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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 15 May on the following motion moved by Hon Nick Griffiths (Minister for Racing and Gaming) 
-  

That pursuant to Standing Order No 49(1)(c) the Legislative Council take note of tabled paper No 1027 
(2003-2004 Budget Statements), laid upon the Table of the House on 8 May 2003. 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [10.10 am]:  I rise today to respond to the budget on behalf of the 
Greens (WA) - my colleagues will also be making their own contributions - and to give an overview of some of 
our major concerns.  I will also home in on some of the issues in my electorate and portfolio responsibilities.   

I refer members to the schedule of administered expenses and revenues on page 845 of the Budget Statements, 
which compares the revenue of past and projected years.  The budget estimate for mining royalties for the 2003-
04 financial year is $1 062 521 000.  That certainly sounds like a lot of money, but that is the total for the State.  
Infrastructure and administration costs are just some of the many expenses involved in the Western Australian 
mining industry that make up one-tenth of the figure in the budget.  Many other expenses are not included in the 
budget, and that is an issue I will deal with today.   

In his budget presentation, the Treasurer stated that the nature of the Western Australian budget is, and continues 
to be, affected by the imbalance between state and federal funding.  The Greens agree that this revenue 
imbalance must be addressed.  However, this issue goes further than that.  Many decisions that are made within 
those limitations are made at the state level, and I will deal with some of them by providing examples from the 
various portfolio areas and my electorate.  A wider issue impacts Western Australia’s budget performance.  We 
all know that not enough money is spent on education and health.  In regional Western Australia, many areas 
believe that they do not have enough resources to provide basic housing, education and health.  It is a mystery to 
many people that a State like Western Australia continues, in a comparative way, to have relatively good 
perceptions of its economic performance.  There is a reason that the budget figures - accrual accounting 
notwithstanding - never tell the full story.   

In the middle of last night - I know I should get a life - I remembered where I had placed a copy of a report that 
was tabled in the federal Parliament in 1996.  The report is titled “Subsidies to the use of Natural Resources: 
Environmental Economics Research Paper No. 2”.  I am not sure whether there was a third paper.  The report 
was released by the Department of the Environment, Sport and Territories.  People may find it difficult to locate 
copies of this report - they are as rare as hen’s teeth - because it was produced after the Liberal Government had 
taken power in 1996.  Senator John Faulkner, the Minister for the Environment in the Keating Labor 
Government, agreed to establish a unit within the Department of the Environment, Sports and Territories - it 
would serve to look the gift horse of resource investment in the mouth - that would consider the figures and 
perceptions.  This is quite interesting, given the fact that during yesterday’s debate, Hon Norman Moore said that 
the Greens are against development.  In a State like Western Australia, it is important to qualify and carefully 
consider decisions that are made, especially in the area of resource development.  This report is relevant because 
the environmental and economic section - as far as I am aware it has now been abolished - within the 
Department of the Environment, Sport and Territories looked at the subsidies for resources extraction in 
Australia.  It looked at energy production and consumption, water, wastewater treatment and disposal, solid 
waste disposal, extraction of forest products, the use of publicly owned natural attractions for recreation and 
tourism, agricultural chemicals, and extraction from publicly managed fisheries.  Anyone in WA who is 
interested in subsidies and reads that list would immediately realise that, given Western Australia’s resource 
extraction, a major category had been omitted.  That major category is mining.  It is not clear why this report did 
not look at that area.  One reason given was that the figures were hard to get; however, the answer is probably 
closer to the fact that it was politically difficult, even for a federal Labor Government, to assess the subsidy 
figures within the mining and resource sector.  It would be politically difficult for not only Australia but also the 
rest of the world to admit that enormous subsidies were going into resource extraction in an industry that is 
primarily export focused.   

Again I refer members to page 845 of volume 3 of the Budget Statements.  This year’s budgeted figure for grants 
and subsidies revenue is an extraordinary $2.5 million.  That figure is laughable, because it is not correct.  It 
reflects the lack of ability and willingness of the so-called accrual accounting system, even within the modern 
accounting system, to acknowledge that many levels of assistance are provided to major resource projects in 
Western Australia on an ongoing and regular basis.  I will come back to that point.   

The federal report that was produced in 1996 - I tabled it in the Senate because the Government did not want 
people to know about it - outlines the financial and environmental subsidies and the subsidy removal 
instruments, which is a way of balancing the environmental subsidies.  The financial subsidies do not take into 
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account mining, coal, oil, gas and renewables because of data gaps, and, therefore, provide an incomplete 
picture.  Even so, in the middle of the 1990s, the report indicated that, on an annual basis, the extraction 
industries received $5.732 billion worth of financial subsidies and between $7.746 billion and $8.866 billion of 
environmental subsidies.  That led the authors of that report to say that annually the subsidies for the use of 
natural resources in Australia were between $13.478 billion and $14.598 billion.  That includes the processing of 
silica in our State, all sorts of mining, the impacts on water, the cost of infrastructure, the enormous costs of 
energy use, extraction and so on.  I do not know the percentage that would be added if the mining and metal 
extraction industries were included; however, those figures would be considerably higher.  Even so, the figure 
of, let us say, up to $15 billion in 1996 - I would bet my bottom dollar that the figure is much higher now - 
probably indicates that about $5 billion of those subsidies land in Western Australia; and that is without 
including mining, coal, oil, gas and renewables.  The total mining royalties in Western Australia are projected to 
be just over $1 billion this financial year, and the level of emphasis that this State places on buying investment 
and grabbing investment off another State, another industry or another part of the world indicates that we 
probably do not do enough to look behind the figures to find out whether, on balance, that expenditure is 
bringing the benefits for which we were hoping.   

In the past I have asked questions about several resource development projects.  I have said that based on the 
figures for a certain project and its nature, it would appear that the royalties will not be anywhere near the cost of 
the infrastructure.  The response has usually been that that is looking at it in a narrow form and that taxes will go 
to the federal Government.  That is true; there are company taxes.  However, if a survey was conducted of the 
largest resource extraction corporations operating in Western Australia, the results would probably show that 
they are among the lowest taxpaying companies.  If a transnational company with branches all over the world 
employs highly paid tax accountants and highly skilled tax lawyers, it is well known that that company can shift 
its tax obligations so that it pays its tax in the country that has the lowest tax regime; or if a company has a 
loyalty to a certain country, it can pay its tax in that country.  Western Australia probably gets a bad deal in 
many of these instances.  However, we proceed on the assumption that if we get a large resource development 
project, the State’s economy will undoubtedly benefit.   

I believe there are a few good PhDs in this.  It is possible to say that major resource projects generate economic 
activity, but we must also look at the proportion of that economic activity that requires a high input content.  I 
put it to the House that in the mining industry, and in the resource extraction and processing industry in 
particular, there is a very high input content.  If an overseas company is conducting the operation, many of the 
licensing fees, many of the major consultancies and a large part of the wage and salary structure are also 
remitted, and of course the profits can go in the same direction.  Therefore, in many instances we may end up 
with a situation in which the input costs and the input content, minus the revenue and the transfer payments - the 
benefits that are paid by the taxpayer - leave the state budget with a negative balance.  That might seem hard to 
believe, but I do not believe it is.   

I have mentioned in this Chamber before that in the late 1980s and early 1990s when I started research at 
Murdoch University, I talked, quite naively I suppose, to the Department of Resources Development, as it was 
then, to find out what the process was.  I went from section to section to try to ascertain who looked carefully at 
each major resource project and did the calculations.  I wanted to find out where the balance lay and what 
benefits flowed in proportion to the level of assistance or input given by the WA taxpayer.  To my enormous 
surprise, I found that, at that stage at least, only one or two projects a year were examined reasonably carefully.  
Even at that stage the department was still trying to shake out a model that considered all the elements.  I do not 
believe the environmental costs were considered very much at all.  It was not an issue that the department 
thought it needed to consider.  Even though they are real costs - greenhouse gas emissions, cost of water use and 
so on - I do not believe that was part of the department’s calculations.  It was doing some sort of cost-benefit 
analysis.  At that stage, it surprised me that on some of the largest projects in Western Australia the figures were 
not checked and no assessment was made of benefits to the State.  Only a few cost-benefit analyses that have 
been done for major projects are publicly available, and in my view they leave out a lot.  If they are proponent 
funded, they tend to paint a rosy picture of the multiplier effects of those industries.  If the multiplier effects that 
have been bandied around over time for industries such as those in the North West Shelf were accurate, there 
would be no unemployment in Western Australia.  If they were added to the other mining industries in Western 
Australia, unemployment would not be a problem.  It is probably also true that in many new resource industries, 
the skilled labour force comes from not only Perth but also other States and overseas.   

The figures for royalties and other state taxes and charges look okay superficially - just over $1 billion a year.  If 
the cost of administration was taken off, as well as the other costs and assistance to many of those industries, in 
my view the State would be in deficit.  That means it is likely that the rest of the economy and the rest of the 
public sector are subsidising the resource extraction industry.  Even though Western Australia appears to have a 
strong and buoyant economy, and has done for many years, that could be a good reason that the figures do not 
translate to the best health system, the best education system and the best public transport system.  The money is 
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not available; it is tied up in the taxpayer taking money from his pocket and giving it to some of the biggest 
corporations operating in this country.   

Obviously, I do not take this lightly.  When I examined the major mechanisms that this State has had over 
decades for assisting the biggest resource extraction projects in Western Australia - that is, state agreement Acts 
- I went through all the existing Acts section by section, paragraph by paragraph, to ascertain what benefits were 
given to the proponents and what benefits the proponents and the project gave to the State.  Because I am 
interested in green economics and community-based economics, I looked further to see what other costs were 
potentially involved.  I did that in three case studies, just so that I could say that perhaps we needed to look 
further.  I discovered that there are many mechanisms by which the State assists major resource development 
projects within industry that are covered by state agreement Acts.  I did not bring the list with me today.  I would 
have done so, except that the river was flooding Riverside Drive and I got to work just in time.  However, I can 
provide that list at a later date.  I made a list of all the state agreement Acts and looked at the percentage of them 
that included that form of assistance; that is, tax assistance, stamp duty, royalty discounts or royalty holidays, 
assistance with infrastructure such as roads and rail, lower tariffs for electricity, no-cost or low-cost water 
provision, and the ability to on-sell a public resource such as water to make money in order to assist the project.  
There are many of those assistance mechanisms for development projects.   

If the State were keen on accrual accounting so that it could make decisions about the real costs of these projects, 
those figures would be in the budget.  There should not be the ludicrous statement that grants and subsidies equal 
$2.5 million for this financial year.  Anybody in the industry who knows the situation would fall about laughing.  
The reason that those figures are in the budget of the Department of Industry and Resources is that those 
subsidies do not generally come out of the budget of the Department of Industry and Resources.  If it is a 
transport subsidy, it might come out of Westrail’s budget, and any commercialisation of Westrail must take into 
consideration that there are historical agreements with a number of major projects that may link into lower tariffs 
or charges that are beneficial for the project.  For example, it might be attractive for private power operators to 
say that they can produce power cheaper than Western Power.  A range of historical agreements provide for very 
low tariffs for the supply of energy.   

One case in which I went into some detail was the Kemerton silicon project.  It was originally operated by 
Barrack Silicon Pty Ltd, which then became Simcoa Operations Pty Ltd.  At one stage, Western Power supplied 
electricity for about 1.5c a unit to Simcoa.  It was the largest single point source customer for Western Power in 
the State at that stage and it had a tariff that must have been considerably below cost.  On an ongoing basis the 
state taxpayers have had to put their hands in their pockets to pay for every unit of electricity that Simcoa used - 
and still uses.  I do not know what its current tariff is; I expect that is considered commercial in confidence.  At 
the time Hilda Turnbull leaked that information to the south west media, the tariff would definitely have been 
below cost, so taxpayers were paying quite a lot of money.  When Barrack Silicon hit a major financial wall, the 
State helped to bail out the company.  Once taxpayers’ money has been expended to attract investment for a 
project or to lure a particular proponent to a particular location, even if the proponent probably wants to go 
somewhere else - in the case of Kemerton that seemed to be the case - it becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy.  If 
the project strikes difficulties, the almost inevitable action is that more taxpayers’ money is used to bail out the 
company.   

The other option is that if a company is required to reach certain goals and perform in a certain way under its 
agreement but it cannot do so, it could just say that if it has to break its agreement, it will close up shop, leave the 
State and all those jobs will be lost.  Most Governments do not like to be seen to be responsible for those kinds 
of decisions.  It seems that, once the State has signed up to decades of assistance via a state agreement Act, and 
the proponents put the State in the position of either providing extra funding or excusing the proponents from a 
number of their obligations otherwise they will walk, generally the State will chip in extra money or, as is often 
the case, make amendments either in this Chamber or via the minister’s amendments to reduce the obligations of 
the proponents.  Why is that important?  Initially, the whole concept of a state agreement Act was that if the 
State had attracted investment and had even managed to get the proponents to go to a location they did not want 
to go to, and under that agreement the proponent had obligations to meet, the original sale to the public was the 
agreements that the State had managed to squeeze out of the proponents.  We have heard it all before; they will 
do this, they will produce value-added products, they will get zillions of dollars worth of export revenue and six 
squillion people will be employed in the construction phase.  Once the pressure is on, in many cases those 
promises fall away.  How many promises have we heard for value adding minerals in this State which, when 
push came to shove, never happened?  The benefits, the infrastructure and the other kinds of assistance within 
those packages still remain.   

Even though the objects of agreement Acts may never have been fully met, we still have state agreement Acts.  
Very few are repealed or cancelled by the State because the proponents have not met their obligations.  That 
means that proponents know that these are one-way agreements.  They never had to keep their obligations 
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because they could always put the State in a spot by saying that if they did not get extra benefits from the State 
and it did not release them from their obligations, they would walk.  We know that has been the case in many 
instances.  We know that has been the case in negotiations, even before the agreements were signed.  We also 
know that an unfair percentage of those costs have been shouldered by local authorities.  Sometimes local 
authorities have believed that they would get enormous benefits - multiplier effects - from major projects in their 
areas.  When times are tough, that seems superficially very attractive.  However, when there has been a very 
protracted negotiation for a project that is not of itself financially viable without a considerable amount of public 
subsidy, anything that is not in the agreement is very hard to obtain afterwards.  If the requirement to cover costs 
that would fall on the community is written into the agreement, there is some leverage for the community to 
require that to occur.  However, if there are costs associated with providing and maintaining infrastructure - that 
includes local roads and other facilities for health, education and so on - and other costs to the community, the 
Western Australian Local Government Association reports that in many instances the local entity is left holding 
the can.  The proponents can go to the State Government and say that this is not fair and in the end it might be 
possible for the State Government to assist them.  Once again, that assistance will come out of taxpayers’ 
pockets, and not the proponent’s.  If an obligation to the community is not in the agreement, there is very little - 
apart from threatening to keep proponents to the letter of the law if they have not provided it - the State can do 
once it has signed up to these outdated and inappropriate agreements to get the proponents to do their thing and 
take some responsibility if they are cost shifting onto the local community and the local ratepayers.   

At some stage this Chamber or this Parliament must insist on a systematic audit of these agreements.  We are not 
doing ourselves any favours by not doing that.  Yesterday, Hon Norman Moore talked about sovereign risk.  If 
the threat of sovereign risk or the demand for economic certainty clouds our vision so much, and we sign up to 
further so-called free trade agreements in the future, we will not be able to make choices about the 
appropriateness of those agreements. Bearing in mind the way state agreements are set up in Western Australia, 
any smart company that did not receive a state agreement while another export industry did, could then go to the 
World Trade Organisation and argue that, because those other agreements were illegal, it should have exactly the 
same benefits, subsidies and assistance as the company with the state agreement.  The kind of assistance offered 
to individual projects, companies or consortia operating major projects under state agreement Acts is illegal 
under the definitions of the World Trade Organisation.  It is only a matter of time before some company wishing 
to operate in Australia or some other country that feels Australia is unfairly competing on particular exports 
markets - perhaps one it has lost to an Australian company - takes Australia to the World Trade Organisation. 

The only thinking preventing some of those actions is that most countries have some ways of attracting 
investment.  Methods may include tax holidays or assistance with infrastructure.  However, not many counties 
have the systematic methods of assisting individual proponents of major projects as we have in Western 
Australia via state agreement Acts.  The Michael Keating report recommended that the State cease to use these 
Acts, for a range of reasons, including that sectors of industry were themselves complaining about them.  
Perhaps - I am only surmising - they felt that the later state agreement Acts were not as good as the earlier ones, 
and they were trying to put pressure on the State Government to make them even better.  If that is the case, it 
may well have backfired, because the Michael Keating report suggests that such Acts no longer be used.  That 
message, however, does not seem to have percolated to the Office of Major Projects.  A couple of such Bills 
have already been passed by this Chamber, including the Wesbeam agreement.  These kinds of projects for the 
extraction of resources, in the opinion of the Greens (WA), ought never to be signed on a 60-year-plus basis.  
That agreement involves timber production, impacts on water and bushland, and does not operate according to 
ecological constraints as much as economic imperative.  Once the Government signs up to provide a resource 
like a pine plantation, if something happens along the way to make it unreasonable to continue to extract pine at 
that rate, the agreement becomes a yoke around the neck of Western Australian taxpayers, and extremely 
embarrassing. 

We do not have an imbalance in the budget just between the revenues of the federal Government from heavy 
industries and the grants the State Government gets back.  It is also the case that state assistance to those very 
same industries is often greater than the revenue stream the State receives.  That is an important consideration in 
any decisions the Government makes.  At some stage an assessment of these new projects must be done, which 
considers how much tax is paid, the actual benefits to the State - not just the assumed benefits - the percentage of 
import content, and what actually sticks as real multiplier effects and new economic activity.  In my view, that is 
why Western Australia does not have, but should have, the best education system, health system and resourcing 
of regional services in Australia.  

Hon Barry House:  Who, around the world, has better health and education systems?   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Is the honourable member suggesting that Western Australia has the best education and 
health systems in Australia, especially regional Western Australia?   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Friday, 16 May 2003] 

 p7949c-7954a 
Hon Dee Margetts 

 [5] 

Hon Barry House:  I am confident that we have close to the world’s best practice, despite the problems.  Our 
health and education systems are not bad on a world scale.  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I am sure people in regional Western Australia would not agree.  As a regional member 
I am very aware of the fact.  
Hon Barry House:  I am not saying that there is no room for improvement, but we are a lot better off than the 
bulk of the world’s population.  
Hon DEE MARGETTS:  That we are not as bad as some is not an excuse.  We could be much better.  The way 
we deal with the budget, and the information we provide to ourselves as parliamentarians is woefully inadequate, 
because it is not telling us the truth about what is actually happening as a result of these major projects.  If the 
figures actually gave us the breakdown of these major projects, we might make some different decisions.  We 
might not then necessarily establish an infrastructure corridor from Oakajee to Kalgoorlie at public expense.  
What are we actually doing there, and what are supposed to be the end benefits of providing that corridor?  
Money is still going into that project, despite the fact that the Oakajee project has struggled and has been in 
enormous difficulty.  Somehow or other, magically, the decisions are still being made.  Despite what is not 
happening in the way of attracting investment to Oakajee, the Office of Major Projects is still rumbling along 
with the concept of a major infrastructure corridor from Oakajee to the goldfield.  Why is this being done, and 
who in the end will benefit and at what level? 
This is important; the Government has not stopped doing this.  I wish I could say that what I am talking about is 
historical artifice; it is not.  It is still happening.  I understand that there are reservations within this Government.  
I assume that the Michael Keating report is evidence of that, but nothing yet has happened.  It appears that the 
bureaucracy driving that method of buying investment is still doing so.  Every major report about purchasing 
investment, both in this State and at a federal level, has come to the conclusion that it is a no-win game.  In the 
end, it means that if one State or country, or even a region within a country, is played off against the others, the 
purchase price is often greater than the benefits.  A benefit is assumed, but so many different possible hosts for 
that industry have been played off that in the end, there can be a net drain on the State’s resources.  That is not 
fanciful; it is reality.  The least we need to do is to be willing to look at that reality, so that we make the right 
decisions and do not just assume that it is better to talk companies into establishing on the Burrup rather than at 
Maitland.  The Greens (WA) have never been convinced that producing millions of tonnes of extra greenhouse 
gas is necessarily the way to go.  However, establishing enormous amounts of public infrastructure and 
assistance to get people to locate to places they would never want to go to in the first place is not the way to go, 
such as in Burrup, certainly in Oakajee and Kemerton.  There has never been a line up of proponents wanting to 
get into Kemerton; it is a great white elephant.  For a long time the line has been pushed that we would get that 
investment if only we spent more on infrastructure and put in a deepwater port here, there and everywhere.  The 
problem is that proponents do not cover the cost of deepwater ports.  Ultimately, it is the taxpayer who pays not 
only the cost of establishing deepwater ports here, there and everywhere, but also the enormous ecological cost. 
Let us just stand back a little and talk about deepwater ports.  Every industrialised country in the world is being 
pushed to build a deepwater port because the very few major transport and shipping companies that have the 
power in the world are saying that they get more profit by operating enormous ships than by operating ships that 
fit into the harbours of the world.  They therefore say that every country that wants to do business with them 
must use their funds to build a deepwater port.  There is something strange about that logic.  The shipping 
companies retain most of those profits.  Each industrial area in each country throughout the world that wants to 
continue to sell grain or industrial products must play the same sell game:  “You pay for the environmental, 
social and economic cost of putting in a deepwater port and we will bring our Panamax and Handimax vessels 
into your harbours.”  The problem belongs to the shipping companies but they want to shift that cost onto us.  At 
some stage we in Western Australia must join with other countries and ask why we must bear the cost of the 
economic decisions made by shipping companies.   

It appears that the economy in economic globalisation is organised to assist the bottom line of major corporations 
that have no borders.  They play off one country against another on tax regimes, environmental standards, 
industrial relations and the subsidies they wish to attract.  They talk about uncertainty and they use the sovereign 
risk argument.  We in Western Australia are falling for that line again and again.  Economic globalisation in 
general is about forcing change to the economies and social systems of countries to meet the needs of the 
corporate bottom line.  We in Western Australia have not had enough open debate about globalisation because 
we are geared towards that kind of economic structure.  We have an open economy but the major part of our 
economy is domestically based.  I cringe when I think how this will backfire on Western Australia if we are 
stupid enough at a national level to sign up to an Australia-United States free trade agreement.  I cringe when I 
think about what decision-making power will be left to State Governments, and even to the federal Government, 
to oversee some of these investments in the future.  The only event that might occur is that we will no longer 
offer state agreement Acts.  It may well be that we will have to make enormous back payments on some of those 
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state agreements if they are opened to the international arena.  They exist.  The very fact that we have the 
nonsense of $2.5 million grants and subsidies to the mining industry is a very good indication that the industry 
and the bureaucracy surrounding it are extremely sensitive to the truth about its operations.  They are extremely 
sensitive to the fact that through the transport, energy, gas, water and environment budgets, we as taxpayers are 
paying enormous amounts in up-front and ongoing costs to buy and continue those industries.  Once we have 
signed up to those state agreements, it will become extremely difficult to do something about them. 

I did not mean to speak for this long.  I will refer to a few other points about how decisions have been made 
within the strictures of the Western Australian budget.  The examples in this budget that continue to show a 
pattern of taxpayer-funded assistance to industry are further investment in the $975 million Telfer goldmine 
expansion, assistance to the $630 million Burrup ammonia plant and assistance to the HIsmelt project.  There is 
an agreement with Ravensthorpe Nickel Operations Pty Ltd for federal, state and company assistance for the 
provision of infrastructure, but it is mainly taxpayer funded. 

The spending priorities of government have become skewed.  In this budget the Treasurer boasted that there 
would be no increase in electricity for domestic consumers; at the same time there are continuous reports from 
regional WA of electricity outages.  Enormous social and sometimes health risks are associated with electrical 
outages that last for some time.  The Treasurer boasted in his budgetary constraints that for the third year running 
he will not increase electricity tariffs, yet at the same time we are told that there are insufficient funds to provide 
resources for ongoing and repeated power outages in regional WA. 

Schooling for four-year-olds has now been introduced and is struggling because it has not been sufficiently 
funded.  At the same time the Treasurer announced in this budget that he has not properly funded schooling for 
four-year-olds in many regional centres.  I suppose all schools around Western Australia are struggling to find 
the resources to provide education for four-year-olds.  The Treasurer announced in the budget the possibility of 
compulsory education for 19-year-olds.  My view is that if the Treasurer wants to announce a new measure in 
education, he should ensure first that it is operating properly before going on to another step. 

The concentration of funds in the health budget has been on city hospitals.  Spending on health in Geraldton is 
welcome, but many regional centres continue to struggle to provide medical services at all.  Many more 
communities now have to pay for medical services through private providers of medical care.  Sometimes in 
many regional centres there is great difficulty in finding a doctor at all. 

All in all, the State Government must take a step back.  We will continue to have the wrong priorities in Western 
Australia if Western Australia’s skewed budget structure that I have referred to results in continual cuts to the 
public sector, while every year to an enormous extent taxpayers are required to prop up not only this State’s 
corporations but also some of this country’s corporations and proponents of resource development.  I am no 
great fan of the use of the phrase “gross state products” because its meaning can be misleading.  However, GSP 
provides some evidence that Western Australia has out-performed other States for many years.  Where are the 
benefits in terms of the way we are treating our kids?  Where is the proof in terms of the future in jobs?  Where 
is the proof in terms of apprenticeships?  Where is the proof in the health system, education system and regional 
Western Australia?  Where is the proof in our social infrastructure?  The exact opposite has been achieved; the 
funding to those areas is continually being cut.  The public sector is being cut.  That is the capital on which our 
society needs to grow.  This budget has dealt with the situation in which the Government has found itself.  It is 
an ongoing situation; however, we have not learnt that lesson.  Some fundamental changes must be made to 
ensure that we learn that lesson in the future. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Bruce Donaldson. 
 


