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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 12 May on the following motion moved by Hon Michael Mischin (Attorney General) — 

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

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.10 pm]: I rise to make 
comment about the budget papers delivered in this house last week. I will probably not agree with all the detail, 
and due to other things happening over the last week I have not been able to apply the appropriate level of 
scrutiny to these documents that I would have liked. However, I am sure that when we get to the estimates 
committee in a few weeks’ time, I will have a plethora of questions around the detail of this budget. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Killer questions. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Killer questions; thank you! I must say first up that in this set of documents we can again 
see this government’s continuing trend of not providing an appropriate level of detail about its activities. 
Looking particularly at the portfolios I have interest in, if I did a comparison with previous budget papers 
I would find that the amount of information that has been provided this year is significantly reduced in volume as 
well as detail. I will come back to talk about that later. One thing I heard reported last week was that when the 
budget was read into the other place, the Treasurer, Hon Mike Nahan, is reported to have said that this would be 
the last budget that this government would deliver. Based upon some of the media reports — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: In this term. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I think it will be the last budget that this government delivers and I certainly hope it is the 
last budget any Liberal government has the opportunity to deliver for a period. Members will recall that a few 
budgets ago I started talking about hearing a faint death rattle of the Liberal government around this place. It has 
gotten louder, particularly over the last 12 months. Having listened to the budget being read in last week and 
looked at the media reports and the outcomes over the last couple of days, with a bunch of very nervous 
members of Parliament on the other side, I think that death rattle is humming along quite loudly and nicely. 
I imagine that as we draw closer and closer to 11 March next year, even members on the other side will want to 
quieten it down. 

I will start off by working my way through a series of documents. I will talk about the impact of this budget upon 
members of our community and various elements of the portfolios that I have an interest in and then I will talk 
about some other issues I have picked up in the budget that I would like to reference. I will not start by reading 
all these articles, but the other day I picked up a whole bunch of headlines that I think spell it all out; we do not 
even need to read the detail. Most of these articles come from The West Australian, The Australian and 
The Australian Financial Review. The first headline I will read by Daniel Emerson is “Biggest budget deficit 
yet …”. When we lost government in 2008, our debt was $3.6 billion and we thought that was pretty shocking. 
Over the last eight years, this government has gone out and spent like a drunken sailor with an open credit card, 
and the debt now, I understand, is more than $28 billion and it is projected to rise to more than $40 billion over 
the next couple of years into 2018–19, I think. The current deficit level projected for this year in this budget is 
sitting at around $3.9 billion. The comments from Standard and Poor’s in the last few days have pushed it out to 
over $4.8 billion. There are some serious issues there. 

In a recent speech I referred to attending a Committee for Economic Development of Australia lunch with the 
former Minister for Agriculture and Food. There was a lot of discussion around the level of state debt at the time 
and the Treasurer talked about what is a manageable level of debt, where we have come from and where we are 
at. As I said earlier, it was really interesting to note how the same people who were really stressed out about 
being $3.6 billion in debt eight years ago now seem to be saying, “Oh well, $28 billion is not so bad; maybe it’s 
manageable.” I do not think these people are in the real world. At the end of the day, we always have to 
remember that our primary stakeholders—our taxpayers; our constituents—are the ones who will mostly be 
impacted by any of these decisions and they will have to bear the burden of managing this debt into the 
long-term future. They will miss out on a whole range of other opportunities because the money is simply not 
there. For any government, regardless of who is elected post-March next year, this means there will not be any 
money in the kitty. Unfortunately, I did not bring the Labor Party’s plan for the future with me today, but I am 
sure one of my colleagues will go through it in detail. There is no money because of the huge debt so if there is 
a change in government, whoever is in government will have to be very, very creative about what they do for the 
community with no cash because there is nothing left. This government has gone out and spent outrageously on 
things that might look pretty and that target particular sectors of the community, but the government is not 
solving our long-term issues or providing the comfort that the community needs. The first headline I want to read 
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is, “Biggest deficit yet …”. The second headline is, “State economy still shrinking”. I am not going to read out 
the article but there is also — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Why don’t you read the budget instead of reading the newspaper? That is what proper 
research involves. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am going to get to that. I have those papers with me, so I am not going to disappoint 
Hon Simon O’Brien. I am going to go through the budget papers. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You already have! You disappoint me every year — 

Hon KATE DOUST: Luckily, I have a thick skin. 

Household fees increased by another $247. A constituent was in my office in tears yesterday. She phoned up in 
tears and I told her to come in and talk to me about her issues. Initially, they were around the problems she was 
having dealing with Centrelink and the failure of employment agencies to provide the real assistance they are 
being paid to do. Then she talked to me about her personal situation. She is a former English teacher in her early 
50s. Sadly, she had to finish work because of injuries related to her occupation. She is desperately trying to find 
new work now and perhaps a new pathway. She pays $350 a week for rent privately because she cannot get any 
other accommodation. She is living off a Centrelink payment. She told me that she has turned off her power and 
her gas at the mains because she cannot afford to pay for electricity and gas. She manages very, very narrowly. 
She is now at the point of buying meals because it is cheaper to buy prepared food five nights a week than it is to 
buy the raw ingredients and have them in the house. She has done all the figures. She sat down and showed me 
how she worked it out. She has nothing in her bank account. She now has issues with her teeth and is trying to 
work out how she can possibly pay to get them fixed. She is looking at a variety of options. I thought how tragic 
that was for a woman in her early 50s, who obviously has worked for an extended period. Because of the amount 
of cash that she has available to her and how she spends it, she is determined to keep her roof over her head but 
is doing so at the cost of sacrificing things that we would take for granted and consider to be a reasonable 
lifestyle. Through an unfortunate series of circumstances, she is not working but she wants to be retrained. We 
talked through a range of options to try to help her, and hopefully we can, but she is one of a number of people 
who I am sure we all deal with. These stories have escalated over the last few years. She is not alone and I am 
sure that any number of my colleagues on this side, as they provide their responses to the budget speeches over 
the next few weeks, will also provide these types of examples. I am certainly committed to helping that 
individual because I think she has capacity for an alternative future. I think it is very sad that, in this day and age, 
living in one of the best places in the world, we have somebody who is too scared to turn on the power because 
she cannot afford to pay the bill. Under this budget we are dealing with now, I do not know how she is going to 
manage with an additional $247 increase in utility costs, public transport costs and the cost of getting around to 
interviews, or once a week getting up to see her parents who live in a different suburb. For all of these things, 
people in these cases try to manage their budgets right down to the very last cent to make sure they can cover it. 
They do not have any fat and they do not necessarily have savings to help them get through these tough times. 
Later on I will talk a bit about how this state budget impacts on household debt and household savings. 

Another headline reads, “Ellenbrook bus project gets its cash”. That is really great because I am sure the people 
of Ellenbrook really want a train; they do not want a bus! I am sure that will be a fantastic campaigning 
opportunity. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: It’s not even a rapid bus! 

Hon KATE DOUST: No; it is not even a rapid bus transit system. These are all articles from 
The West Australian of Friday, 13 May—the day after the budget was brought down. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: What are your ideas? That’s what we want to know—enrich us! 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am sure if one of my colleagues goes to my office and pulls off my desk Labor’s plan, 
I will be happy to go through that document with the member as well. 

The next headline is “Biggest fire sale firmly on agenda”. We have already been through the experience of the 
government selling off the Perth Market Authority, with an extended debate in this place. Fortunately, it was 
sold to the most appropriate group that should run it, but we now know that it was undersold. The government 
has flagged in this budget that it wants to sell off Western Power’s poles and wires, and elements of 
Horizon Power, but it does not want to do that until after the election. The government wants to make the sale of 
Western Power an election issue. All these things are in the offing—on the never-never, if you like—because, all 
going well, the government may not be in a position to make those decisions. I will come back later and talk 
more about the Western Power issue. 
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The proposed sale of Utah Point is currently being considered by the Legislation Committee, and its report has 
been deferred for a period of time. I was not here last week, so I am not too sure how long we have to wait for 
that. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: August. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I understand the reporting date is August, which will cause some grief for the government 
in any projected sale. We have the ongoing debacle over the potential sale of Fremantle port, and a number of 
other land issues. Importantly, although the government is looking at how it can offload what it calls 
“mature assets” to try to bring down its debt levels, and the budget papers refer to something like $16 billion to 
come off the top of government debt, an even bigger obstacle in the way of this government—it is probably not 
even the opposition—is its partners in government in their colleagues from the National Party who have been 
quite selective about what they will and will not support. We will see that again. One of the biggest problems for 
this government is the people who share the cabinet table with them—the National Party’s three ministers and 
the parliamentary secretaries who are behind them—who have baulked at these decisions. Again, I will come 
back and talk more about that later because, quite frankly, that whole relationship is very confusing. How the 
government can have members of the National Party sitting at the cabinet table being selective about what they 
choose to support or not support defies all logic. I am sure there are members in the Liberal Party who share my 
views on these types of matters. 

Asset sales will allegedly produce $16 billion to fix the budget, but that can happen only if the government has 
the support of the National Party, which is debatable. It will be really interesting to hear from members of 
National Party as we work our way through this opportunity to debate the budget whether there has been a bit 
more flexibility, a little more give in support of their government colleagues. The National Party has reaped the 
benefits of being in coalition with the Liberal Party. It has received the benefit of royalties for regions funds that 
have been spent in the regions, some of which were obviously very good and some interesting and questionable, 
and I am sure that the Premier has his own plans for how he manages that into the future. All those things come 
with a price, and I would have thought it was locking in to support the government. But that may work to the 
opposition’s advantage. We certainly do not support these asset sell-offs, and if the Nats want to lock themselves 
into a corner and not support them, that may very well be a good thing. 

The last newspaper article I will refer to at this time is under a headline in today’s The West Australian. We 
know from debates in this place on the Bell Group that the state government had two goes in the last six months 
or so to deal with the problems associated with Bell Group assets and that the matter had been referred to the 
High Court. The High Court has now written that legislation off and made some quite caustic comments about 
the legislation that went through the WA Parliament, which was, again, an act of desperation by the government. 
I do not know whether the potential for that legislation to be written off was factored into the drafting of this 
budget or whether that decision by the High Court will mean that the government will have to rethink some of 
the elements of this budget and perhaps change some of the commitments it has made. I am sure that is 
something we will discover over time. 
Following the handing down of the budget last week, I had cause to go back and read the Treasurer’s second 
reading speech, because it is always quite useful to understand the government’s thinking behind its 
decision-making. The first couple of pages of the speech outlined the difficulties the government experienced 
and referred to the challenging economic environment. I do not dispute the government has had some significant 
difficulties. Who would have predicted that the iron ore price would drop as low as it has? The other issue is that 
the heat has come off the boom. I know that the Premier did not like to hear the word “boom” for the mining 
sector a few years ago, but the rhetoric has now changed in government and I see the phrase “mining boom” 
being used frequently by a number of ministers. As the heat has come off the boom and we have seen 
unemployment levels rise, we have experienced other impacts of those types of changes flow throughout our 
community. We have seen housing and rental prices drop. 

Visitors — Manjimup Primary School 
The PRESIDENT: I apologise for interrupting, but I want to welcome some important people into the 
Legislative Council gallery—the students and staff, including Mrs Omodei, I understand, from 
Manjimup Primary School. Welcome to Parliament House. I hope you enjoy your visit here and take away some 
good memories of your visit. 
Hon KATE DOUST: I must say that I am very pleased to welcome students from Manjimup Primary School 
and I hope there is at least one Doust amongst that group, given there are so many Dousts in Manjimup—it is 
a thriving little hub for the family. I certainly welcome them and I hope that they enjoy their afternoon here. 

Debate Resumed 
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Hon KATE DOUST: As I was saying, the flow-on impacts of this challenging economic environment that the 
Treasurer referred to has been not only a reduction in the rental price of properties and a growth in the number of 
available rental properties but also an increase in the number of properties available for sale and a decline in the 
value of those properties. That makes it harder for people. As people have come out of the mining sector without 
jobs, with thousands of people losing their jobs in very rapid succession in some cases, they have had to make 
significant adjustments to their lifestyle. I do not know whether members follow those online sales sites—
I cannot think of the name. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you—Gumtree. Members need only trawl through Gumtree to see the large 
number of items for sale, with people who have lost their jobs trying to pull in some extra dollars so that they can 
pay their bills. We have had a really positive period in which we had significant high employment in the mining 
sector, and people thought that would last for a long time. Those jobs have now transitioned from exploration 
and construction and, of course, the number of jobs has reduced in that environment and people have had to 
make adjustment, with a rise in unemployment in this state, which brings with it a raft of other issues. It is 
unfortunate that the Minister for Education is not here at the moment, because I am referring to one of the 
downsides for those people—even for the constituent I dealt with yesterday. People who have lost jobs want to 
retrain, but that is not always a free option, and sometimes, if they have to go through the pathway of TAFE in 
which we have seen a significant rise in fees which has been a deterrent for quite a few people, particularly 
young people and also for a lot of women who want to venture back into the workforce, they simply cannot 
afford the fees that go with retraining. I am sure that my colleagues will talk about that later.  
After seeing media reports, we know that there is also a lot of dissatisfaction about a range of issues. I have not 
seen any glowing or positive comments about this budget, which is always disappointing—I am sure that the 
government is disappointed with that as well—except from the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia. The only positive comment that we have heard is from its CEO, Ms Deidre Willmott, who 
said that it was very good that all these assets would be sold, which would bring in money to pay off the budget. 
The CCI is a great champion of Liberal governments. I am sure that Ms Willmott has a keen interest in seeing 
whether the government will proceed with these sales. That was the only positive comment we heard; actually, 
I do not even know whether it is positive—it was just a comment. Everyone else who commented in the media 
was highly critical of every element of the budget either because of the way it was constructed or because of its 
implication for members of the community. I will refer to some comments that the Western Australian Council 
of Social Service made about this budget. 

Political commentators that we see as being on the conservative side and whom we would have thought were great 
champions of this government have been highly critical. Peter van Onselen wrote an article in The Sunday Times 
last weekend. In his state budget report card, he graded the state Liberal government on a range of elements to do 
with this state budget. I am sure you read that particular article avidly on the weekend, Mr President. I looked at 
this article very quickly on the weekend. The only thing that Mr van Onselen gave this state government an A for 
was its spin because it does that really well. It does it exceptionally well and it tried to do it really well this time. 
We all know that the government has a vast crew of spin doctors employed in the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet who are constantly trying to turn a sow’s ear into a silk purse. I give the Premier credit for deflecting 
and sending journalists off to chase rabbits down holes in different directions. He is very good at that. 
Mr van Onselen gave the government an A for that. Whilst things are looking pretty grim, this government is 
trying to paint it up by saying that we are about to turn the corner, iron ore is starting to pick up a little, the 
economy is starting to pick up a bit, hopefully unemployment levels will start to drop and it is not all that bad. 
When we go through the budget papers—I intend to do that as I work my way through this speech—we see that 
it is not all bad. The government has done very well. I am sure that over the next few weeks we will see a series 
of adverts roll out, be it in print, on TV or even on radio, selling various aspects of this budget. They will try to 
promote the budget as a job creator and providing new benefits for schools. I am sure that Hon Sue Ellery will 
devote a lot of her time talking about the problems in this budget relating to education. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Good. We’ll all look forward to it. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I was not sure whether it was Hon Simon O’Brien or Hon Jim Chown who spoke. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I am totally engrossed. 

Hon Sue Ellery: They both love it when I stand up and speak. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I know, and they should because Hon Sue Ellery knows what she is talking about. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: We hope you get the opportunity fairly soon. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Not that soon. 
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The government gets an A for spin. It gets a B+ for the proposed sale of assets. Even a conservative 
commentator such as Peter van Onselen did not give the government an A for that. I think that is because of the 
way it has managed the process and the fact that it cannot get its coalition colleagues on board; it has not 
convinced them. If the Liberal Party cannot convince the National Party members of the need to sell—to 
privatise—I think it has significant problems. Peter van Onselen gave the government a C- for honesty in 
forecasts. I think that is a sledge against the Treasurer. That is an absolute sleight on how he has done his 
calculations. He stated — 

I’d give Nahan an A+ for honesty when it comes to the predictions around iron ore pricing ... They are 
conservative ... 

But the forward estimates pledge to restrain spending growth to 2.4 per cent annually, while a nice idea, 
is unlikely to happen. Why? Because the track record of the last decade (much of which occurred on 
this Government’s watch) has seen spending growth of nearly 8 per cent. And with an election just 
around the corner, not to mention Colin Barnett’s tax and spend predilection, it’s hard to see Nahan’s 
claim on spending restraint being matched by reality. 

I thought that was a very interesting comment about vision meeting reality. Peter van Onselen gave the 
government a D for the $5 billion infrastructure fund that it announced. The government has talked that up in 
terms of building new schools, roads, hospitals and those sorts of things. He has failed the government on that. 
He gave the government an E—I did not know we could go that low when grading something; I thought most 
things went to a D—for rehashing the GST carve-up. There is reference in the second reading speech—certainly 
in the public comments made by the Treasurer after the delivery of the budget—about the problems he has had 
with his federal Liberal colleagues in Canberra and their lack of support for his demands to increase the 
Western Australian take of the GST. That is regardless of which party is in government; even when 
Mr Eric Ripper was Treasurer he used to complain about WA not getting its fair share. I probably have some 
sympathy for them on that issue. Maybe that could have been managed differently. 

Hon Sue Ellery: I don’t know that he did it in the middle of a federal election campaign and I don’t know that 
he accused Western Australian ministers during a federal election campaign of letting down Western Australia. 
I haven’t seen a state Treasurer do that before. 

Hon KATE DOUST: The Leader of the Opposition is correct. Eric Ripper would never have done that. It was 
probably not a smart move. I noticed that the foreign minister, Hon Julie Bishop, came back with an interesting 
reply to the Treasurer to defend her colleagues on that account. I do not know whether that has helped us. 
Whoever manages the spin in the Premier’s office might need to sit down with the Treasurer and talk to him 
about how to use language appropriately. It is all about timing and opportunity. 

Peter van Onselen’s final grading was an F. The Liberal–National government got an F for failing to balance the 
books. We know that because with each successive government, we have seen a significant growth in debt and 
deficit, a significant downgrading in public amenity and a significant increase in public utility costs each year. 
I am hoping that on 11 March next year the broader community of Western Australia also gives this government 
an F and gives it the flick from the treasury bench because by now most people are acknowledging that there is 
a great myth about Liberal governments being able to manage the economy appropriately. In successive years 
since 2008, we have seen that this Liberal government cannot manage the economy, and we are all paying for it. 
Whilst the Treasurer has laid out this dismal image of the debt levels over the next few years and the cutthroat 
measures that he sees as the solution to privatise a range of government-owned assets, he still does not have 
a plan beyond selling the assets. I talk about these things with my children. My youngest son studied accounting. 
He said, “Mum, if you sell an asset you never get it back. What are you doing to do with it? How are you going 
to pay for things later? Where are you going to find the money? How will people manage?” I thought that if 
a child can get it, why can the minister not get it? My son is right; if we sell these assets, we do not own them 
and we will never get them back. We will never be able to afford to get them back because we will not have the 
money. I can see the minister smiling. I know he is just biting his tongue. 
Hon Michael Mischin: The economic theory is just fascinating. You hang on to things that you do not need 
necessarily and aren’t of any value to you. 
Hon KATE DOUST: It is all right. I am going to talk about commerce soon so I will be looking forward to the 
minister’s big smile when we talk about his lack of activity in that portfolio. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: That’s something to look forward to. 
Hon KATE DOUST: The member should be looking forward to it because he was a quite reasonable minister in 
that space. It is a great disappointment to us on this side that he is not still holding that position. 
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The PRESIDENT: Order! Let us get this debate back on track. It should not be a series of conversations across 
the chamber about this issue or that issue; it should be a debate on a budget reply in general terms. Everybody 
gets an opportunity to make their contribution.  
Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you, Mr President. I appreciate that because I want to get back on track. Some of 
the changes that we have seen in the last couple of years remain. One of the most significant changes and one 
that the Minister for Commerce was involved in was workplace reform in the public sector, under which we have 
seen thousands of people made redundant and moved out of the public sector. We know that restraint has been 
placed on any enterprise bargaining agreement negotiations in the public sector. The government manages about 
60 public sector EBAs, and I think more than a dozen are up for renegotiation leading up to the election. Given 
that everyone is having to tighten their belt even further, as we say every year—I do not know how much further 
they can do it—and given the CPI is projected to be 1.5 or 1.75 per cent next year, it will be a particularly tough 
year for public sector workers. Given that public servants will be constrained and will get only a minimal 
increase in their pay while the government is increasing a lot of household costs, it makes it harder and harder 
for them. I would say that in some ways it is a deterrent to working in the public sector. I imagine that a range of 
public sector workers have taken their redundancies and are now moving into the private sector because, even 
though things are still pretty tough out there, the attraction and retention rates are probably still more attractive to 
them and in some ways provide a little bit more job security. One of the issues I hope we will look at in due 
course is how the government is managing its full-time and part-time staffing ratios and the casualisation of the 
public sector through its use of people coming through body-hire firms. I refer to this generally now but I give 
the minister a heads-up, if you like, that when we get to the estimates hearings I will ask a series of questions 
across a range of portfolios about how the government has managed that, because I think there has been some 
false economy in using casual workers, for want of a better term. It probably cost the government more at the 
end of the day than it would have cost the government to employ permanent workers. How the government 
manages those EBAs leading up to the election will be a very interesting challenge. I am sure that various parts 
of the public sector workforce will be looking at how they can maximise their benefit not just in dollar terms, but 
also through other conditions. 
In the commerce portfolio, although reference is made in the budget to health and safety legislation, I do not see 
any reference to other forms of legislation around workforce-related issues. I will talk later about that in more 
detail. Although the government talks about the challenges it faces with declining iron ore prices, increases in 
unemployment and changes in the state employment situation, particularly in the mining and resources sector, 
I do not know whether it has thought seriously about how that will flow through and impact on public sector 
EBA negotiations over the next few months. 
I want to talk a little bit about how state budgets impact on people’s households and their day-to-day lives 
because I think it is a challenge for a lot of people. I refer in particular to the example I gave earlier of the 
woman who came into my office yesterday. I must say that one of the hardest things we have to deal with is very 
distressed constituents. I am sure that is something we all have to do. People on the very edge are trying to work 
out how they will pay their bills and have some sort of reasonable lifestyle. We are not talking about 
extravagances. They have no landline phone, no access to the internet—things that a lot of people take for 
granted—and no car. They even have to think about whether they can keep paying for ancillary benefits in what 
is left of their private medical insurance. People have had to make a lot of changes to their lifestyle over the past 
few years simply to pay their bills. Some very good pieces of research have been done in the last couple of years 
that look at how Australian households are managing to deal with this. 
I will refer to my notes a lot because I have tried to pull this together. Understanding how Australian households 
deal with debt and savings allows us to draw a further understanding of how government budgetary measures 
impact on our constituents. In June last year, Bankwest Curtin Economics Centre put out a paper on household 
savings and debt titled “Beyond our means?” It found that currently across Australia, household savings rate at 
around 8.5c to every dollar earned. Out of the global financial crisis, Australians worked harder to save and 
create a buffer with their home budget, but as we move beyond the six-year mark since the GFC, this trend is in 
decline. On average, household savings in 2015 are estimated at roughly $340 900. However, the median amount 
of savings was $100 000. This means that half of all Australian households have less than $100 000 of savings. 
Savings are generally regarded as cash deposits in the bank or superannuation funds, which represent two-thirds 
of average household savings. The disparity between the mean and median highlights the huge amount of 
inequity in Australian society today. In fact, the richest 20 per cent of Australian households currently hold on 
average $1.3 million in savings whilst the poorest 20 per cent have an average of $5 900 in savings in the bank. 
The top 20 per cent of households own roughly 75 per cent of all savings in Australia today and they own 
68 per cent of money in superannuation funds, 62 per cent of all money in cash deposits, 95 per cent of all 
money in trusts, 86 per cent of all money in equities and, finally, 93 per cent of all moneys locked up in business 
assets. If we combine the top 20 per cent with the next richest 20 per cent of Australian households, ownership 
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of Australian savings reaches a total of 90 per cent. Today, 60 per cent of Australian households own roughly 
10 per cent of our nation’s savings. 
I now move on and look at debt. The outlook of debt and trends is much scarier and more equal for Australian 
households in debt-to-income terms. Another paper released by AMP Ltd in December last year was called 
“Buy now, pay later: Household debt in Australia”, and it looks specifically at household debt in Australia. It 
found that the lowest interest rate environment has led to investment property loans tripling over the past 
25 years. Over the last 20 years broad household debt has been growing at 10.3 per cent per annum. Right now, 
household debt in Australia stands at over $2 trillion, which is larger than our nation’s gross domestic product. 
More than 90 per cent of Australian household debt is spent on building wealth or buying a home to live in rather 
than purchasing consumables. Our income debt to ratio has tripled since 1988 from 64 per cent to 185 per cent, 
and now Australia ranks fifth in the world for debt to income. 
For low-income earners in the poorest 20 per cent of households, debt as a percentage of their disposable income 
has doubled over the last 10 years from 22 per cent to 43 per cent. This is a segment of people who have, on 
average, $5 900 in the bank. First home buyers’ debt-to-income ratio has increased by 51 points and low-income 
families experience six times more financial stress than high-income families experience. It is not just the 
poorest households that are in strife. Households in the top 10 per cent of debt-to-household income have six 
times as much debt as annual disposable income. Regions with the highest typical repayment burden are 
typically found in the outer ring suburbs of major capital cities. It is scary to note that if the interest rates were to 
rise by 2.5 per cent—let us face it, we have been blessed over the last few years with a continuing decline in 
interest rates, which I am sure has helped all households—households with the top 10 per cent of debt would see 
their repayments rise from 37.3 per cent of their disposable income to 52.7 per cent. Studies show that 
inner-suburban households would face the greatest impact should interest rates increase substantially from 
current levels. Over the past seven financial years, WA has had an average of $1 122 civil property possession 
applications via mortgage foreclosures. Hon Sally Talbot proposed legislation to deal with that a couple of years 
ago, and I imagine that that might be something we look at in the future. If unemployment or interest rates grow, 
given everything just outlined, it would not be a fair stretch to expect that number to significantly increase. One 
has only to drive around the streets of Perth—I am sure it is the same even in areas such as Margaret River, 
Mr President—to see the increase in the number of “For Sale” signs on houses, which seems quite unusual for 
this period. I think of my street in Victoria Park, which has had a significant number of sales in recent times. It is 
the type of street where people live there for 20 or 50 years—there is not a very high turnover. There obviously 
has to be a reason why people are not able to manage their mortgage payments. 
If we look a bit closer to home at the state of the economy in Western Australia, we see that based upon the last 
eight years things are not looking too hot here either. Our real gross state product for 2014–15 was almost 
a whole two per cent below our 10-year average growth rate and Treasury predicts a further decline over the next 
four financial years. This is during a time when our weighted average national gross domestic product of 
Australia’s major trading partners is in decline. The value of mining in WA has fallen 23 per cent; mineral and 
petroleum sales are down 18.5 per cent; the value of agriculture, forestry and fishing is down 23 per cent; real 
business investment in WA is down 14.5 per cent; and Treasury predicts the unemployment rate to rise to 
approximately 6.5 per cent. Therefore, things are not looking terribly good in Western Australia, as evidenced by 
some of the comments that Treasurer Nahan has made post the reading of his budget. 

CommSec recently released an analysis of the Australian state economies using eight key indicators, which are 
economic growth, retail spending, equipment investment, unemployment, construction work done, population 
growth, housing finance and dwelling commencements. On all eight, WA has floundered amongst other states as 
we fell to the sixth-best performing economy in Australia, with little separating us from Tasmania and 
South Australia—the worst performing states in our nation. In response to this report, the Treasurer, 
Hon Mike Nahan, proclaimed that the WA economy was always going to deteriorate. Sadly, that is not 
something we want to hear from a government member. We had hoped that the government would have thought 
about ways to try to provide relief for households in difficult economic times. 

I will look at the cost of living. I have already made reference to the ever-escalating cost of living in 
Western Australia. Looking at electricity costs, in 2008 the average power bill in WA was $963. This current 
financial year, households are looking at $1 780. The government has ramped up the electricity cost for families 
by a huge amount—by more than 84 per cent. The government’s management of the state electricity sector has 
been a fiasco from day one. We saw the problems that the government had with its attempts to put in place 
a feed-in tariff and we saw the flip-flops made there and the chaos that it created with that. We saw the costly 
merger of Verve and Synergy. It was not the final merge that was costly; everything that led up to it was an 
added cost burden. We saw the problems with Muja and now we are seeing the issues around the privatisation of 
Western Power and the proposed privatisation of parts of Horizon Power. I am sure my colleague 
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Hon Stephen Dawson will talk about the potential impacts of that change to his constituents in the north west. 
I hope he does. 

The last factor, of course, is that these issues have all been around the financial mismanagement of this 
Liberal government. I had not used those words until now, almost an hour into my speech. A lot of the financial 
mismanagement is in the energy sector. I used to feel a bit sorry for the former Minister for Energy because quite 
often he would think that he was on one trajectory and be making decisions and he would find that his Premier, 
a former Minister for Energy, had been going out and making ad hoc spur-of-the-moment decisions on which 
there did not seem to be any consultation. 

Hon Sue Ellery: He does that a lot. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Hon Sue Ellery is right; we are seeing that more and more. I think that was part of the 
complaint that led to the media frenzy yesterday about whether the Liberal Party would keep the Premier in 
place. That goes to the heart of his personality; he does not see the need to consult, certainly not with his 
backbenchers and, on occasions, in certain portfolios, not with his ministers. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Listen, I am quite happy to put on the record, minister — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Hansard has an impossible task to try to make any sense of any of those interjections, 
which become just background noise. Let us confine our remarks to the member on her feet, Hon Kate Doust. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am happy to accommodate the minister across from me and just say that—because 
I never really had the opportunity to do this—I think Stephen Smith is a fantastic bloke and I have known him 
a long time. He was an outstanding minister who did great work in the areas of defence and education. 
Unfortunately, for a long time I have not really had the opportunity to speak to Stephen; we have exchanged only 
passing glances, if you like, as we go in and out of functions. In relation to that matter around leadership, 
I certainly did not have any discussions with Stephen Smith or any other individual around whether he — 

Hon Peter Collier: I am sure you did not. My point being—I am sure you did not. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I did not. I am putting this on the record so that everyone knows, because there has been 
a lot of conjecture about whether I did or I did not—I did not. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I just want members to know, very clearly, that I think Mark McGowan is doing 
a fabulous job and he will be a fabulous Premier on 12 March next year. I want to be very clear on that. That is 
basically it. 

Hon Michael Mischin: That is not what some of your people were saying before the spill, though. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Not this one. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! A little tit for tat is fine, but it is not very constructive. Let us get back to the debate. 

Hon KATE DOUST: You are right, Mr President; it is not. But at the end of the day, Mark McGowan will do 
a much better job of managing the state’s economy and budget than the current Premier has done. That is why 
the Premier’s backbench and even some of his leadership team have been up in arms for the last 24 hours and 
looking to move him on. If members want a go, we will have a go. I am happy to rip those bandaids off. 
Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 
Hon KATE DOUST: Anyway, I will move on and talk about the cost of living, because I think people on the 
other side of the chamber might put their big feet in their big mouths soon. 
We are looking at how those issues around energy have been mismanaged over a time under the former minister. 
We have had debates and listed the details. We called him the $20 billion man at one point. We have continued 
to see mismanagement around decision-making in the energy portfolio. This more recent decision about 
offloading Western Power’s poles and wires is simply another one of those poor decisions. 
The government talks about how it manages the assets and occasionally it might talk about diversifying the type 
of asset. It has not been as progressive, if you like, in renewables as we would have liked it to have been. But the 
one thing that the government does not talk about is how it goes about making sure that every 
Western Australian can afford to access electricity or energy and keeping those costs as low and affordable as it 
can. That has been an ongoing issue. The criticism, particularly when there was a change in government, was 
around how those costs should be managed. Certainly Labor at the time had a plan. I note an article by 
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Eric Ripper in The Australian last week described what happened at that time. Given the escalation of costs and 
the way it has been managed by this government, it has taken people by surprise and caused immense hardship 
across the community. Sadly, we will continue to see more of it. 
The government has not increased the energy cost beyond three per cent; I think that is probably one of the few 
smart things the Treasurer has done because, as we know, we are leading into an election year and he will try to 
minimise the harm as much as he can to make this government appear palatable. Sadly for him—at least I hope 
so—I think people have given up on this government. We have only to listen to talkback radio to hear the level 
of anger growing about virtually every decision this government has made over the past few years. People have 
had it up to their back teeth. As I said at the very beginning of my speech, the myth that Liberal governments are 
good money managers has been proven to be wrong again with this budget because we have seen an escalation 
in debt and deficit. 
I will now move on and talk about how people and households will be able to manage an increase in costs of at 
least $247 a year, as noted in the budget papers. People will manage that increase by cutting back on other 
things. In the suburbs of Southern River and Jandakot, and further down in Warnbro and Golden Bay, there is 
a lot of new housing and a lot of young families. A lot of those people are on a low income or a single income. If 
those people are raising a family with two or three kids and prices go up and they are trying to manage that extra 
$247 a year in costs, they might say to their kids, “Sorry, mate; you won’t be able to play Auskick this year” or 
they might say to their kids that they will not be able to play hockey or football or go to the movies. Families 
will cut out activities until things get better so that they will be able to pay their basic bills. That is the type of 
impost that this government is putting on families. Costs are going up, but wages are certainly not going up to 
match those costs, and people are trying to work out how they will be able to manage those costs. 
In this budget, energy costs will go up by three per cent; water charges will go up by 4.5 per cent; motor vehicle 
licence costs will go up by 2.5 per cent; there will be increases in third party insurance costs; and public transport 
costs in some zones will go up by 2.1 per cent. That will make it harder for people on a fixed income, a low 
income or a pension, and they will start to think, “What else do I have to do to manage my costs?” That burden 
will then be shifted onto some of the community groups, and they will need to pick up the pace to fill the gaps 
and provide financial support to help people pay their bills or provide them with food, heating, or clothing for 
their kids. We only need to talk to groups such as Manna. Manna has a food program, a breakfast program in 
schools, and a clothing program. These groups are doing a fabulous job. In a perfect world we would not need 
such groups to provide support to the community. Western Australia has just come through a huge boom. This 
state should have pots of money. However, that money is not there. The Attorney General can smile; I appreciate 
that his circumstances are different. That money could have been used so that costs would not have had to go up 
and families could be given more support. That is not happening. The government has squandered that money on 
things like “Betty’s Jetty”. That is a $440 million hole in the ground, covered with some lawn. It will take a long 
time for the community to say that was worth it. 
Hon Michael Mischin: How many people were employed from your union movement to build that? 
Hon KATE DOUST: They were not from the Shop Distributive and Allied Employees Association. Those 
people serve in shops; they do not construct. 
Hon Michael Mischin: I thought the union movement supported building programs. 
Hon KATE DOUST: Let us talk about that. How many subcontractors on government jobs have actually been 
paid? I have had people come to me to say they have not been paid. At the end of my speech, I want to talk about 
subcontractors with reference to the hospital. Was “Betty’s Jetty” worth it? Could that $440 million have been 
better prioritised for other things? Could the money for Perth Stadium have been better prioritised for things that 
are of more value and have a direct connection to families in our communities who are struggling and need 
support? 

I note that in this budget, the government has provided $10 million for the redevelopment of Lathlain Park as 
a training facility for the West Coast Eagles. I declare that I am a Dockers fan, so I am not sure why the Eagles 
are getting that facility. Again, it is a question of prioritising. I know why the government has provided that 
money—it is about supporting the Liberal federal member for Swan, Steve Irons. It is about backing the local 
council, because the government thinks there will be some advantage. However, when things are looking so 
glum and the government has to cut back and flog off state assets, could that $10 million have been better spent? 
That comes back to the fact that not only has this government mismanaged the finances of this state from day 
one and had a conga line of Treasurers, but also it does not know how to prioritise. The government has never 
known how to prioritise what is important for the community. Traditionally, it goes back to the days of 
Richard Court and the tower—sorry, I always call it the cockroach, because it looks like an upside-down 
cockroach. I refer to the Bell Tower. This government has spent all that money on “Betty’s Jetty”. Let us face it; 
nearly all of that work is underground. We do not know whether the commitment to build on that land will 
eventuate or whether it will be just an empty space that people drive around and that is used occasionally for 
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a couple of weeks a year. We also do not know what will happen with the stadium. That money could have been 
better utilised. It is not as though we do not have issues in this state. Why could one of the government’s 
priorities not have been to assist our Indigenous communities in the north west? Why could the government not 
have prioritised the building of new schools? The South Metropolitan Region is a booming community. Every 
time we head to the south of the electorate, we see new streets with new houses and new families. The schools 
are overflowing. A couple of schools down that way will be enhanced and a couple will be completed. However, 
there is no reference in the budget to any new schools in that part of the world to accommodate the growth in 
that area. That is a disappointment. That is another example of where the government could have had better 
priorities. 

That view is reinforced by some comments in yesterday’s The West Australian from Irina Cattalini from the 
Western Australian Council of Social Service. She states in that article that the decisions this government has 
made have led to increases in the isolation and exclusion of certain individuals in our community. She states 
also — 

Western Australia has over 230,000 people living in poverty, and over 120,000 in severe poverty. We 
have the highest rate of income inequality in Australia. 

She goes on to repeat the comments that I have made about the 20 per cent and the 60 per cent. She states also — 

Cuts to support services, a rise in short-term, part-time and insecure work and an inflexible out-of-date 
income support system combine to undermine the financial resilience of many individuals and 
families … 

That raises some significant issues. Why is the government not talking about how it will address those issues? 
Again, I think about my own electorate. Over the last couple of years we have seen an increasing number of 
people living rough on the streets. During the winter, people occasionally sleep inside the alcove of my office on 
Albany Highway so that they can keep themselves dry. The same thing is happening up and down the street. 
Why is the government not doing more in that space? I would have thought the government would be investing 
in the provision of appropriate accommodation or supporting families to get out of those situations. The 
government should be helping families to get into a home. That would be a much better investment in the future 
and in providing people with opportunities than worrying about whether we have a football stadium or an 
entertainment venue in the city. Those are some of the concerns that I have about the track that this government 
has taken in the budgets that it has delivered over the last few years. 

I now want to talk about some of my shadow portfolio areas. The first is the Western Australian Electoral 
Commission. There is not any significant change in the budget for the running of the Electoral Commission. The 
only spike in funding—a positive one that I am sure we are all interested in—is that the Electoral Commission will 
receive additional funding next year to assist it to run the state election; however, after that, the figures drop. The 
Electoral Commission does a very good job in this state. I certainly hope that the Electoral Amendment Bill 2016, 
which the government has put through our chamber but is still parked in the Legislative Assembly, will move its 
way through Parliament. That legislation will help the commission and may even, hopefully, lead to it saving 
some dollars for this government by being able to do the registration and follow-up of individuals, and the 
transfer of data, online. I see that as quite a positive thing. There is not a lot of change when it comes to the 
Electoral Commission. However, when we get to estimates, I will be asking some questions about what will 
happen in the out years for staffing arrangements in the Electoral Commission, and about a couple of other 
matters that I have listed, because I see that there are some reductions in funding.  

The one thing I did want to spend some time talking about is the new Office of the Government Chief 
Information Officer. Last year the government appointed Mr Giles Nunis to that role and certainly his work at 
the start has mainly been about trying to save money, because as we know there are about 120 CIOs in the state 
government information and communications technology sector. He is certainly very keen to reduce that number 
and to reduce the cost that the government spends on both software and hardware. I think it is a good thing to try 
to be smarter about how government accesses and utilises ICT in its daily work and how it communicates with 
its consumer—the taxpayer—and I think there are better ways of doing it than those currently in place. I was 
really interested to see yesterday that the government has appointed its first innovation minister. It announced on 
the weekend a $30 million fund for innovation. I must say, it has been a bit of a copycat, because in 
August 2014, Mark McGowan announced that if elected in 2017, we would have an ICT minister. He also 
announced several weeks ago as part of his jobs plan that we would have a $14 million fund for start-ups, 
particularly in ICT. That is a slightly different variation to what the government announced, because we do not 
have the detail in the budget of what the $30 million will go towards. We do know, however, based on the press 
release, that any decisions made about the expenditure of that $30 million will be made in conjunction between 
Mr Nunis and the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. I think that is quite interesting, because what is the 
point of having a minister if he is not the one involved in making decisions about how the fund will operate and 
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be distributed? It is pitched at $30 million to assist the government to engage and work with a whole range of 
different players in the “innovation” area. Sometimes I think that term can be abused in some ways. I am 
disappointed that the government has not been up-front and called it ICT. The new innovation parliamentary 
secretary, Mr Matt Taylor, is very keen to identify himself as the parliamentary secretary for ICT and has been 
engaged in that space. I thought it was really lovely that the government decided to reward Mr Matt Taylor with 
a parliamentary secretary position given that it was not prepared to support him in the preselection for the seat he 
wanted. It will be interesting to see how that goes over the next few months. 

The government has made a couple of announcements about having an OctoberTech and some sort of forum 
with a range of players in the ICT and innovation sector. I dare say my invitation will be floating around in the 
ether because I probably will not get a guernsey to that one, but I look forward to seeing the outcomes. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: If I can get you an invite, do you promise to come? 

Hon KATE DOUST: Absolutely. 

Hon Michael Mischin: She might have a few ideas. 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is what the Attorney General has been lacking. He has been a key disappointment to 
the ICT sector given that it has been part of his commerce portfolio. The question I will ask later today is: will 
those elements that the commerce department dealt with—innovation, ICT and the digital economy—go to 
Minister Marmion under the new portfolio or does the Minister for Commerce retain them in some way? I know 
the Attorney General will not answer that now, but I dare say he is dancing on the inside at the thought of losing 
those elements, because it is not something he has ever been interested in. I must say that whenever he has 
spoken at forums, it has been quite evident that he is really not interested in those areas. I hope Bill Marmion 
does a much better job.  

There has been burgeoning change in Western Australia’s ICT sector with the significant growth in start-up 
companies, be they small, ones and twos or anything up to half a dozen. A number of workspaces have been 
established in town. Spacecubed is one and a mums and bubs one has been established, which is a great idea, 
enabling predominantly women, who want to go back into the workforce in the digital area, to put their children 
in child care and get on with whatever work they have in that space. We have seen new workspaces set up that 
assist in the digital area in mining. We have seen significant change, but it has not come about because of 
anything that this government has done over the last eight years.  

The minister and the Premier made announcements in the last couple of days, and I am really pleased that the 
lights have finally come on. If members go back to every one of my budget contributions since 2008, they will 
see that I have referenced ICT and that I have referred to the fact that this government has had its head in the 
sand and has refused to acknowledge the potential of this sector for growth and job opportunities. The 
$30 million referred to by the government may include some grants, awards and all that sort of stuff, which 
would be great, but it has not provided any detail. In fact, in the press release the Treasurer said that he looks 
forward to Hon Bill Marmion providing the detail for the fund. I do not know whether this is just another 
light-bulb idea of some smart person in the Premier’s office. It was certainly not the Premier’s idea, because last 
year at the Unearthed conference—I am trying to think who was there; Hon Mark Ellis was there—the Premier 
got up and said — 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Brian Ellis or Mark Lewis? 

Hon KATE DOUST: Oh, did I combine the two? It is so confusing. I think it was Hon Mark Lewis, not 
Hon Brian Ellis. Hon Mark Lewis was there with the Premier. The Premier spoke to a couple of hundred people 
who work in the digital area of the mining sector. He said that they should not be foolish and think that mining 
will not continue to be the primary employer in this state. He said that technology would not reach the same 
level. He brushed it off. I thought that was very brave of him to do in a roomful of people whose work is in the 
digital area. Very brave, Premier; foolish, but brave. 

Last year we saw the gathering of pretty much all the groups in Western Australia that are involved in the ICT 
sector under the West Tech Assemblage, which was organised by Nilesh Makwana, and he did a fabulous job. 
There were a whole range of events. I am sure that OctoberTech or whatever they want to call it will be 
organised in a similar way. It was about getting those groups of people together to talk about the industry needs 
to advance. That was something they had to organise themselves because they could not get the government on 
board. We know that the Premier has said that he is no tech-head, but one would hope that others in his 
government are. The industry has been left behind. Members need only go back to a report that was put out in 
the digital area a couple of years ago that put us at the very bottom of all the states in what was happening in 
government to advance the cause for the digital economy. One would hope that if the government is going to 
step up, that it will address those issues. We certainly will; we have put out a plan. We certainly engage with the 
sector quite freely and are very supportive of it. I look forward to the government providing some detail. What 
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the government has not talked about, and certainly what Mr Nunis has not talked about, is its broader plan, 
because it is about not only how the government can save money on software and hardware or throwing out the 
odd bit of candy or putting on extra public servants to engage with people, but also having an appropriate and 
coherent cradle-to-grave plan on how to manage digital technology because everyone has embraced it. Very few 
people do not use technology in some way, shape or form. There is no reference about how the government will 
manage the fund throughout all the levels of education to promote the use of technology and how it will make 
sure that our teachers are skilled up to teach using technology. I am sure Hon Sue Ellery will have some views 
on that. There has been no discussion about how the government will create new job opportunities. We have got 
a plan for that but the government does not. It is not just about university pathway jobs in digital technology. 
There are a whole range of other opportunities. The Attorney General really is in a good mood today. 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: The minister should. He has been a very lazy minister. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Tell us about the detail of your $14 million plan. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I will, in due course. 

Hon Michael Mischin: I am looking forward to it because you said you’re going to spend $14 million to retrain 
FIFOs to write computer-coded games. That is about the limit of it. 

Hon KATE DOUST: If the Attorney General had actually bothered to go out into the sector and talk to these 
people, he would have discovered — 

Hon Michael Mischin: That’s the plan for the future! 

Hon KATE DOUST: It is not the plan; it is an element of a plan. The Attorney General will find a thriving 
community in that part of the sector. Many, many people work in game design and development; they are 
creating other jobs and making a lot of money. The Attorney General can look at the Victorian model. A very 
smart Victorian government set up the arcade model, which is a workspace. People enter into a contract with the 
government and, if they are successful, the government gets a cut of their profit. The Victorian government is 
now reaping the benefit of this model. This government has not been smart enough to think about this before 
now. It is thinking about it now! We are 10 months out from an election and the government has woken up and 
realised Western Australia has this growing sector as a result of growth in the use of technology right across the 
spectrum and it has not done anything about it. Some bright spark has said, “Whoops—we’re missing a big 
group here! We’ve got to do something about it.” Hence, on the weekend, we had the appointment of 
a Minister for Innovation and the announcement of expenditure of $30 million. The government cannot give us 
a plan and we do not know any details. I would be very surprised if the government delivered on any of it, 
because it does not have a pattern of behaviour or engagement in this space. There are lots of examples all 
around the world in which governments are using information and communications technology as a way of 
bringing business into their state or country. They are supporting those sectors and creating jobs—real jobs, 
different jobs—and creating opportunities for children to grow into those jobs. This government has not 
addressed those issues. If the Attorney General thinks this announcement on the weekend and the creation of this 
position is the fix-it, he is wrong. The government needs to provide the detail and make a real commitment to 
support that sector—all of it, because it is absolutely diverse. I will be asking more questions about this when we 
get into the estimates hearings. 

The government has also come out and said that it is continuing to support the Pawsey Supercomputing Centre at 
Bentley, as though it is something new and different. That is great but, of course, it has to do that. It is a fantastic 
project that is connected to the Square Kilometre Array. All governments since 2000, including this government, 
have been committed to that project. It would be unbelievable if this state government did not find funds for that 
project. It would be a national disaster if Western Australia did not continue to fund those projects. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Well, you’ve got nothing to worry about there, have you? 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is good. 

Hon Michael Mischin: So, what’s the big deal? 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am making the point that it is not something new or different and it is something the 
government had to do because of other obligations. 

I also hope that with the introduction of this money, and if the government does come up with a plan, that the 
sector is able to use it to tap into federal funding, because that has been the missing link and the frustration for 
a lot of people in the information and communications technology sector, be they in small business or in the 
universities. The degree of frustration has been extremely high. I certainly hope that Hon Bill Marmion attends 
the Western Australian Information Technology and Telecommunication Awards function in June, because it 
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will be interesting to see what sort of reaction he gets. There are lots of issues around that sector. ICT is a very 
interesting way of diversifying our economy, which is something the government has not done over the last eight 
years while it has been so reliant on the mining and resources sector. The Premier is absolutely fixated on that 
sector and has refused to address any other opportunities. Hopefully, it is not too late for Western Australia to 
become more competitive, more imaginative and more supportive of that sector, because it presents very exciting 
opportunities. We are now starting to see some of those major tech companies looking to Perth and its 
positioning in the region, and coming up with some incredible products that will benefit our community. The 
more support government can provide, the better, but I would really like to see a clear plan. 

The same applies to another area of work, and that is biotechnology. I know that this is another area that has had 
support cut from it over the last few years. I attended a biotech brokers’ lunch a few weeks ago and was 
fascinated by the type of work that is being done by small business in this state. The biotech sector is working 
predominantly in health areas and coming up with some incredible ways to provide assistance to people who 
have either what I suppose would be called niche area health issues or, more broadly, health problems. It is 
exciting to see that ICT is linking with the biotech sector. I heard about a new piece of technology that has been 
developed by a Western Australian company by which people can put an application on their phone, and when 
people cough into their phone the app recognises the type of cough they have and is able to provide that 
information directly to their doctor for analysis. Testing has been done in Indonesia and with children at 
Princess Margaret Hospital for Children, and they are about to start testing on adults here in Perth. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am sorry? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I was just muttering.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, I am sure. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I was wondering where you would go. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am saying this is a really interesting opportunity. It provides a growth opportunity for 
employment, with the many, many biotech companies here in Western Australia. Another guy uses scorpions in 
his research. He set up a company called Proteomics and is working on drugs related to cancer. I am not too sure 
which type of cancer, but general I think. He brings in scorpions and extracts their venom in his work. That leads 
me to the bio-prospecting bill, which this government still has not introduced. I have asked numerous questions 
of the Minister for Commerce about this. This would enable a lot of our researchers in the biotech sector to 
obtain licences to use natural products that are available in our state for their research and for the development of 
product and to get their product out to the market. Some of the companies that I met with at that WAITTA 
function have now got United States Food and Drug Administration approval and are selling their product 
throughout the US and are starting to get into the European market. These are Western Australian companies. 
A lot of their product is going offshore. They are making millions of dollars, which they are bringing back into 
Western Australia and are starting to develop new products. Again, a little bit like ICT, this sector has been 
bubbling along underneath the radar, but is another area of work that this government has pretty much ignored. 

I recall a few years ago an AusBiotech conference in Adelaide, and half a dozen small biotech companies here in 
Western Australia needed to go to Adelaide to not only give their pitch but also showcase the products they had 
developed. All they needed was about $10 000 to support a stall at this conference, but the government flatly 
refused to support them. They went over there as individuals, and I can imagine them wandering around talking 
to each other, but there was no formal Western Australian representation. Ironically, that same year, the Premier 
gave $10 000 to two pushbike riders to go riding in Kobe in Japan. I remember speaking about it with the 
minister at the time, Hon John Day. I wondered how the government could give $10 000 for that—I am not 
saying it is a bad thing—but I would have thought the $10 000 would have been better spent in the biotech 
sector, supporting that developing science area and growing jobs in that sector. Again, it is a question of the 
government not having appropriate priorities in place and missing opportunities. The opposition certainly has 
a plan for those various areas of new and diversified work that this government has ignored. 

The two areas of electoral affairs and ICT certainly raise lots of questions in the budget portfolio and I look 
forward to the opportunity to debate those issues when we get to them. It is a shame that the Minister for 
Commerce is walking out now because I am just about to talk about commerce. 

Hon Peter Collier: He is just getting clarification on your questions. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I will start anyway. 

I will not talk about the number of staff in WorkSafe Western Australia or other areas, because that requires 
specific questions and I think that can wait until estimates. However, I looked at the budget papers, including 
“Significant issues impacting the agency” and matters around Building Commission reforms and the 
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construction industry. There is a long way to go. We have been waiting since 2014 for this minister to table the 
report into the Construction Contracts Act review, which has been finished. There have been ongoing problems 
with subcontractors on government jobs not being paid by tier 1 contractors. Recently another group of 
subcontractors came to my office who, yet again, were working on Building Management and Works projects. 
Statutory declarations are still being put into BMW saying that they have been paid, but the reality is that they do 
not have the money in their bank accounts. All the measures that were put in place back in 2013 did not 
eventuate. There has been pressure and problems with delays at the Perth Children’s Hospital and six to eight 
companies are still owed significant amounts of money because the tier 1 contractors did not pay them. In that 
case, we are talking about anything up to several millions of dollars. I would have thought that government 
members would have sniffed the wind and said, “We should do something about this; it won’t take long. We 
would be very supportive of changes to the Construction Contracts Act that put in place mechanisms to 
guarantee that subcontractors are paid if they do the work.” We have been waiting for that and subcontractors are 
still not being paid. A group of subcontractors visited my office two weeks ago. They were working at the new 
airport site in Kewdale. Albeit that is slightly different because it is on commonwealth land, these are 
Western Australian subcontractors—Western Australian small businesses that are not being paid for the work 
they have done to construct that new airport building. We are talking about anything from $80 000 through to 
several hundreds of thousands of dollars. These small businesses have had to find the money out of their own 
pockets to pay their staff to make sure that they are okay, but they now do not have the money to pay either 
themselves or for their product that is being used. We see a continuing repetition of non-payment of 
subcontractors across the spectrum on a range of government projects. I do not understand why it is taking so 
long for this particular Minister for Commerce to table a review and announce what he is going to do to stop this 
type of shonky behaviour—this theft, if you like—from these types of workers. I do not know why he has 
delayed it or who is putting pressure on him not to do anything about this, but the government is certainly silent 
on it. It is a massive problem. I certainly hope that, with a change of government, we are able to put in place 
a better system of work for these people and an improved security of payment. 

Hon Helen Morton: There is no change. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I take the view that if somebody does a job, they should get paid for it. I look forward to 
Hon Helen Morton’s farewell speech here next May. 

Hon Helen Morton: You might not still be here by then. It is ages away. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I will still be here—Hon Helen Morton may not be. It is an absolute indictment on the 
government that it has not bothered to address that issue and looked to toughen up that piece of legislation. The 
Construction Contracts Act currently has no penalties if a tier 1 contractor does not take steps to pay its accounts. 
There is a lot of work to be done to the Construction Contracts Act. I am still waiting for the minister to table the 
review. There is a long list of things. As we go through the budget papers — 

Hon Michael Mischin: Consultation is taking place on the report for that; it was referred across agencies. Once 
that is completed — 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is the reply the minister gave me last year. I just do not understand why it is taking 
so long. Certainly, the subcontractors do not understand it either. Jim McGinty was a very good minister. 
I absolutely respect Jim for the fact that once he focused on something, as a minister, he was able to get his 
legislation through as a priority. I have not seen that coming from this minister. I do not know whether any of his 
colleagues have talked to him about how to go about doing it. 

Hon Michael Mischin: You haven’t paid attention then. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I have, actually. We are still waiting on the Construction Contracts Act review, which the 
minister has had for more than a year. We are still waiting on the statutory review of the Residential Parks 
(Long-stay Tenants) Act 2006. The review started before the last election. In fact, there was a preliminary go at 
it from about 2008. If the minister goes out and talks to people who live in residential parks—they have tried to 
talk to the minister on numerous occasions—they will ask him why the legislation has not been rectified and 
why they have not seen it come in. The budget refers to the limited partnerships legislation being introduced in 
2016. Guess what, minister? I have been asking questions about that for the last few years. Every year I keep 
getting the same answer, so I will be really pleasantly surprised if the minister introduces that legislation 
between now and November. The minister might introduce it in the last week just to say that he has done it. 
Again, that is something that the biotechnology sector is really keen to have because it will assist it in accessing 
joint venture funds. I do not understand why the minister has not introduced it. That should not be a complicated 
series of changes. Without seeing it, I would imagine that we would support it because it is something that we 
have been asking about and the government has not delivered on. The minister is lazy. 
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We also have the Motor Vehicle Dealers Act, the Motor Vehicle Repairers Act, and the property industry codes 
of conduct review, which was released in May 2013. Submissions were to be received by 23 June 2013 and there 
has been nothing since. The review of tenancy arrangements in boarding and lodging places was released in 
January 2008. We have not heard anything back. There have been some recent regulation changes to retirement 
villages, but my understanding is that another tranche of legislation or more regulations are to come. We still 
have not got those. There is also the review of the Industry and Technology Development Act. I have given up 
asking about that in the chamber; I think I have asked four or five times and the minister keeps telling me that 
there are issues with it and that it is back in cabinet and is being reviewed. At some point, the minister just has to 
do his job. I do not understand why he has this pile of reviews sitting on his desk that he does not deal with. The 
minister is paid a lot of money in his role and although he might like being the Attorney General, he is also the 
Minister for Commerce. It is a very diverse portfolio—granted—but these reviews have been sitting around for 
years. The minister went through and referred to a couple of these matters in the budget. It certainly mentions 
limited partnerships and references bio-discovery legislation, which we have been asking about since 2008. 
Again, I will be really surprised if the minister bothers to introduce it, and there are a range of other things. 
Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 
Hon KATE DOUST: We did, actually, but that was not up to me; it was up to the minister. The minister had to 
list it on the notice paper. That is his job, not my job. As soon as the minister listed it on the notice paper, we 
debated it and, bang, off it went to the Legislative Assembly. That is all it took. The minister did not ask his 
leader to list it. We could have dealt with that a long time ago. In fact, I asked the minister’s chief of staff on 
a number of occasions when he was going to do it. The minister has to learn to list these things. Fortunately, he 
has a bit of time to improve, but in the last few years since he has had this portfolio, he has demonstrated his 
incapacity to deliver on these commitments. The minister has not delivered on any of these things and he has 
a lot of very frustrated consumers out there, in a range of aspects of the portfolio, who do not know what the 
government is doing because he will not communicate, he will not meet with them, and he will not deliver on 
these things. I ask the minister to imagine that on 12 March next year there is a change of government, hopefully. 
We will walk into the minister’s office and a big pile of reviews will be sitting on his desk. I tell the minister 
what: they will not be sitting on his desk for much longer; they will be implemented because we will not be 
wasting our time. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Hang on; how do you know what’s on my desk? 
Hon KATE DOUST: I am imagining. I have a very creative mind. 
Hon Michael Mischin: That says it all. 
Hon KATE DOUST: I will tell the minister that it is something he does not have, because if he had an 
imagination, he would get on and deliver. 
Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Order! Hon Kate Doust has the call. 
Hon KATE DOUST: I was just saying that this minister’s absolute failure to do his job has caused negative 
flow-on impacts in his portfolio for a range of consumers across the state. That needs to be put on the record 
because no amount of questioning of this minister and no amount of maybes and “Yes, I am looking at it” will 
change anything. We should forget about the foetal homicide laws; we are still holding our breath on those as 
well. He is absolutely lazy. I do not understand why he is still in the ministry. 
Hon Helen Morton: Because he’s an excellent minister. I think you’ve been in Parliament longer than he has 
and you’ve never been a minister. 
Hon KATE DOUST: But I look forward to Hon Helen Morton not being here. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Let us return to the debate. 
Hon KATE DOUST: I will not spend any more time talking about the portfolio of commerce because we can go 
through so much there. I look forward to the estimates hearings when we can ask detailed questions. 

There have been some changes to the Small Business Development Corporation in that local business units have 
been set up. Again, we will have some questions on that issue when we get to estimates. We see increasing 
problems for small business. Again, last week some people who are still having problems with leasing 
arrangements and who are being pursued for additional costs that they had not agreed to came to see me. I think 
it is a real disappointment that the government has not stepped up in some way to try to address those concerns 
for small business. I think the Small Business Commissioner works very hard. He engages with a range of small 
businesses to offer them advice. In due course, I hope that the Small Business Development Corporation is either 
beefed up or given additional supports to aid business throughout the state. 

 [15] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 17 May 2016] 

 p2946d-2968a 
Hon Kate Doust; President; Hon Sue Ellery 

I have already referred to the new Perth Children’s Hospital. One thing I did not say about the subcontracting 
issue is that since 2012, it has been an issue of great frustration and disappointment that the government has not 
acknowledged or pretends to not know that a significant number of contractors on government jobs are not being 
paid. I am not saying that it affects everyone but there seem to be problems with certain projects. I have written 
to the Auditor General on three separate occasions in the past year asking him to inquire into contractual 
arrangements at the children’s hospital. I asked him to inquire into the broader issue of subcontractors not being 
paid on government projects. He wrote back to me and said that he has almost finished work on how Treasury 
has oversighted the contractual arrangements on the children’s hospital. Hopefully, we will be able to see that by 
the end of the year. Many of those subcontractors who have been involved and who are still holding their breath 
that they might receive some money for the work that they have delivered will look upon that with interest. The 
Auditor General also told me that he has now listed subcontractor payments in the government sector as a matter 
that he will add to his list to look at in the future. That is very good. I hope he adheres to that. 

The government needs to provide some sort of solution to ensure that subcontractors get paid. We know that in 
about 2013–14 there was a trial of banking projects on four small to medium-sized government construction 
jobs. There was a review. We still have not been able to get any feedback about that review from 
Building Management and Works or the minister responsible. As a result, the government has not put any 
arrangement in place on a permanent basis to ensure that a subcontractor working on a government job will get 
paid. We have received feedback from small businesses and individual workers who are identified as 
subcontractors asking why they should take the risk of working on a government project when there is no 
guarantee of being paid. Some of those fellows—two in particular come to mind; actually, there were two 
companies, so more than two fellows—even lost their home, their business and their superannuation as a result 
of the 2012 BMW management fiasco. In fact, it was more than two companies. They have recently stepped 
back in to take on some smaller contracts and have hit the same problem again. They are not being paid for their 
work on these projects. They have taken up these issues with BMW and, again, are as frustrated as they were 
back in 2012 because they are simply not getting the support that the government committed to with those 
recommendations from the subcontractors’ report. One of those projects—I alert the Minister for Education to 
this—involved Rossmoyne Senior High School. The subcontractor is still owed a significant amount of money. 
I am happy to discuss it with the Minister for Education, but I hope that he takes some steps to ensure that 
subcontractors working on the construction or enhancement of Rossmoyne Senior High School are paid. I am 
happy to provide the minister with that detail later. 

Hon Peter Collier: When was that—from last year’s building? 

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes. They have been pursuing it and they still have not been paid. 

Hon Peter Collier: They did a good job. It is a great build. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, they did a great job but they have not been paid. It is all very well to have these 
beautiful new buildings built and a lovely hospital that might be open one day, but we cannot have slaves 
building pyramids in the modern age. That is effectively what this government is doing by not putting 
mechanisms in place that guarantee payment for these workers when they do the job that they are contracted to 
do. 

They are my preliminary comments about the budget. It is a shocking budget. It is the sort of budget that we 
would expect to see from a government that squandered its opportunities and squandered the benefits of the 
boom. It is only at a very late stage of its life starting to think about diversifying the economy. I think that most 
people in the community will see that for what it really is. It is a budget that does not provide any comfort or 
assistance to our community. It does not address the problems of a growing number of people who have to live 
rough and cannot afford appropriate accommodation. The government’s only recourse to try to resolve its issues 
about financial mismanagement is to flog off state assets. When people wake up to that and look at the long 
term, they will question whether there is any benefit to the state. This is a government that has lost our 
AAA rating. Our Standard and Poor’s rating has dropped. On 11 March next year, I hope that the taxpayers of 
this state—the constituents of our community—will ask Mr Barnett and his colleagues, “Where is the money and 
where has it gone?” I think they will wake up on 11 March and vote with their feet and say, “Enough is enough; 
you’re gone.” 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [3.47 pm]: I rise to make my 
comments on the budget papers as well. What a set of papers they are. They are the worst set of numbers in the 
history of Western Australian budgets. We have a deficit of close to $3.9 billion. That is $1 billion worse than 
was forecast. State debt is now heading beyond $40 billion. The Treasurer’s focus—I was going to say 
“in the midst”, but “midst” is probably the wrong word because I guess we are at the start of the eight-week 
federal election campaign, and was that not a brilliant idea, eight weeks of an election campaign—when he has 
been talking about his budget is to say that it is all the fault of the GST and that it is all the fault of 
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Western Australian ministers Julie Bishop, Mathias Cormann, Christian Porter, Ken Wyatt and the like for not 
stepping up and prosecuting properly the argument that WA deserves a better share of the GST at a federal level. 
The Treasurer failed to mention that the poor decision-making of his leader, at least for the time being—the 
Premier—has put him in the position of trying to cobble together a budget to salvage something out of the mess 
and the litany of poor decisions made by Premier Colin Barnett. The fix for the mess made by Colin Barnett is to 
have a plan with three contingency components. The fix is a program—if we can use “program”; I use it 
loosely—of asset sales. But, actually, I think program is overstating it because the majority of government—that 
is, the Liberal members—tell us that it is a plan they support but a minority of colleagues at the cabinet table 
who, interestingly, have been at the cabinet table when a series of decisions have been made that have led to the 
brilliant asset sale plan are saying that they are not necessarily convinced it will happen. We are told that we 
should trust the government to fix the problems it has created by giving it the okay to go ahead with its asset 
sales program even though its partners at the cabinet table—when they are at the cabinet table—the 
National Party members, do not support it either. We are starting to sell off literally the kitchen sink as well. 
I refer to Western Power and Fremantle port, both of which return a dividend to the state and employ people in 
the state, yet it is a kind of “If we can convince our friends the National Party to go along with this, this is our fix 
for the mess we have created.” There is the extraordinary vision that I have not seen before—I am interested to 
know whether it happens every year—of the Treasurer heading into the lock-up, not by himself, but with the 
Leader of the National Party. I use the term “Leader of the National Party” loosely also because I do not think he 
really is the Leader of the National Party. I think the leader is still Brendon Grylls and poor Terry is being 
convinced that he has to go along with what Brendon wants. On budget day, we see a vision of the Treasurer 
heading into the lock-up with the Leader of the Nationals alongside him. I assume that is because the Leader of 
the Nats was there to make sure the Treasurer did not say anything that would offend the National Party. 

For those of us who find budgets interesting, the most interesting part of any budget is always budget paper 
No 3. Budget paper No 3 is where the government sets out the parameters of the financial situation in which the 
government finds itself. It is where the assumptions are set out—that is, what has to be in place for us to deliver 
what is always set out in budget paper No 2 where the respective agency allocations are set out. It is worth 
looking at budget paper No 3 for a range of reasons. It notes that there is stronger than expected revenue from 
Western Power, up $50 million, and from Pilbara ports, up $31 million. I note those two as a reminder that they 
are entities that bring revenue into the government, but they are assets that the government wants to sell. The 
point must be made that we can sell an asset only once. Once we have done that, we not only lose the capacity to 
get the revenue but we cannot have the benefit of selling it again. I want to touch on one part of the asset sales 
program in budget paper No 3. On page 50, under the main heading “Asset Sales Program”, is the subheading 
“Port Assets” covering this text, which reads — 

The Government has also undertaken extensive due diligence on the proposed lease of Fremantle Port 
to provide detailed information and analysis required to inform decision-making. As part of the detailed 
due diligence phase, the Government has assessed the need for appropriate regulatory structures that 
maintain service levels, allow access, provide pricing protection to customers and preserve 
environmental standards. A well-considered access and pricing regime has been developed by 
Government to be incorporated in the Fremantle Port Assets (Disposal) Bill 2016 and associated 
Regulations, expected to be introduced into Parliament this year. Pending passage of the Bill, the 
Government will proceed with seeking expressions of interest from interested parties. 

The interesting thing about that is that National Party members have said that they have walked out of cabinet 
meetings that were considering this matter, have spoken in the other place and have gone out on the front steps 
of Parliament about the Fremantle port because they have not been provided with any of the detail that budget 
paper No 3 tells us that the government has already prepared. The government already has it. So something is not 
adding up. Either this material was prepared and the National Party had the opportunity to peruse it and found it 
wanting or this material that budget paper No 3 tells us is signed, sealed and delivered is ready to convince us 
that a well-considered access and pricing regime is in place—or it is not in place. It cannot be the two things. 
The National Party has said that it needs to see these things before it will reconsider its position on 
Fremantle port, but the Treasury paper is saying those things have already been developed. It is one of two. 
Either the National Party is making up the reasons it does not want to support the sale of Fremantle port or the 
budget papers are not telling us the truth. It cannot be both because the National Party has said to us and said 
publicly to the people of Western Australia that it is not prepared to change its position until it sees appropriate 
regulatory instructions that maintain service levels, allow access, provide pricing protection to customers and 
preserve environmental standards. Here we have budget paper No 3 telling us that the government has all those 
things already in place because it has completed extensive due diligence. Somebody is not telling the truth, but 
I am not sure who it is. It cannot be well considered because the Nats say they are not in a position to commit 
because they have not seen any of those things. Clearly, they have committed to a budget and have committed to 
that form of words in the budget. I am sure it is not the case—I would be interested to hear whether it is—that 
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the Nats did not attend the cabinet meeting that endorsed the budget. We will not know their position because 
they are not here, and that is not unusual. If the National Party was sitting at the table when the budget papers 
were endorsed by cabinet, that means the National Party accepts that the government has undertaken extensive 
due diligence and come up with this great plan. That leaves me in a quandary about exactly what is the 
Nats’ position. It is not the first time I have been in a quandary on exactly the National Party’s position on 
a particular matter. That leads me to think that this is more about political smoke and mirrors from the Nats. 
They pretend they are holding out so they can do their public performance pieces but sit at the cabinet table and 
endorse the decisions. That is what they have done on the budget papers, unless someone tells me they did not. 

With respect to the TAB sale, budget paper No 3 tells us that the government is continuing to consult. I do not 
think there is evidence of that at all. I am not sure who is left to consult on the TAB sale. One of the other 
interesting elements of the budget papers is at page 53 of budget paper No 3 headed “Government Financial 
Strategy Statement”. This is always a fascinating document to read because every year this government has 
published a financial strategy statement and every following year we see how it has not met any of the targets it 
has set itself in its strategy statement. Under “Financial Targets” it tells us that this year — 

Consistent with the requirements of the Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000, the financial 
strategy includes the following financial targets: 

• ensure that general government sector expense growth does not exceed revenue growth; 

• maintain a cash surplus from operating activities for the general government sector of at least 
50% of infrastructure spend per year; 

• maintain the total non-financial public sector (TNPS) net debt to revenue ratio at or below 55%; 

• maintain a cash operating surplus for the TNPS of at least 5% of operating cash receipts; and 

• provide a fair and efficient taxation system that is competitive with other Australian States. The 
following table summarises compliance with these targets. 

It is followed by a table that summarises compliance with these targets, which is fascinating. On page 55 is some 
text about each of those five components that go to the targets that the government has set. Members will recall 
from what I have just read out that the first one is — 

Ensure that general government sector expense growth does not exceed revenue growth 

The next sentence reads — 

Declining revenue in 2015–16 (down 3.3%) and 2016–17 (down 3.1%) means that this target is not 
expected to be met in either of these years. 

That is the first target, which we cannot meet. The second target is — 

Maintain a cash surplus from operating activities for the general government sector of at least 
50% of infrastructure spend per year 

What does the text tell us about that? It continues — 

Projected cash deficits from operating activities in the general government sector in each year from 
2015–16 to 2017–18 mean that this target is not expected to be met until 2018–19. 

The third target is — 

Maintain total non-financial public sector net debt to revenue ratio at or below 55% 

This target is not expected to be met in any year of the forward estimates period. 

The fourth target is — 

Maintain a cash operating surplus for the total non-financial public sector of at least 5% of 
operating cash receipts 

This target is not expected to be met until 2018–19. 

We cannot meet four out of the five targets. The fifth target is — 

Provide a fair and efficient tax system that is competitive with other States 
Here we go; there is some relief for government — 

This target is expected to be met across the entire forward estimates period. 
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That is about a fair and efficient tax system. I wonder whether everybody on the other side of the chamber is of 
the view that the land tax component of that fair and efficient tax system is indeed fair and efficient. Of course, 
when the land tax changes were debated in this house, no-one on the other side stood and opposed them, but 
apparently that is the motivating factor for some of the discontent about not only the budget, but also the Premier 
and the Treasurer. The Treasury’s budget papers, of course, inform us that we will meet the definition of that 
particular target around a fair and efficient tax system that is competitive with other states. 

I look forward to the budget speeches from members on the other side to tell us exactly how the land tax 
component meets the budget paper No 3 record informing us that WA has a fair and efficient tax system. 
Pages 55 through to 59 of budget paper No 3 demonstrate that the government expects to meet one out of five of 
its targets. That is another fine mess you have got us into, Ollie, or should I say “Collie”? I do not mean the 
town; I mean the Premier. 

If we flip over to the “Statement of Risks” in budget paper No 3, we see a picture that again we have to say is not 
very pretty. It touches on the forecasting uncertainties, the exchange rate volatility and the iron ore price 
volatility, which is the largest source of risk. These budget papers tell us that there is a risk that that could go up 
or down, so that is having it a bit both ways. It states that payroll tax collections are expected to decline, possibly 
beyond one year. That is a direct consequence of the state of uncertainty for business and the state of 
unemployment. It refers to the duty on transfers; unemployment may make the market softer and so that will 
have a consequence on duty transfers. People are not purchasing houses and expending money that has duty 
attached to it. Of course, it also refers to the commonwealth grants, which includes the GST and which have 
been canvassed broadly by everybody. 

I welcome some comment at some point from the minister representing the Treasurer or the Minister for 
Education. One of the other risks is that WA has not signed up to the Students First funding for schools. 
Page 63 of budget paper No 3, under the list in the “Statement of Risks”, states — 

Students First payments provide funding equivalent to commitments under the National Education 
Reform Agreement (NERA), including to States (such as Western Australia) that did not sign the 
NERA. In April 2016 — 

That is a month ago — 

the Council of Australian Governments agreed that discussion on new funding arrangements for schools 
should be concluded by early 2017. Consequently, there is a risk that funding from 2017–18 may differ 
from the estimates contained in this Budget. 

We are talking about a pretty critical amount of money. For those components, budget paper No 2 lists some 
$810 million in 2017–18, $908 million in 2018–19 and $952 in 2019–20. Let us hope that those negotiations are 
indeed completed. 

Still on the “Statement of Risks” is the question of asset sales, and on this and land sales in particular, we are 
really talking about the risks associated with a soft market. That is why people on this side have kept making the 
point that there is an issue about whether we should sell off these assets that generate revenue for us. If we are 
selling them off as part of a fire sale because we are in a bit of bother when the market is at its softest and worst, 
we will not get the return for our money that we might otherwise get. It is a double jeopardy in respect of 
whether this is a sound decision to make. The budget paper states — 

Continued achievement of the land asset sales targets — 

That refers to the land and not the actual things such as the ports et cetera — 

reflected in the forward estimates ($536 million over the period 2015–16 to 2019–20) is dependent on 
property market conditions. There is a risk that soft conditions may impede the rate of property sales 
and/or place downward pressure on prices. 

Those risks are not to be taken lightly. The next bit of budget paper No 3 refers to “Spending Risks” and 
a number of those are around health spending in particular, such as on the commissioning of Perth Children’s 
Hospital, and on the daily average prisoner population. Let us think about the number of people whom we are 
putting into prison because of non-payment of fines and the level of risk that this constitutes to the state’s bottom 
line. The budget paper states — 

The number of prisoners within correctional facilities in Western Australia has been trending higher 
than forecast, resulting in additional recurrent expenditure totalling $147 million being provided in this 
Budget. Notwithstanding this substantial injection of additional funding, if prisoner growth continues to 
exceed forecasts, there is a risk that further funding may be required (including in 2015–16). 
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That is including in between the second half of this financial year. Report after report after report has been done 
on the number of people in our prisons as a consequence of not paying fines. We are putting our bottom line 
further at risk and we might have to put further injection funds in to get beds for those people to sleep in and all 
the associated things that go with running a prison. 

Hon Michael Mischin: What makes you think that is the reason the prison population has expanded? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It is one of the reasons. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Only 0.1 per cent of prisoners at any one time are in prison for non-payment of fines. 
That is about 60. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Unfortunately, that is one of the reasons. There are a range of others. 

Hon Michael Mischin: The main reason is the number of remand prisoners and those who are — 

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

Hon SUE ELLERY: The Attorney General will have an opportunity to give a lengthy response and I am 
looking forward to it. I, too, have unlimited time and I am sure members do not want me to keep talking forever. 

Hon Peter Collier: We will expedite it. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you; the way to do that is to not interject and let me finish my speech. 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, member! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: When you are done. 

Hon Peter Collier: I am listening. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: The Leader of the Opposition has the call.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you very much, Madam Acting President. 

The point I was making is that budget paper No 3 sets out the story about the very sad state of affairs that this 
government has created. This state’s financial bottom line is now the worst it has ever been. Truly, it is the worst 
it has ever been. This government inherited one of the best set of books that there has ever been. This 
government has taken the boom and all opportunities that the boom presented for this state, and has completely 
squandered it. 

In the last few days there has been a lot of talk about the Premier’s standing in various polls. Any politician who 
says they do not pay attention to polls is not telling the truth. No matter what the polls say, I am old school. 
I believe that the best way to find out what people are thinking is to knock on their door and have a chat with 
them. I have been doing a bit of that lately, as I assume most good members of Parliament in this place have 
been doing. I have to say that the message that I am getting loudly, clearly and consistently is that Colin Barnett 
has squandered the boom. People have had enough of Colin Barnett. That message is the same whether I am 
doorknocking in support of one of my federal colleagues or whether I am doorknocking in support of a potential 
state colleague. Therefore, it is not surprising to me that when the Prime Minister was in Western Australia 
yesterday, the Premier was nowhere to be seen. 

Hon Peter Collier: He was only here for about three hours. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes, and I am sure that is why they were not together—I am sure that is why they were not 
together. 

Hon Peter Collier: They had a little thing called cabinet. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am absolutely sure that is the reason. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Sue Ellery has the call. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: If it was the case that there was seen to be a political benefit in the Prime Minister being 
photographed with the Premier, heaven and earth would have been moved to enable that to happen. We know 
that cabinet is not up to cancelling cabinet meetings at short notice, because the government did that the week 
before! Heaven and earth would have been moved if there was some political benefit in having a photo 
opportunity — 
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Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: If the government had thought there was some political value in having a photo of 
Colin Barnett next to Malcolm Turnbull, that would have happened. If Malcolm Turnbull had thought there was 
some political value in having a photo next to Colin Barnett — 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Two negatives don’t make a positive! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Exactly; two negatives do not make a positive. 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is an interesting point. If we accept the proposition that it was not politically 
attractive to be seen to be campaigning with then Prime Minister Gillard, the same set of circumstances exists 
here, except it is reversed and it is Prime Minister Malcolm Turnbull who does not want to be seen anywhere 
near Premier Colin Barnett. 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is the thesis that members opposite were putting back then about Prime Minister 
Gillard. Prime Minister Turnbull does not want to be seen anywhere near Premier Colin Barnett. That is because 
Premier Colin Barnett is the most unpopular Premier in Australia. He is the most unpopular Premier in Australia 
by virtue of the fact that he is incredibly unpopular in Western Australia. Despite what members opposite have 
said about how today Premier Barnett has drawn a line underneath the chatter about the leadership of the 
Liberal Party, it is not over. 

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Whether Colin Barnett reads the tea leaves and realises himself that in order to save the 
party, he has to go, or whether he is tapped on the shoulder by others, members opposite cannot get the persistent 
response that I have been getting on people’s doorsteps, whether I have been doorknocking for federal 
colleagues or doorknocking for potential state colleagues, and not do something about it. If members opposite do 
not want to do something about it and they want to keep Colin Barnett as Premier, that is fine by me—that is 
absolutely fine by me—because I think it will reinforce in the minds of voters that this government is not 
listening. I hope for our sake that today is the end of it, because our best asset right now is Premier Colin Barnett. 
People have had enough of him. They think he is not listening. 

To those people who say it is poll X or poll Y, or it is methodology X or methodology Y, I would say, 
“Trust your shoe leather and knock on some doors and ask people what they think, and they will tell you.” 
I think that what people are saying about Colin Barnett means that the chatter that I heard in the corridors of this 
place last week about how “Colin Barnett is killing us”, and all the rest of it, which I heard in the corridor out 
there — 

Hon Peter Collier: That was from your side, was it? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: No. Colin Barnett is not killing us. That was from backbenchers. The problem members 
opposite have got is that he is killing them. However, if they want to keep him, go for it—keep him. Members 
opposite want to pretend that those conversations in the corridor last week did not happen. I was not engaging in 
them. I was walking down the corridor and I heard them. 

Hon Nick Goiran: You’ve got form at not necessarily telling us the whole truth. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I hope Hon Nick Goiran keeps up that kind of interjection, because I want him to stand up 
and say what he really thinks about the Safe School program. Instead of putting a pedantic argument about which 
bits of the report should go in and what syntax the motion should be in, I want him to say what he really thinks 
about the Safe Schools program. Maybe the budget debate is his opportunity to do that. 

Hon Donna Faragher: He’s never been backward in coming forward. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Good. I hope he does that. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Let us return to the debate. The Leader of the Opposition has the 
call. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you, Madam Acting President. I was enjoying myself, though. 

I now want to turn to two elements of the budget on which I hope I will get at least some clarification later—in 
about 15 minutes, in fact—in question time. They are in respect of education. In the 2014–15 Government Mid-year 
Financial Projections Statement, the government announced, as another part of its brilliant financial strategy, 
a public sector workforce renewal policy. I am reading from page 9 of the midyear review document, which 
states, under the heading “Workforce Renewal Policy” — 
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A new Public Sector Workforce Renewal policy is to apply from 1 January 2015. Under this 
arrangement, public sector employees leaving through resignation or retirement will be replaced with 
lower cost alternatives. Excluded from the measure are agencies with less than 30 full-time equivalent 
staff, Government Trading Enterprises, and Parliamentary Services. All other general government 
sector agencies and the Public Transport Authority are in-scope. 

There were some exemptions, and I will talk about those in a moment. The way that policy was to have effect 
was outlined to government agencies in a memo from the Department of Treasury dated 22 December 2014 and 
sent to the chief executive officers of all public sector agencies. It states in part — 

As part of the 2014–15 Mid-year Review (released today), Cabinet has approved a new corrective 
measure—the workforce renewal policy, to apply from 1 January 2015. 

The policy seeks to achieve significant salary savings over the forward estimates, in light of the 
substantial budget management challenges facing the State. 

Savings are to be achieved by harvesting a proportion of the salary (and on-costs) where an employee 
permanently ceases employment at a public sector body through resignation, retirement, permanent 
transfer or appointment to a position at another public sector body, or dismissal for a breach of 
discipline or substandard performance. 

Savings will be harvested from agencies’ salaries budgets on the basis of aggregate separations, 
providing flexibility to replace some employees who leave on a ‘like for like’ basis but by doing so, 
others may not be able to be replaced at all, or will need to be replaced with employees at a lower 
classification or on a part-time basis … 

The following key elements of the policy are highlighted: — 

I want to refer to just one of those elements — 

• for permanent separations of specified frontline employees (police officers, teachers, nurses, 
medical practitioners, fire fighters, train drivers and child protection workers), the harvested saving 
will be 10% of salaries. For all other employees, 40% of salaries will be harvested as a saving; 

If we turn those numbers around, the essence of this policy is that when people leave permanently through 
resignation or retirement, when the government is looking to replace someone who is not one of those designated 
frontline employees, they are replaced at 60 per cent of the rate that was in place at the time that they 
permanently left and the designated frontline employees are replaced at 90 per cent. Certainly as this policy 
applies to schools it was ill-considered; it is not fit-for-purpose for schools. Replacing teachers at 90 per cent was 
serious enough and a problem in itself, but if government replaced other employees such as education assistants, 
gardeners and cleaners at 60 per cent, it could not be done with any effect, because many of those workers were 
low-paid workers and to replace them at the aggregated equivalent of 60 per cent of the rate they were at when 
they retired or resigned would make those positions below not only the award in the enterprise bargaining 
agreement, but also the minimum conditions of employment. It was physically not possible. The response we got 
at the time from the Department of Education was that the policy was completely unable to be applied to schools 
and that the savings would be made at the departmental level. I do not have the amount in front me, but I think 
that for that financial year, it was something like $24 million. It was projected to be $50 million this financial 
year. My point is that the budget papers for this financial year reveal nothing about the public sector workforce 
renewal policy, but we are to assume that it continues. I understand that when people asked questions at Treasury 
briefings immediately before the budget, they were told that the policy was in place. If that is the case, in this 
financial year the Department of Education needs to generate $50 million worth of savings for Treasury as 
a consequence of the public sector workforce renewal policy. If that is the case, that is a lot of money. I am 
interested to hear how that will happen. 

I refer to page 7 of budget paper No 3, Economic and Fiscal Outlook, which, as I said, is my favourite document 
in the budget. This section looks at the efficient delivery of quality services, and reads — 

In addition, the Agency Expenditure Review process – 

The process has been in place for some time now — 

has been extended as part of this Budget, with a 3.5% savings target to apply to a further 54 agencies. 

The footnote at the bottom of the page reads — 
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With a number of modifications including: Full exemptions for Western Australia Police and the 
Department for Child Protection and Family Support; the 3.5% target for the Department of Education 
applying only to its Central and District Office costs … 

Essentially, the workforce renewal policy will take $50 million out of the central office and the district offices of 
the Department of Education and, on top of that, budget paper No 3 of this budget tells us that the central office 
and the district or regional offices will be slashed another 3.5 per cent. The extraordinary thing about this 
budget—we saw it last year as well—is that that section on page 7 in budget paper No 3 reads — 

This is expected to deliver savings of — 

It is a very precise figure — 

$461 million over the period 2017-18 to 2019-20, with specific savings measures for each affected 
agency to be detailed in the 2017-18 Budget. 

Somehow Treasury has come up with a targeted savings amount of $461 million, but nowhere in the budget 
papers does the government tell us that it got to that $461 million by taking X amount from this agency, 
X amount from that agency and X amount from this agency. Rather, we have to trust that that $461 million is 
somehow a reasonable target based on nothing, zip, zero, nada, nothing. There is no information in these budget 
papers about how the government got to that precise amount of $461 million. The amount is not $450 million, it 
is not $460 million, it is not $465 million and it is not $500 million. The amount is $461 million so somehow 
someone somewhere has done the math—one would assume—to get to that amount, but there is no information 
in the budget as to how the savings will be achieved. We know that the government has done some modelling 
because it said that it thinks it can get to $461 million, if it—follow the footnote—excludes these parts of this 
agency, this part of that agency and the whole of that agency. We are supposed to say, okay, that is fine, that is 
a reasonable assumption for the government to put in its budget papers and it is okay that the government does 
not tell us or anybody else for that matter exactly how it reached the amount of $461 million. If that is how the 
government does its math, it is no wonder the state’s books are in a mess. It pulls figures from the top of its 
head—which is a polite way of saying what I really think—and we are expected to think, of course the 
government will be on track to meet that target even though it has given us no information about how it reached 
that amount. It is an extraordinary way to put a budget together. 

Hon Adele Farina: It’s not big on transparency. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: No, clearly not. 

We know so far that the Department of Education is going to have to contribute to that $461 million, but we do 
not know any more than the fact that it will come out of the central and district offices. We know from the 
workforce renewal policy that was released in the 2014–15 midyear review that it has to come up with 
$50 million worth of cuts from the central and district offices as well. I want to know what the total amount is. 
Has it dropped? Is the expectation of $50 million from the Department of Education any less because of the 
workforce renewal policy? To what extent does that $461 million include a component from the central and 
district offices of the Department of Education? How will that component be comprised? Frankly, I think the 
government will struggle to get the $50 million, never mind another $3.5 million on top of that. The government 
could make me feel better by saying that that $3.5 million includes the $50 million from the workforce renewal 
policy, but I do not think that is the case. That is how I read the budget papers. If the government wants to tell 
me that I am reading them incorrectly, I am happy to stand corrected. But I hope that someone tells me how the 
government got to that amount and, in his response, I look forward to the minister representing the Treasurer 
spelling out exactly how that $461 million was reached because it is a very precise figure. One would hope that 
some math modelling has been done, but it is not clear for anybody to see anything like that. 

I want to turn to other elements of education matters more generally in the budget papers. I want to touch on the 
question of TAFE. It is not a part of my direct portfolio, but TAFE fees and the changes to TAFE are having 
a direct impact on people. I know this because I have spoken to parents and school staff who are trying to help 
students determine which way they want to go. I will also touch a little on explicit teaching for literacy and on 
the summary released by the Western Australian Council of State School Organisations, which is the parents’ 
peak body, on a range of issues that impact education. I will talk a bit about the extraordinary announcement 
made on Friday—do I call it an announcement or a revelation?—about a western suburbs secondary school. 
There will be consequences for not only the western coastal strip, but also inner-city parents who are looking 
where to send their kids. I have had an opportunity to read some of the submissions that have been made to an 
inquiry conducted in the other place about independent public schools in particular, and I will also touch on 
some of those. Those are the matters I want to canvass. 

I start with Education, in which schools will have to find $50 million as savings under the government’s 
workforce renewal policy in 2016–17 and $77 million in 2017–18. We know there has been a failure to plan in 

 [23] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 17 May 2016] 

 p2946d-2968a 
Hon Kate Doust; President; Hon Sue Ellery 

matching the population growth of inner city suburbs, in particular, as well as part of the western coastal 
metropolitan strip. The budget has allocated only $1 million to plan for a new western suburbs school and will 
put an extra thousand kids in schools with already high enrolment numbers, in Shenton College and 
Churchlands Senior High School, and is building only three new primary schools. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 2980.] 
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