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STATE FINANCES — AAA CREDIT RATING 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland) informed the Assembly that he was in receipt within the prescribed 
time of a letter from the member for Victoria Park seeking to debate a matter of public interest. 

[In compliance with standing orders, at least five members rose in their places.] 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [3.01 pm]: I think that performance from the Treasurer during question time 
highlights why the state’s finances — 

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, move the motion, please. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I was getting myself all worked up, Mr Speaker! I move — 

That this house condemns the Barnett government for its hypocrisy and double standards when it comes 
to the management of the state’s finances that has resulted in the loss of the AAA credit rating.  

As I was saying, the Treasurer’s performance during question time highlights why the state’s finances and 
management of government is in such disarray. The Treasurer stood during question time cock-a-hoop about the 
fact that six years after the Barnett government came to power, it will have delivered 7.5 kilometres of extra 
track. That is despite the fact that the former Labor government delivered nearly 90 kilometres of track during 
that same time. We certainly did not lose the state’s AAA credit rating during that process. This has always been 
the problem from a Treasurer who spends more time demeaning Hon Ken Travers; who has always thought that 
his job finished with a glib line in the Parliament; and who has always been more voyeur than participant in the 
management of the state’s finances when he gets up in this place and makes a few wisecracks and ticks the job as 
done! It shows the hypocrisy of this Treasurer as he stands in the debris of the state’s AAA credit rating and talks 
to the opposition about financial credibility. It shows the hypocrisy of the Treasurer who says that if the 
opposition does not support his Workforce Reform Bill 2013, it has no financial credibility, despite the fact that 
that bill is the very legislative example of the Treasurer’s lack of financial management skills.  

I will take members back to when the Treasurer announced the government’s wages policy in 2009—before the 
budget! A minute ago the Treasurer made the excuse that he could not announce the new wages policy until the 
budget was delivered, yet back in 2009 he conveniently announced it before the budget. On 31 March 2009, in 
announcing the government’s wages policy, the Treasurer stated — 

In this economic climate the government’s first preference is to take hard decisions to cut fat rather than 
jobs.  

This bill is the legislative embodiment of the Treasurer’s failure in the government’s original wages policy 
during the first term of the Barnett government. It shows double standards from a government that clearly has 
different wages policies for different unions. Let us be frank here: the Treasurer may as well call it the United 
Voice wages policy. The Treasurer has a personal problem with United Voice and probably the Community and 
Public Sector Union–Civil Service Association of WA. There is no reason that the wages policy could not have 
started on 9 July, the budget cut-off date. The Treasurer said the budget had to come down so that he had 
something to announce, despite announcing the wages policy prior to the budget coming down in 2009. The 
member for Albany pointed out the government’s double standards when Perth Glory’s outstanding debt is 
ignored when making compensation payments, but for those poor individuals who were discovered during the 
Blaxell inquiry, the government is looking for every spare dollar to offset. The government has shown incredible 
double standards, demanding austerity from the public service while awarding personal staff massive pay rises. It 
has shown hypocrisy in embracing the efficiency of the private sector, yet putting the taxpayer on the hook. That 
is what the Treasurer did! The Treasurer approved the guarantee over the Muja AB debacle. The Treasurer 
cannot demand efficiency of the private sector but then leave it to the public sector to pick up the tab. The 
ultimate hypocrisy occurred before the loss of the AAA credit rating. The day after the budget was handed down, 
the Treasurer said that the government had taken on debt because the community wanted it to and then it blamed 
the community for the loss of the state’s AAA credit rating! The double standards in this government’s changing 
fiscal targets go on and on.  

I want to reflect on the fact that we now have two different standards in the state’s wages policy. At the time I 
was curious about why the Treasurer said the new policy would start in November. It could have started 
whenever the government wanted it to start; the Treasurer did not need to wait to announce it! He did not 
announce it back in 2009. Now we know the Treasurer is getting through some of the most problematic unions 
and he wants to apply the government’s new wages policy simply to United Voice and the CSA. That is not the 
way to go about managing the state’s finances. The Treasurer made the point on 9 June 2009 in answer to a 
dorothy dix question from the member for Scarborough, in which he stated — 
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Another thing cabinet did … was to ask me to lead government wage negotiations on EBAs across all 
government agencies. That is how it was handled for police, that is how it will be handled in December 
and that is how it will be handled next year with the nurses’ EBA.  

I will come to that in just a minute, because when the Treasurer announced that policy he took great joy in 
making a comparison with the former government’s consumer price index to wage price index ratios. The 
Treasurer stated — 

As a result, based on our current indicative forecasts for CPI and WPI, we are now looking at three-year 
cumulative increases between 8.2 per cent and 9.3 per cent. If we compare this with the 15.5 per cent 
increase for public servants as a baseline under the previous government’s policy, we are looking at an 
indicative saving over three years in the order of $500 million.  

What happened to the government’s prediction of cumulative increases between 8.2 per cent and 9.3 per cent? 
We saw salaries grow over that period by nearly $2 billion—an increase of 24 per cent. That is how the 
Treasurer delivered on the government’s former wages policy. That is the reality of the failure of its first term in 
government and why the Treasurer has to now rush through the Workforce Reform Bill 2013. It is simply 
because the government failed in its first term to get wages growth under control and to implement its own 
wages policy. I made the point that during the entire first term of the government there would have been a rise of 
between 13.5 per cent and 22 per cent in CPI to WPI, yet we saw the salaries pool increase by some 37 per cent. 
That is the reality of this Treasurer who, as I have said, has always been more voyeur than participant in the 
management of the state’s finances.  

I want to make one other point and I come back to the nurses. The nurses did a job on the Treasurer and the 
government. To their credit they comprehensively outplayed the government. I dare say Perth Glory learnt 
something from the nurses union in the lead-up to the state election. I want to remind members that in answer to 
a dorothy dix question the Treasurer stated that he would be leading all enterprise bargaining negotiations. That 
was the crux of the government’s first-term wages policy.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: What was my position then?  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am quoting the Treasurer. He can get up and amend Hansard if that is not correct. On 
9 June 2009 the Treasurer stated — 

Another thing cabinet did … was to ask me to lead government wage negotiations … 

He said how tough he was going to be—I remember it! Then during budget estimates I thought I would ask the 
Treasurer what happened during the process of the nurses’ EBA in the lead-up to the state election. I remember 
it! I remember the shock when Peter Conran rolled out an offer during the caretaker period. I remember the 
highly unusual circumstances surrounding that offer. I remember thinking that those nurses did a job on the 
Treasurer—10 out of 10 to them.  

I asked the Treasurer, “What role did you play in leading these government enterprise bargaining agreement 
negotiations?” In answer to my question about the Treasurer’s role, the Treasurer replied — 

My understanding is that Treasury certainly did not play the lead agency role in that —  

I asked again — 

Was Treasury at least involved in the costing of the offer from Peter Conran before it was made?  

The Treasurer said, “Not entirely.” We pursued this. Remember, this is how the Treasurer leads—from a long 
way behind. We are now starting to work that out. I pursued the point a little further by asking the Treasurer why 
not and whether he thought it was unusual. 

In 2009, he was telling the Parliament about how he would be leading these negotiations. Why did he not? His 
response was — 

This issue was taken over at the highest level of government because it was serious.  

I suspect that that negotiation happened, that some parameters were put in place and that Treasury was informed. 
Members cannot imagine my surprise to learn that in the Barnett government the Treasury and the Treasurer are 
not at the highest level of governance. Apparently, it is far too serious for someone as a minor functionary, such 
as the Treasurer, to simply be involved in what is the allocation of public moneys. I know Peter Conran has a fair 
bit of control over the government, but I never thought for a minute that the government saw itself as subordinate 
to Peter Conran; that is the reality.  

The Treasurer said that he was not so convinced that the 14 per cent that Peter Conran offered and gave the 
nurses was out of step with the government’s policy at the time. We should not forget the ratio between the 
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consumer price index and the wholesale price index. Under the pre-election financial statements, that would have 
meant an increase of between 8.25 per cent to a maximum of 12.75 per cent if he had negotiated some 
productivity trade-offs that we talked about during question time. There was none. In fact, it is even worse than 
that. I asked the Treasurer what productivity trade-offs he got, because clearly he has gone above CPI. The 
Treasurer’s response was — 

There is actually a risk that the arbitrated settlement of the dispute around some of those conditions may 
further inflate the totality of that wages outcome, so that is something that is still being worked on.  

Let me turn to the nurses. The nurses have done a great job. No wonder they have such strong membership! The 
great Treasurer leading the government negotiations from about three miles behind—we now know—is no 
longer senior or high ranking enough to take on these negotiations. He has been completely sidestepped by 
Peter Conran to deliver a policy that is utterly contrary to the policy the government had at the time. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Exactly! That is the reality of the government’s wages policy, which has now resulted in the 
Workforce Reform Bill 2013. Yet the Treasurer comes in here saying that it is a test of the opposition’s financial 
credibility and that it has to support the reform bill. It is a test for him. The Treasurer is standing in the steaming, 
crumbling ruin of the AAA credit rating, yet the opposition’s financial credibility will be tested to get him out of 
the mess he has created! I have said it before: the Treasurer is entertaining in here; we enjoy it. But 
unfortunately, he has always been the voyeur and not the participant in the management of the state’s finances; 
that is the reality. He gets up with his flash little signboards saying, “Look, how wonderful we are! Look at what 
we’re doing!” But the bloke sitting to the Treasurer’s right does not listen to him. We saw the unravelling of the 
fiscal action plan; we saw that within hours—the FA plan gone! Now we know there is a different wages policy 
for some unions and another wages policy for others. If the government wants a wages policy, be consistent. If it 
wants to throw money at unions, do it, but be honest. The Treasurer does not need to come in here and talk tough 
when he has no intent on delivery of that particular rhetoric. As I said, be honest. If the Treasurer is to have a 
wages policy that is simply going to apply to United Voice or to the Civil Service Association, then be honest 
about it. Do not have the hypocrisy or the double standards of simply saying, “Oh, we’re the tough guys; this is 
what we do.” 

Historically, the entire first term showed the utter failure of the wages policy that the Treasurer now fronts as the 
centrepiece of his fiscal action plan. There is no need to wait until the first half of the first year of the fiscal 
action plan is complete before the government starts applying the policy to itself. The Treasurer said, “Oh, we 
couldn’t do it on 9 July, that is, the budget cut-off date, because I needed something to announce.” Back in 2009, 
the budget came down in May, but he announced it in March with great fanfare, as I remember—the full-time 
equivalent cap that no longer applies. It is now simply a CPI cap, and the Treasurer confirmed today that there 
was nothing beyond that, except, of course, for those who are fortunate enough to be doctors because we now 
have suddenly learnt that the wages deal does not apply to them.  

The state’s finances are either in “Struggle Town” or they are not. Were they struggling when the budget was cut 
off on 9 July, when the Treasurer provided the fiscal action plan? That is when he could have applied it. There is 
nothing stopping him from applying the new wages policy to both enterprise bargaining agreements, as I now 
know, thanks to the Treasurer’s answer today, the date upon which it will apply. But he should be honest; do not 
have the double standards and the hypocrisy about applying it to one but pulling back from another. That is what 
he is doing and that is why we have lost the AAA credit rating. We have heard the tough rhetoric year after year 
that we have to cut our cloth to suit. But despite that first cap on wages policy, we saw the salaries pool increase 
by 37 per cent over five years. That is an extraordinary increase that the former Treasurer, Eric Ripper, railed 
against when he sat on this side of the house. He demanded that there be a real per capita cap placed on 
government and that it be adhered to by the Labor government. Yet the current Treasurer has not been able to 
adhere to that cap, having now removed it from the state’s financial targets. At that time, the Treasurer described 
the Labor government as lacking in financial discipline. Yet that has been the story of this government. I know 
the Treasurer will get up and he will tell a good story. He will make some wisecracks, he will sit down and he 
will walk out saying, “Job done”! That has been the problem the government has had; that is why it has lost the 
AAA credit rating. It does mean something—despite the fact that the Premier says that it is not a political 
embarrassment and that there is nothing to see here. Of course it means something. It is not just an extra cost in 
interest, but also that independent third party casting a judgement over how the Treasurer has managed the 
finances. He has been found wanting.  

He should not come in here waving around his Workforce Reform Bill saying, “This is the answer to all our 
problems, if only the Labor Party will support me.” The Treasurer created this mess because he could not 
implement his own policy. He was ignored by his own Premier; his fiscal action plan has already unravelled, and 
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I am not surprised that the credit rating has been downgraded. That is the legacy they will all leave us. Members 
opposite should start demanding from the Treasurer something more than a cheap line!  

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [3.18 pm]: I rise to speak on this matter of public interest today. As we heard 
from the member for Victoria Park, we know that the Treasurer is good at the following: funny gags, a few 
personal insults, a few attacks on Hon Ken Travers in the other house, a few graphs now and then and talking 
tough. However, he is not good at managing the state’s finances. He is not good at making sure of a consistent 
approach by government to the key issues facing Western Australia’s finances today.  

We know that the government has a different policy depending on who is asking. In respect of the wages policy, 
the government’s approach is to kick the weak. In relation to the start date for this policy, it is unbelievable to 
commence it in November, as the member for Victoria Park has stated. The budget cut off could have been 
9 July. If the government wanted to wait to announce it in the budget, 8 August could have been the start date. 
Why was it pushed back to the first week of November? We saw it on the front page of the newspaper—that is, 
special deals for people who it believes are strong, and a keenness and a willingness to kick the weak because it 
thinks that is the popular and good thing to do. It is another demonstration.  

Nowhere more can we see the double standards and hypocrisy applied by this government when it comes to 
financial management than with the Sage deal with Perth Glory. I want to remind everybody what the Treasurer 
said about Perth Glory last week. He stated — 

Perth Glory is simply the worst organisation that I have ever had to deal with ...  

The Treasurer had a suspicion that the money being collected for fare revenue was still being gouged by 
Perth Glory from its ticketholders.  

That is what the Treasurer said about this organisation last week. Let us now go through what we have heard 
today. Yet again the Minister for Sport and Recreation corrected information that he provided to Parliament. 
Today he stated that last September he knew that Perth Glory owed $177 000. He knew that, yet he sat there and 
signed a $400 000 payment to Perth Glory. He knew that Perth Glory owed $177 000 and he signed off on a 
compensation payment. We know that it was not taken to cabinet and that the Treasurer did not approve it. A 
minister in this government—a government that says we need to sack workers because of the state’s finances—
gave $400 000 to an organisation that the government was chasing for another $400 000 but, as I understand it, 
the minister knew it was $177 000. That is complete hypocrisy and a double standard.  

Let us now go through those connections. We know that the Leader of the National Party lobbied the Minister 
for Sport and Recreation on this issue and that the member for North West Central, through a question in the 
upper house, also lobbied the minister on this issue; I do not know in what capacity, but he did. Today we heard 
that the minister knew about the outstanding debt. On one hand, the Treasurer stood up and said that Perth Glory 
is simply the worst organisation he has ever dealt with.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: The worst sporting organisation. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The worst sporting organisation. He talks tough. He comes in here and makes huge 
statements about people and organisations. At the same time, the government in which he is the Treasurer, the 
cabinet that he is part of, the Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee that he is meant to be directing—
which I know he does not—allows this to happen, again and again.  

I will now talk about the expansion of nib Stadium. Originally, the stadium was going to cost only $83 million 
but it blew out to over $100 million. I again refer to comments made by the director general of the Department of 
Sport and Recreation in 2011 about the expansion of nib Stadium in an email to the minister’s office, which 
states — 

This has been a very invidious position for us. As you are aware … have employed the Liberal Party 
lobbyists to work on Govt for them … Trying to ensure that we develop a strong negotiating position 
has been difficult with … and Nick Catania dealing directly with The Premiers Office and our Ministers 
office at will. We never have been given the authority to get on and ensure the communities $90m + is 
wisely spent. 

I stress the words “wisely spent”. Again, this is an example of the absolute hypocrisy and double standards of 
this government. It comes in, kicks a few people and makes a few jokes, but when it comes down to actually 
managing the state’s finances in a coherent, systematic way, it has failed. That is why we have lost the AAA 
credit rating. Remember the announcement about the new stadium at Burswood not too long ago? A big 
announcement was made about the singing toilets. The fact that people could listen to the sporting commentary 
for those few minutes when they left their seats to go to the toilet was a big announcement. They are the 
priorities of this government. In the same week, it cut funding for education assistants in our schools. Those 
opposite are saying that the finances are tough and we need to refocus. They are simply all over the place. The 
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government agreed to an expansion of the nib Stadium deal from $83 million to $100 million because a few 
sporting organisations asked for it. Will the government agree to expand Princess Margaret Hospital for Children 
to cover the needs of children for decades to come? No. This government has no coherent policy for the state’s 
finances. It says yes to some projects without any process. I heard what the Premier said about the deal with 
Tony Sage. He said, “Should we refer it to a committee?” Of course we are going to refer it to a committee! We 
gave the minister a week to state that there was nothing wrong with that deal and to put our minds at rest. The 
minister actually made us realise that there is something fundamentally wrong with that deal and what happened 
during that process. 

Again, that is an example of what this government does. It does deals for its mates and kicks the weak. The 
Treasurer will stand up and talk about existing policies or what the opposition’s policies were. He has overseen 
the state’s finances when we have lost the AAA credit rating in times of record revenue growth. Members 
opposite talk about privatisation. I will go through the privatisation angle. They come in here and say that they 
will privatise services and sack workers and then tell us that we have to agree with them. As the member for 
Victoria Park said, we did not make the mess; members opposite made the mess. If they think that simply 
privatising services and sacking workers will get them out of the mess, they are wrong. They are wrong because 
they have established a pattern of behaviour that will not be broken. The Premier and the director general of the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet have all the power. That was demonstrated during negotiations for the 
nurses’ enterprise bargaining agreement. The Premier and director general have all the power and the Treasurer 
knows it. I know that and the Minister for Health knows it too. 

Government members have established a pattern in which the Premier gets what he wants, when he wants, and 
the Treasurer is unable to say no because his mere existence as Treasurer depends on the Premier. We all know 
that. He can stand up, but he has to explain how all these decisions are consistent and how there is a coherent 
policy. The Treasurer needs to explain why the wages policy did not start on 6 July or 8 August but was delayed 
until the first week of November if there was such a budgetary emergency and the whole fiscal action plan was 
predicated on it. 
MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Treasurer) [3.27 pm]: I will make my contribution in a couple of parts. I will 
talk about government wages policy in some detail, then I will speak about some other elements of the fiscal 
action plan, and, finally, I will talk about some broader elements around Standard and Poor’s observations of the 
state’s finances. One of the things that Standard and Poor’s states about downgrading the state’s finances in its 
summary is — 

WA’s very strong economic growth has not translated to very strong revenue growth, reflecting the 
horizontal-fiscal-equalization framework embedded in Australia’s institutional framework. However, 
expenditure has been pressured by population growth and our view of the state government’s 
unwillingness to address long-term structural issues.  

Population growth in recent years clearly has put enormous pressure on state finances. Standard and Poor’s 
perception of this unwillingness to address long-term structural issues is exactly what the workforce reform is 
about. I will talk about that in a moment, but I wanted to use that brief quote to put a framework around what I 
am going to say. 

I start by reflecting on the government’s wages policy. As I said during question time, I would often quiz the 
former government—I appreciate that is now a long time ago—on its approach to wages policy. The answer I 
was always given was that its wages policy was neither to lead nor to follow. I have absolutely no idea what that 
means or how that would be implemented. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: When we came into government, we decided that we would take a different approach to 
managing wages, which, as I have said before, we would offer at the consumer price index and negotiate from 
the CPI up to the wages price index, depending on the capacity to deliver efficiencies. No, I do not think that 
process has been entirely successful and that is why it has changed, but it has had an impact. 

Mr M. McGowan: It has not changed. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It has changed and it changes for agreements that will expire from 1 November. That was 
made clear at the time of the budget. Those agreements will include some agreements with United Voice; some 
agreements with the Civil Service Association; and, as I understand it, an agreement in the middle of next year—
so not on the near horizon—with the police. So, if the member is insinuating that we tried to line this up to avoid 
having tough wage negotiations with people who are difficult to negotiate with, that is not right, because we 
would definitely have avoided the police.  
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Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The police are a very challenging group of people to negotiate with—so clearly that has 
not happened. 

The MPI was a little unclear in terms of what element of managing the state’s finances the opposition would be 
focusing on. However, I anticipated that it would involve something to do with wages. I therefore got some 
wages data from Treasury, and I want to put this on the record, because I think it is important. I had a look at 
what has happened to total employee wages growth in the general government sector under the past four years of 
the Labor government. 

Tabling of Paper 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Mr Speaker, I do not mean to cut the Treasurer off, but I seek your advice. Is that an official 
document; and, if so, can the Treasurer table it? The Treasurer said it was from Treasury. I cannot see it. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have got the data. It is part of the notes that I have written all over and that I am using to 
participate in this MPI. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I had a look at that period of time, and I then had a look at what has happened in the past 
four years. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I looked at 2004–05 through to 2007–08, and I then looked at 2013–14 and went back 
four years. Some interesting observations can be distilled out of that data. For example, it showed that during the 
last four-year period of the Labor government, general government sector employee wage growth was 9.125 per 
cent.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Is that salary growth? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes. From 2012–13 and going back four years, it was 6.975 per cent. Therefore, there has 
been a significant decrease—2.15 per cent—in salary growth over the past four years under our wages policy 
compared with what happened under the four-year period of the Labor government. I do not think that is a good 
enough outcome, by the way. Part of the reason for that was the focus on negotiations and the wages policy, and 
part of it was in and around the FTE cap. There is no doubt that when Labor was in government, costs in the 
general government sector were being driven up in part by wages growth, but they were also being driven up—I 
think more significantly—by the increase in the size of the public sector. From my examination of the data, if we 
apply those annual percentages to wages growth in this state, under Labor’s approach to managing the public 
service, the wages bill would have been — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, you are on two calls; member for Victoria Park, you are on two calls. If 
you keep shouting out, you will be called and you will be ejected from the chamber. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am pointing out that if we had not made those changes and if we had let the 
circumstances roll on in the way they were when Labor was in government, our wages bill today would be at 
least — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Warnbro. That does not mean to say you can take over from where 
your colleagues have left off. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is interesting that the member for Warnbro interjects. If I can reflect back to the 
speeches made by members opposite on the budget, the member for Warnbro was not worried about the finances 
of this state; he was worried about why we were not building a train station in his electorate. If we want to talk 
about hypocrisy and double standards, we need look no further than that member! The member for Warnbro 
comes into this place and espouses his financial credentials, and he then criticises the government for not doing 
things in his electorate.  

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I call you to order for the first time! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am not asking members opposite to help us fix it.  
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Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That legislation will go through the house; do not worry about that. What I am asking 
members opposite to do is state their position. I do not really care whether they support that legislation. I do not 
care what their view is, but I bet that they cannot support the most important piece of structural reform that will 
be tackled in this state for a long, long time. I do not need their help. But I am interested in what their position is. 
In many ways, that type of hypocrisy was what we saw right through the speeches made by members opposite in 
reply to the budget. The consistent message from every member opposite was that we are a nasty government; 
we have destroyed the state’s finances; we are spending too much money; and debt is too high—but they then 
said that the government should be spending more money in their electorate. In many ways, that is entirely 
understandable. That is the nature of local representation. That is the type of pressure that we have to manage on 
a range of fronts.  

However, members opposite have opposed any attempt to generate additional revenue and any attempt to deliver 
sensible reform. A good example is education. The government’s reform process in education is opposed by 
every member opposite. That is a fundamentally important reform process. We have an education funding model 
in this state that means that—because of a range of historic factors—every time about nine students go into the 
system, a full-time equivalent position is established. Frankly, that is not sustainable.  

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is not sustainable. There is a glaring need for reform in that space. We have worked 
through the reform process, opposed at every step of the way by members opposite. That is a good example of 
their hypocrisy.  

I now want to discuss some of the observations made by Standard and Poor’s. This motion deals with the state’s 
AAA credit rating. Every member should read what Standard and Poor’s has to say about that, because it is an 
interesting reflection on the challenges that this state faces. In this document of four or five pages, Standard and 
Poor’s has said that there are long-term structural issues facing the state. That is right. Those long-term structural 
issues mean that because of the rate of expenses growth relative to the rate of revenue growth, at some point in 
time, this state will deliver structural deficits. The workforce reform is an important part of dealing with that. 
Standard and Poor’s also points out, quite rightly, that a growing population is putting significant pressure on the 
state’s finances. I would also advance the argument that the growing economy in Western Australia is putting 
significant requirements on the state to fund infrastructure. Standard and Poor’s also makes the point that strong 
economic growth has not translated into strong revenue growth. Those are its words, not mine. Standard and 
Poor’s also points out, again quite rightly, that this state’s increasing reliance on royalty revenue means that we 
are increasingly exposed—with royalties forming 20 per cent of our total revenue base—to movements in 
exchange rates and movements in iron ore prices. That is part of the challenge around the state’s AAA credit 
rating. Standard and Poor’s also makes a range of observations around debt. It is interesting that in this 
document, Standard and Poor’s has moved its narrative on debt away from net debt to gross debt. Standard and 
Poor’s makes a number of observations around the size of gross debt relative to total consolidated state revenue. 
We need to be mindful of that because it is a change in tone and narrative from Standard and Poor’s.  

Standard and Poor’s also makes the other point that all is not lost and that there is a path for the state back to 
AAA if there is the capacity and willingness to go down that path. I have mentioned in the house three or four 
times, because we have had this discussion three or four times, that Standard and Poor’s uses the term “budget 
flexibility”. It applies that to three sets of tools available to government: expenditure, revenue, and assets sales 
and balance sheet. The government has looked at that and will be developing a proper and considered response 
to examine all of those sets of tools. This document is important to help us realistically respond and shape our 
response.  

I will touch on a couple of other points around that response before the Minister for Health comments on wages 
policy particularly as it applies to doctors. Firstly, Mr Speaker, as you are aware, the government introduced, as 
part of the budget, its fiscal action plan. It is true, as members opposite take some pleasure in pointing out, that 
some elements of that have been wound back, for want of a better term, and that will have an impact on state 
finances, which, of course, will be brought to account at the time of the midyear review. The single biggest 
component of the estimated $6.8 billion in savings impacts from the fiscal action plan in the budget papers is 
public sector workforce reform—bar none. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Yes, except now you have gone and ignored your wages policy.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The government has certainly not ignored the wages policy, member for Victoria Park. 
The budget document was based around the assumed introduction of the wages policy from 1 November. It 
entirely reflects the policy decisions taken by the government. In fact, the savings that flow from public sector 
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workforce reform effectively start to flow in the 2014–15 financial year. In the subsequent two years—over the 
last three years of the forward estimates, that tail period—there is a total of savings of $2.869 billion. That is a 
massive saving and, similarly, a massive challenge for the government to implement and deliver. I understand 
that. We have a lot of work to do in this space, because public sector workforce reform is not only a bill in this 
house to provide the capacity to introduce involuntary redundancies; a range of other tools are also being 
provided. They are all provided to deliver an outcome that says for each agency we will now have, effectively, a 
wages budget cap. That cap, outside the impact of policy decisions of government, will grow at CPI for each of 
the out years across the forward estimates. That will be a big challenge for the entire public sector management 
team to deliver. The government’s job is to give them the tools to do that. The involuntary redundancy 
program—the thousand or so funded in this financial year—is an important part of that. The capacity to 
introduce involuntary redundancy is also an important part of that. That is not a tool that will be used for, as has 
been suggested by some, including some of the public sector unions, mass sackings; it is a tool that will enable 
us to better manage the workforce and better deliver the financial outcomes that are embedded in the fiscal 
action plan. They are very important tools. The changes to the requirements sit in and around the Industrial 
Relations Commission and how it arbitrates disputes. Again, without predicting an outcome, which will always 
be based on the principle of good-faith bargaining, I suspect that a lot of cases will end up in arbitration. 
However, there will be changes to that particular legislation to give the commission greater clarity to its need to 
give consideration to, and have consideration of, a government fiscal circumstance and government wages 
policy. 
Mr F.M. Logan: Take their independence away as well. That is a good idea!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Not at all.  

Mr F.M. Logan: Yes, you will.  
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Not at all.  

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Perhaps we are.  

The SPEAKER: Treasurer! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean and member for Cockburn! Treasurer, can you speak through the 
Chair, please.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am a West Perth supporter, by the way, Mr Speaker, not Claremont.  

The point is that perhaps we are giving greater clarity to the Industrial Relations Commission’s need to have due 
consideration for government wages policy. I do not think that is a bad thing, because one of the risks to our 
policy is that through an arbitrative process the commission may indeed settle on outcomes that are over and 
above the policy. That may still happen; that will ultimately be tested in the commission in due course. A whole 
range of tools is being provided to public service managers to assist them to deliver on the savings targets 
embedded in the fiscal action plan.  

I want to touch on two other areas of consideration before I conclude my remarks. Firstly, as I indicated, 
Standard and Poor’s gave a pretty clear direction to the government that it needed to look at its balance sheet and 
consider asset sales. 

Ms S.F. McGurk: And your political convictions.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: What does that mean, member for Fremantle?  

The SPEAKER: Member for Fremantle! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Member for Fremantle, I do not have a problem with private sector participation in the 
delivery of services or assets to provide services that have traditionally been provided by the state. It is not an 
entirely innovative or new process. In fact, in terms of the application of that public policy, Western Australia is 
perhaps decades behind the rest of Australia and definitely decades behind other jurisdictions around the word. 
This is a great opportunity for us. We will set up—in fact we have set up within government—a process to 
identify and then work through the sale of certain government assets. But there is no need to rush. It is not a fire 
sale. We need to make careful and considered decisions, because we will get the chance to sell these assets only 
once. I stress here, and I will stress publicly, that this will not be rushed. A proper process will be put around it. 
There will be some asset sales from this government. Ironically, one of the largest assets that can be accessed 
soon is vacant government land, because there is an enormous amount of it. A whole range of areas will be 
available. 
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The second part relates to the capital works program. In the last budget the government committed to a 
$27 billion asset investment program over the next four years. On the advice that Standard and Poor’s has 
provided, it would be fair to say that that is not a sustainable level of asset investment. A process within 
government has also been established to look at each of those different projects  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I’m glad you are finally doing it.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Member for Victoria Park, we have done it a number of times, and we will be doing it 
again. That is a further action the government will be taking on the back of Standard and Poor’s commentary. 
One other thing — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is because it would not save one cent; notwithstanding the opposition’s assertion at the 
time of the election that it would, it clearly would not. The opposition’s comments around that were false then 
and they are false now.  

The last thing I want to touch on is the government’s program evaluation review, which is a very good thing for 
government to do. The program evaluation review asks two simple questions. Firstly, do we still need to be 
doing government programs? The government regulates and is active in certain areas in which it simply does not 
need to be active anymore. The Hairdressers Registration Board is an example and there are others. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I was warned that there would be. I will not speculate on what they will be. The second 
question we have to ask is: if there is still a role for that service to be provided, is a traditional government 
procurement and service delivery model still the best model? In many cases, it is not. Participants in the not-for-
profit sector or in, heaven forbid, the private sector can provide that service.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, I call you to order for the third time.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: In my view, that is a considered response to the issues identified by Standard and Poor’s 
in its commentary that accompanied its writing down of our AAA credit rating. The government has indicated 
that it plans to respond and indeed it will do so.  

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [3.51 pm]: The opposition has made a great deal, both 
in question time and as part of this debate, of the negotiations regarding doctors’ salaries and how that reflects 
this government acting outside its wages policy. I do not know how the opposition can get it so wrong. Not only 
that; I heard the interjection from the member for Cockburn that we went outside our wages policy with doctors 
so it serves us right. This government has not gone outside its wages policy. Just a couple of weeks ago, I had 
reason to praise a certain reporter from The West Australian for the quality of his argument in a certain article. I 
have to admit that when I saw the front page of the paper and the comments that we had gone outside the wages 
policy, I wondered how he could he have got it so wrong. I can only suspect that he must have listened to the 
opposition’s side.  

Mr M. McGowan: Tell us how he got it wrong.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Let me tell members how he got it wrong. First, there is this funny-looking thing called a 
budget paper. The “2013–14 Budget Fact Sheets”, under the subheading “Public Sector Wages Policy”, states — 

A new public sector wages policy will come into effect from 1 November 2013. 

It is very clear there. The next document that I present to members is a statement put out on 13 June by the 
Premier and the Treasurer about changes to make the public sector more flexible. The second page reads — 

The Treasurer said the new CPI-based Public Sector Wages Policy ... would apply to agreements that 
expire after November 1 this year.  

There we have it: on two separate occasions the government announced it, but did the opposition know anything 
about it? Not on your nelly. The Health Services Union, the Labor Party’s union, put out a statement that 
reads — 

As you know the State Government has announced a new wages policy to apply from November 
2013 ... 
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Even the Labor Party’s own union knew the policy would apply from November 2013, but members opposite 
did not have a clue. Members opposite keep going on about breaking the wages policy, but they did not have a 
clue about the statement by the Labor Party’s union.  

Why would we do it on 1 November? Members are going on about, “You shouldn’t have done it. You could’ve 
done it right from the start for July.” However, the government was already in negotiations about outcomes with 
a number of groups based on the old wages policy. Sure, doctors were one of those groups, but who else was 
there? The United Voice union was already in discussions about support workers. Since June, we were in 
negotiations with support workers for the Disability Services Commission. That is another group with whom we 
negotiated prior to the cut-off date. We had already had discussions around that offer based on the wages policy 
of the day, and it was not deemed reasonable to cut them off and bring it in for the new group. If we had done 
that — 

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, I call you to order for the second time.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: If we had cut off the negotiations on the date suggested by the opposition, who would have 
missed out on a wage negotiation deal that goes beyond what is in the wages policy from 1 November? The 
support workers for the Disability Services Commission would have missed out. The police auxiliary officers 
would have missed out. We would have had to go back to the doctors with whom we were already in 
negotiations based on the previous wages policy and say, “We know we have been negotiating with you in good 
faith. We know we have had a reasonable level of discussion about what the wages policy should be but, sorry, 
bad luck; it is too late. We have changed the policy and this is what it will be from now on.” That was not 
reasonable for any of those groups. Therefore, the government and the Treasury, with the budget coming through 
in August and in the middle of wage policy negotiations with a range of different groups, did exactly the thing 
they should have done. If the opposition had had its way and it had been backdated, its own United Voice groups 
would have missed out on the outcomes of those negotiations — 

Opposition members: What is the outcome?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am not involved in the outcome; how would I know? The outcome for the doctors has not 
been determined. We have not reached agreement on the outcome. We are still involved in those negotiations. 
To say that those outcomes have been predetermined is not correct. The government is continuing in 
negotiations. For those whose agreements expire after 1 November, there will be the new policy. The agreement 
with the doctors expires prior to that and we will reach an agreement based on the old wages policy, not the one 
that is not yet in place.  

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [3.57 pm]: The budget should have come 
down in May this year. That would have been the appropriate time for the budget to come down. Yet the 
government tells us that despite the budget coming down in August this year, the new wages policy, which this 
Treasurer trumpeted as part of the budget debate, will not start until 1 November. Every single initiative on these 
issues to control expenditure over the past five years has failed. Now the government is putting in place a tricky 
new manoeuvre, which is that the new wages policy will start only on 1 November, which is two days away. It 
has locked in a 12 per cent pay rise for doctors.  
Dr K.D. Hames: I just told you that was not true. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: What is it? What is the truth?  
Dr K.D. Hames: I told you what the truth was. We have not reached the conclusion of our negotiations.  
Mr M. McGOWAN: Our understanding is that the government has locked in a 12 per cent wages increase for 
doctors and it has not finalised what the productivity offsets will be. How can the government have any 
credibility in all these demands for belt-tightening and ensuring that the wages for other public sector workers 
are restricted? Because of this government we will see another restricted wages policy apply to the public 
servants who do the difficult jobs in our hospitals, our schools and our police, many of whom are on very low 
incomes. I will not blame them if they object. 
Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 
The SPEAKER: I call the member for Bassendean to order for the third time. Your leader is speaking. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will not blame the other public servants if they object to any arrangements the 
government suggests for them, because it is organising a different deal eight months after it was elected and 
three months after its budget—six months after the budget should have been brought down. I will not blame 
them if they say that what is being done to them is not fair because the government has done something different 
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for doctors and the Premier has put in place 52 per cent pay rises for the people working in his office. I will not 
blame those public servants, many of whom are low paid, for objecting to those arrangements. 

This motion is about the loss of the AAA credit rating. Geoff Gallop’s government regained the AAA credit 
rating in 2003 and the loss has been devastating. This has happened at a time of record revenue for this state, yet 
all we hear from the government and the Treasurer is that this is somehow a test of WA Labor. How does that 
logic work? The government lost the AAA credit rating. It has had record revenue and has failed to show the 
restraint necessary to keep the AAA credit rating. The government is entering a sweetheart deal with doctors, 
while telling everyone else that they can have a different arrangement. It is the government that has failed to lock 
in productivity benefits for doctors, yet somehow this is a test for Labor. Frankly, that is absolute, complete and 
utter garbage. The opposition has 21 votes in this house and we do not have a majority in the other house; the 
government will do what the government does, but the opposition will hold the government to account for what 
it said in the election campaign and all the failures along the way. That includes this special pay deal, which sets 
an example for other public sector workers. The government said during the budget process and the period since 
that there needed to be restrictions. Is it any wonder that Standard and Poor’s is showing that there is a lack of 
political will in this government when the government sets these kinds of artificial timetables and deadlines? It is 
1 November for one group and everyone else after that can have a different arrangement in place. There are 
100 000-plus WA workers who will be scratching their heads and saying, “Why is there one rule for us, and 
another rule for others?”—and rightfully so.  

Division 
Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (18) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Ms J.M. Freeman Ms S.F. McGurk Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr M.P. Murray Mr C.J. Tallentire  
Mr D.J. Kelly Mr P. Papalia Mr P.C. Tinley  

Noes (34) 

Mr P. Abetz Ms M.J. Davies Mr A.P. Jacob Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.H.D. Day Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr J. Norberger 
Mr C.J. Barnett Ms W.M. Duncan Mr R.F. Johnson Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.C. Blayney Ms E. Evangel Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr I.M. Britza Mr J.M. Francis Mr R.S. Love Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.T. Miles Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Mr V.A. Catania Dr K.D. Hames Mr N.W. Morton  
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr C.D. Hatton Dr M.D. Nahan  
 

Pairs 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Ms A.R. Mitchell 
 Dr A.D. Buti Mrs L.M. Harvey 
 Ms J. Farrer Mr J.E. McGrath 
Question thus negatived. 
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