
people pay more in fees and charges to fund its royalties for regions program? 

Hon Max Trenorden: Now you are misleading the Parliament! You know it does not work that way. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: And Hon Max Trenorden knows it does work that way. The way that royalties for 
regions should work, if it is to be over and above existing expenditure, is that the government should find 
something else to cut in the metropolitan area so that it can spend more money in regional Western Australia. 

Hon Max Trenorden: Why? Why should it work that way? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The only other way the government can do it is to find another source of revenue.  

Hon Max Trenorden: We took it out of royalties. It is royalties for regions. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: But that money was previously allocated to other things. 

Hon Max Trenorden: No, it was not. It had not been there. It had not been paid. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: In terms of the budget, it had already been allocated. 

Hon Max Trenorden: The increase in royalties has been some billion dollars.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Okay. If the government has not increased fees and charges by this amount to fund 
royalties for regions, can Hon Max Trenorden please tell me what the government has done it for? The net effect 
of it is that people in Western Australia, both in the metropolitan area and in regional areas, are now paying 
significantly more in fees and charges. If we take, on average, 25 per cent of that figure of $7.5 billion, that is 
still more than the government is spending under royalties for regions. So, people in regional Western Australia 
are now paying higher fees and charges to fund royalties for regions. That is what they are doing. 

Hon Max Trenorden: No; that is not correct. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is exactly what is happening. I am more than happy for Hon Max Trenorden to get 
up and make a contribution and explain to me how that is not the case. He will get that opportunity when I sit 
down. But in my last four minutes, I am going to make this point. I have clearly hit a sore point with members 
opposite, because they realise that the game is up. We have finally worked out what this government has done. 
This government has gone to the people in regional Western Australia and it has said, “We are going to give you 
more of the royalty money so that you can spend it in regional Western Australia.” In fact, what the government 
has done is that it has given the people in regional Western Australia the royalty money with the one hand, and it 
has then grabbed back more money with the other hand through increased fees and charges. So, when the people 
in regional Western Australia are given their new lip balm by the Minister for Regional Development, they will 
say, “You beauty; new lip balm!”. But if they own a small charter vehicle, they will probably have bought a 
lifetime supply of lip balm through their increased fees and charges. That is what this government has done. So 
how are the people in regional Western Australia better off? They would have been better off had the 
government left them with the money that they had, to spend as they wanted on the things that they thought were 
important, rather than take money off them to buy them lip balm. That is what this government has done, and 
that is a disgrace. I have to tell members that I am going to continue to prosecute this case, because, as I started 
to outline today, the facts and figures are very clear. I throw this challenge to members opposite. Under Labor 
governments, fees and charges are always lower—not just a little bit lower, but significantly lower. The figures 
are there. They are in black and white. It does not matter which graph we use, whether it is this one, or whether it 
is the graph that I showed members earlier about the difference between the Barnett–Court government, the 
Barnett–Grylls government and the Labor governments under Carpenter and Gallop. We were well below. We 
then go to this graph, which shows that this government is just out there with its hands in everybody else’s 
pockets. 

On top of that, just to finish with this, not only is the government increasing fees and charges to fund its royalties 
for regions program, and not only is the government making the people of Western Australia pay for its royalties 
for regions program, but debt is going through the roof. It is not even that the government is building all these 
additional assets for the state of Western Australia and we will get the benefit of all these additional assets. The 
government is doing that through debt. We are going to have a mountain of debt by the time this government is 
finished, at the rate it is going. 

I believe it is appropriate that we condemn the government for what it is doing. The government needs to be 
honest with the people of Western Australia about the way it is operating the finances of this state. The 
government is not being honest. The government should come clean. If the government does not think I am right, 
I challenge it to table a list of all the fees and charges that have gone up by more than the rate of inflation, are 
more than cost recovery, or are new fees and charges under the Barnett–Grylls government. I have shown 
members today that fees and charges are always higher under a Liberal government and always significantly 
lower under Labor.  

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West — Minister for Child Protection) [3.55 pm]: Clearly, we do not 
agree with the motion that has been put forward by Hon Ken Travers. The Barnett government is committed to 
supporting Western Australians experiencing financial hardship. It is supporting those people not only through 
the hardship utility grant scheme, but also through the provision of financial counselling so that people will be 
able to better manage their household budgets. I have pulled out a list that shows how many financial counselling 
services we have, and how much we fund those services. Although I will not go through all the financial 
counselling services that we have in Western Australia, I can assure the opposition that we have many, many 
financial counselling centres and we fund — 

Hon Ken Travers: You need them these days!   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Yes, and I am not saying we do not. That is why we have put more financial 
counsellors on board. 
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Hon Ken Travers: You’ve put more people under stress. Don’t you agree with me? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I listened to Hon Ken Travers. Now he can listen to me. 

Hon Ken Travers: I am interjecting because you interjected on me a few times. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Only twice! Come on! 

Hon Ken Travers: You’ve had your two! 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: And Hon Ken Travers has had his two—a bit more than twice!   

The PRESIDENT: Order! I’ll count, and I’ll be the judge! 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: The purpose of the hardship utility grant scheme is to provide financial 
assistance to people who are in financial hardship so that they can pay their utility accounts. It is recognised that 
utility services such as electricity, water and gas are essential to the living standards in our community, and 
nobody would deny that. We have been finding that some people do not want to go to HUGS. There are aged 
people in our community who do not like the idea of going to a financial counsellor. So, commencing on 1 
August 2011, we initiated a pilot program, which will be introduced for a period of six months and which will 
enable the registered utilities to process HUGS applications. We think that will in some way streamline the 
system, as sometimes there is a bit of a waiting list for people to get to see a financial counsellor.  

In addition to that, in recognition of the need to assist individuals and families in genuine financial hardship, 
applicants who have already been allocated the maximum normal grant limit but do not meet the criteria for 
exceptional circumstances within a 12-month period are eligible to apply for an additional grant or further grants, 
up to a maximum of $225 in the metropolitan area and $375 above the twenty-sixth parallel. In exceptional 
circumstances of hardship, the financial counsellor recommends a grant amount of more than 85 per cent of the 
bill, up to applicable grant limits for exceptional circumstances. When considering whether a certain applicant is 
experiencing exceptional circumstances of hardship, the financial counsellor exercises their professional 
judgement on the basis of the circumstances outlined, such as when an individual or family has their home 
destroyed in a fire or a storm, when an individual or a family has their home broken into, when an individual or a 
family is at risk of homelessness, when an individual is a victim of domestic violence, when an individual or a 
family experiences mental health issues or when a marriage or relationship breakup causes a significant decrease 
in family income. They can also include major unexpected expenses such as medical treatment or funeral costs 
or a combination of several issues. Perhaps there is a seriously ill household member.  

The government has listened. We certainly are listening to people who are having problems paying their utility 
bills—that is, water, gas and electricity. A total of $6.6 million has been allocated in 2011–12 to continue 
HUGS, which will result in it being allocated $10.1 million in 2011-12. That also provides for financial 
counsellors employed through the community services sector. Since the commencement of HUGS in August 
2008, a range of enhancements have been made. They are the ones that I have just explained. We have increased 
the grant limits from $300 in 2008 to $475 in July 2011 for people living south of the twenty-sixth parallel. For 
people living north of the twenty-sixth parallel, the grant limits have increased from $500 in 2008 to $790 in July 
2011. For those people suffering under the exceptional circumstances that I outlined previously, the funding 
provided has increased from $800 in 2008 to $1 180 in July 2011. People in the community may not be aware, 
but those figures of $1 180 and $800 are very generous. From the commencement of HUGS in 2008 to the end 
of August 2011, HUGS provided 23 923 grants totalling $8.7 million. We have helped nearly 24 000 Western 
Australians. During the period July 2010 to June 2011, 12 400 grants to the value of $4.629 million were 
provided. In 2009–10, 6 701 grants totalling $2.268 million were provided. In 2008–09, 2 687 grants totalling 
$864 482 were provided. There has been an increase in people needing help, and the government has responded 
to that. 

In 2011-12, total funding of approximately $9.6 million has been provided to the financial counselling sector 
through numerous services across the state. That is the figure that I was looking for earlier. That funding is 
provided to Anglicare, the Red Cross, the Blue Sky Community Group, the City of Cockburn, the City of 
Wanneroo, the Salvation Army, Midland Information, the Debt and Legal Advocacy Service and the Uniting 
Church of Australia. Those organisations are all over the state. As I said before, I will not name them all, but we 
give the financial counselling services $9.6 million. As part of the state budget, the government delivered a 
$1 billion social service package, which has never been seen before in the history of Western Australia. Social 
services were the poor relation. Our government recognised that and has given $600 million, along with the 
$1 billion social services package, to support disadvantaged and vulnerable people in our community. The 
eligible financial counselling services that are contracted with the department received a 19 per cent increase in 
funding as of July 2011. This is a very significant increase. It consisted of a 15 per cent increase to ensure a 
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sustainable public service, and the remaining four per cent was provided for indexation. That is $80 million for 
energy rebates, concessions and hardship assistance in 2011-12.  

This government is very proud of the Seniors Card. It was a very generous scheme. We came into government 
saying that we would look at the eligibility criteria.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders.  
 


