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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) BILL (NO. 1) 2008 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) BILL (NO. 2) 2008 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [1.01 pm]: I am pleased to have this opportunity to take part in the 
debate on the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Bill (No. 1) 2008 and Appropriation (Consolidated 
Account) Bill (No. 2) 2008. It gives me the opportunity to point out to the government that it has sitting on its 
front bench probably one of the laziest ministers that it has ever had; I refer to the Minister for Education and 
Training. Several ministers have had responsibility for the education and training portfolio and not one of them 
has been as lazy and as incompetent as this minister. This minister has misled me with his answers to the 
questions I have asked and, therefore, misled the house. His responses to questions that I have put on notice have 
been less than truthful.  

I have been in this place for almost two terms. Members may remember that back in 2001 the government 
promised to fix education. At the very beginning I looked at the schools in my electorate to determine what they 
needed to enable the government to meet it promise to fix education.  

I, along with many members of this house, was pleased when the Premier, when he was Minister for Education 
and Training, said that money would be allocated to fix the backlog of school maintenance issues. The rhetoric 
was there, but nothing has happened. At least when I asked previous Ministers for Education and Training 
questions about the school building condition assessment reports, they would give me a list. I believe the last 
building condition assessment was undertaken in 2004. I have asked several previous Ministers for Education 
and Training what schools in my electorate were on the list and what work remains to be done. They have given 
me a list indicating what work had been done and what remained to be done. However, this lazy minister’s 
response to several questions I have asked about individual schools has been that the information I was seeking 
would involve dedicating an unreasonable amount of public service time and resources to provide answers. Why 
does this minister occupy his position if it is not to provide members with answers so that they are aware of what 
work has or has not been done and then, if necessary, are in a position to lobby the government to have the work 
that has not been done carried out? 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: What is the public service there for?  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I do not know what they are doing. Partying all the time, I suspect.  

This minister is certainly not looking after schools generally or schools in my electorate. In answer to one of my 
questions, the minister suggested that I refer to the many public sources of information, such as the annual state 
budget papers. Previously, the annual state budget papers included a column that indicated what building 
condition assessment items remained to be done. That is no longer available in the budget papers. The minister 
also told me in answer to a question to look in the annual state budget papers, annual reports and the Schools 
Online website.  

The procedure that was followed for building condition assessments was that people would go to each school 
and make a list of all the areas that needed to be fixed. Then somebody, I think from the Department of Housing 
and Works, and the school would prioritise, on a scale of one to nine, the work that needed to be done in the 
school. That was the procedure that was followed several years ago. Since then, other maintenance problems 
have become priorities and the money allocated in 2004 has been spent and there is no money available to fix the 
current problems. This lazy minister refuses to put the information on the table, and that shows how incompetent 
and hopeless he is as a minister. He is totally irresponsible.  

I will bring to the attention of the house the areas in which this government is failing. I wonder whether I am 
being unreasonable by asking the minister questions. I have read the statements by this and previous ministers. In 
2004, when the Premier was Minister for Education and Training, he had a go at the federal government in a 
media statement. In referring to federal Liberal member of Parliament Don Randall, he said — 

He needs to tell voters today which schools will get money, how much they will get and how and when 
they will get it—and which schools will not get any money.  

What a double standard! We have a Premier who, as Minister for Education and Training, said that. Now we 
have a lazy, good-for-nothing Minister for Education and Training who will not provide the facts about the state 
schools in the electorate of Alfred Cove because the money has not been spent on what it was allocated for.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: Is it fair to say you don’t have a very high opinion of the current Minister for Education and 
Training or the previous minister?  
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Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: At least when the Premier was Minister for Education and Training he was willing to 
put the facts on the record and say that if an allocation was not made in the current budget, it would be allocated 
in the next budget. In fact, he said that the big boost of money would fix the backlog of problems by 2008. It is 
now 2008 and the problems in my schools have not been fixed. Has the member for Hillarys checked whether 
that is the case in his schools?  

Mr R.F. Johnson: Many of the schools in my electorate are desperately waiting refurbishment. At least one 
school, the oldest in the district, needs replacing. They get nothing from this miserly minister.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The member for Hillarys is very lucky that he has a problem with only one school. I 
have many schools in my electorate and they all have problems.  

I have responses from the Premier when he was Minister for Education and Training and the member for 
Riverton when he was acting as his deputy; however, I have not had responses from this minister. This minister 
refuses to do the job that he should do and the money that should have been spent on educational issues in my 
electorate has not been spent. It is interesting because some of my questions related to federal funding for which 
the schools were required to submit a grant application. I know that some schools miss out because members of 
the P&C do not have the skills to submit a grant application.  

Again, when one looks back at a statement by the former minister, Alan Carpenter, we can see that he said — 

“I dare Dr Nelson to tell the truth to the WA public about the Commonwealth’s appalling record of 
capital funding for State schools . . .  

“Dr Nelson should also tell the truth about his P&C election promise. 

“It is unworkable. More than 60 of WA’s State schools for our most disadvantaged students do not even 
have P&Cs. 

That is what the Premier said when he was Minister for Education and Training. I want to know what support is 
being given to schools from a district level to make sure that schools not just in my electorate but also across 
Western Australia are getting the maximum amount of money from that federal funding. Will this Minister for 
Education and Training answer that? No. Will he put any resources into that? No. Our schools are therefore 
missing out on their share of the pie. 

I also asked the Minister for Education and Training about fences and security-related issues. Unfortunately, we 
all know that antisocial behaviour in the community is increasing. That affects not only the areas where there are 
nightclubs and parks, but also schools. Schools are often the victims of that antisocial behaviour, which results in 
break-ins to schools and damage to computers and equipment at schools. What is the minister doing? This 
government expects parents and citizens associations to pay for or contribute to the cost of security fencing at 
schools. The burden of paying for security fencing should not be put onto P&Cs; the government should pay for 
that. The minister just could not care less. He likes being a minister. I think a few months ago he saw himself as 
a future Premier. His nickname is “Sneakers”, and with what has been going on recently and with his nickname 
coming very much to the forefront recently, I think he probably realises that his becoming Premier is just a 
dream. 

Let us go back to schools. I will refer to a few of the schools in my electorate, and I will start with Palmyra 
Primary School, which I have mentioned before in this house. This year, during the summer months, the students 
and teachers were exposed to temperatures reaching 44 degrees Celsius. Therefore, the P&C has been lobbying 
the government about the four gas heaters at the school that need replacement. The P&C asked the government 
whether, instead of replacing those gas heaters, the school could use that money, with the P&C making up the 
difference, for reverse cycle air conditioners or refrigerative air cooling because of those extreme temperatures. I 
am happy to put in freedom of information applications to get information from this minister. The only way I can 
get any information from this lazy minister about schools in my electorate is by putting in an FOI application to 
see just what is and what is not being done. The parents at Palmyra Primary School, therefore, are very 
disappointed with this minister. 

Let us look at Booragoon Primary School, which has a preprimary transportable unit. What are they called? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Demountables. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: A demountable, yes. Next to the demountable is a rockery, under which are a couple of 
septic tanks. The children in that preprimary have had to be evacuated because of rotten egg smells and odours 
coming up from those septic tanks. The children have been evacuated three times in the past year. The smell is 
still there. They have been evacuated only when they could not cope, but the smell is there on a regular basis, 
and visitors know it is there. I have written to the Minister for Education and Training, the Minister for Health 
and the Minister for Water Resources. The Minister for Health would like to see the connection of infill 
sewerage and the Minister for Water Resources has come on board and been supportive, but what about the 
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Minister for Education and Training? He has said, “We’ll do an audit. We’ll do an investigation, a feasibility 
study.” Meanwhile, what about the health effects on those children and on the environment? I am very pleased 
that the Minister for the Environment is present in the chamber at the moment, as I will be writing to him about 
this issue because of the seepage of sewage into the school grounds and because there are aquifers in that area.  

Mr D.A. Templeman: I look forward to receiving the letter. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I hope the Minister for the Environment will come on board and also try to help lobby 
this lazy Minister for Education and Training to do something about it. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: It is the smell of a Labor government! 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: It is the smell of a lazy minister! 

Mr Speaker, if I thought I would not be sent out of the house for contempt, I would probably bring in some of 
those rotten bombs that joke shops sell so that the Minister for Education and Training could actually experience 
the smell himself. However, I know that you, Mr Speaker, would not like me to do that. 

The Minister for Education and Training is saying, “Let us have a feasibility study.” He has known about this 
issue for more than a year, and suddenly he will do a feasibility study. 

Which school shall I refer to next? Perhaps I will refer to Applecross Primary School. In 2004, when the initial 
building assessment of priorities was done at the school, repairs to the roof were left off the list. Phone calls were 
then made to the department. An amendment was made to the building condition assessment and it was assessed 
at $160 000. A report on the roof repairs was then done and I was fortunate enough to get a copy of that report of 
2004. However, it stated that the work should be done within six months. In other words, the work should have 
been done in 2004. It is now 2008, yet I see no funding in the budget for roof repairs at Applecross Primary 
School. Again, this is a lazy minister who is not looking after state government schools. People wonder why 
there is an exodus from state schools to private schools. Who would want their children in classrooms where 
carpets are threadbare, roofs are leaking, there are smells of rotten eggs from sewage and temperatures are 
reaching 44 degrees? 
Let us think about teachers. Do members know that teachers in schools in my electorate are making curtains for 
their rooms, painting their rooms and looking for bits of carpet to tidy up their classrooms? I have to congratulate 
the P&Cs in my electorate for the commitment that they have made to state government schools. Again, that 
shows how incompetent the minister is and how bad the decision was to make the member for Rockingham the 
Minister for Education and Training. He is not doing his job; he is not looking at the needs of schools. He is not 
fixing the backlog of maintenance issues. 
[Member’s time extended.] 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: When Applecross Senior High School was built, it was designed for between 800 and 
900 students, and there are now 500 students more than that. The school wrote a 12 to 15-page submission to the 
minister last year. The P&C went around the school and took photographs showing all the maintenance issues 
that needed to be fixed. Basically, Applecross Primary and Applecross Senior High Schools should be pulled 
down and a new Applecross or Ardross primary school and a new Applecross high school built on those sites 
because they are so old and in such disrepair. However, at least if the backlog of maintenance issues had been 
fixed, it might have been something; but no. Applecross high school is well and truly over its capacity. The 
minister wrote back about that school, but the letter was basically a fob-off to the parents. He pointed out to the 
president of the P&C that she would appreciate the many requests to fund projects in schools throughout the 
state and that priorities in the first instance must be given to new schools and major additions to schools in 
rapidly developing residential areas. 

When this government took office Mr Speaker, and you took over your role, I do not remember the government 
promising that it would build new schools. I remember it promising it would fix the education system. In my 
electorate, which is an older area, the schools are falling apart at the seams. This lazy minister is doing nothing 
and I urge the government to replace him as soon as possible. The problems the government is having with the 
teachers are caused by this arrogant minister’s refusal to listen to them. None of us would work in here if it was 
44 degrees. That is what the Minister for Education and Training expects of teachers in the education system. He 
expects them to work in 44-degree temperatures in classrooms of up to 30 students. I do not think that is 
acceptable and I do not think you, Mr Speaker, would think that was acceptable.  
I refer to some of the other issues I asked the minister about.  
Mr R.F. Johnson: They sound like very reasonable questions to me.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I ask very reasonable questions. I want to know where the money is going because I 
cannot see where it is going. It is certainly not being spent in my electorate. I asked the Minister for Education 
and Training about infrastructure upgrades, but he does not have the time to look at them; it would take too much 
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time. I might also point out that, in the past, I have asked to see the building condition assessments. Do members 
know that they are contained in a computer printout that lists all the schools and the work that is to be done on 
them? The minister need only push a button to get a printout, but he does not have the time to look at them, and 
they are not in the budget papers. I asked the minister about the age of various schools because I wanted to show 
that there are more maintenance issues at the older schools and that it is not acceptable to put money only into 
new schools. The minister and the Premier stand up in this place and quote the number of new schools that are 
being built. Building so many new schools is not fair when schoolchildren and the teachers who are working in 
those conditions are suffering.  
I asked the minister how much money from the grants program had been spent on the various state schools. I 
wanted the facts and figures put on the record to show that, when the federal government allocates $100 000 for 
a project, this government can see that some of our schools are getting nothing because they were not provided 
with any support to make the applications, and that others might be getting only $40 000 or $50 000. I suggested 
that a project officer be attached to every division so that when federal funding is given, that person can help the 
schools maximise their return from that federal funding, but the minister refused to provide those answers.  

I asked also about relief teachers. I have been told that when teachers need a relief teacher, the school staff have 
had to make 60 to 70 phone calls for perhaps two relief staff, and that has taken a couple of hours in the morning. 
It is very difficult for those schools. The minister’s response is that they can have a list of relief teachers. They 
have a list, but they still waste one or two hours waiting for relief teachers. I asked also about school canteens. I 
am aware that schools in my electorate are having problems staffing their canteens. Some schoolchildren in my 
electorate go to school without eating breakfast. In some cases, when both parents work, they rely on their 
children getting lunch from the canteen. I asked this lazy minister about problems with canteens and he said that 
he was not aware of any problems with canteens. What cloud is he living on? Every school I visited told me 
about problems they are having staffing canteens. Some schools have considered purchasing sandwiches from 
local delicatessens, but because of the higher cost of sandwiches, they cannot afford it, yet the minister does not 
know of any problems. It is time he was moved to the back bench; he should not be sitting on the front bench in 
charge of such a major portfolio that he is not bothering with.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: Hear, hear! 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I tried to get some figures, again for Applecross Senior High School, because it runs a 
special arts program. However, it really has not been funded. The minister refused to provide the amount of 
funding that has been allocated to that school. I asked why Western Australians must undertake private 
fundraising for educational facilities and not for other state services such as police, transport and public 
hospitals. His response was as follows — 

Financial support provided by parents has always played an enabling role in the provision of resources 
that extend the school’s capacity to add value to students’ learning experiences.  

That “enabling role” will cost parents of children at Palmyra school between $70 000 and $100 000 because this 
government refuses to do something for children who sit in classrooms when the temperature is 44 degrees. The 
P&C’s role is meant to be an “enabling role” to pay for air conditioning. That is a cop out.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: They pay their taxes and should get the same services.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: They do. I also asked the minister about distance education and overseas-trained 
teachers. People from outside the metropolitan area have approached me about those difficulties. Again, I got no 
answer and was told I could look in the budget papers. He will not give me a response to those queries.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: You’re saying he is a very secretive minister.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I am very disappointed in this government. There is no way this government has 
fulfilled the promises it made in 2001 to fix our schools. Although the schools in my electorate do not require the 
major works that some of the other schools require, it is work that was promised. I think the last building 
condition assessment was done in 2004. Those items were supposed to be finished by 2008. I do not know when 
the next assessment is due. Several issues were to be rolled over. I can only say how disappointed I am with this 
government, and the Premier’s decision to promote the member for Rockingham to Minister for Education and 
Training. In future, I will have to recommend to my schools that they write firsthand to the Premier rather than to 
the Minister for Education and Training because he is not listening to us about their problems and he is not 
trying to do anything.  

I refer now to health services. We all know that the government has not fixed the problems in health care and 
that the waiting lists are long. People in my electorate are living in pain while they are waiting for operations. It 
is quite interesting that, before the last election, Kevin Rudd said that if a federal Labor government was elected, 
there would be no more buck-passing between the state and federal governments. I was very concerned about 
what would happen with health care funding. I was very interested to hear the Minister for Health this morning 
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passing the buck back to the federal Labor government. The buck-passing is still going on, so that promise has 
not eventuated. 

Many individuals and families come to my office because they are experiencing grave difficulties with the cost 
of living and the lack of affordable housing. Rents are going up, and I know people who have lived in 
accommodation for 10 or 20 years and are now having to move on because they cannot afford to pay the rent. 
There are problems in my electorate with housing for young people, families and elderly people. I have talked 
about the problems with health, but I am still looking forward to the 1 000-bed Fiona Stanley Hospital. The 
government made two other major commitments; firstly, that it was going to protect the environment, which it 
has not done, and the other was law and order. There are still big problems with law and order in my community. 

MR C.C. PORTER (Murdoch) [1.31 pm]: For my contribution to the debate on the budget papers, I will take a 
slightly different tack, and certainly a different tone from that of the member for Alfred Cove. I will speak on 
three matters: the first is state government expenditure, the second is public sector reform and the third is state 
competitiveness in taxation. Before going into each of those matters individually I will address the second 
matter—public sector reform—in a broad sense. In my analysis of this budget, and having kept my eye on 
previous budgets before I joined this place, it seems to me that, despite the many good things this government 
has achieved in its seven years, in the coming years there will be no doubt that its outstanding failure will be 
seen to be in the area of public sector reform. I am particularly talking about the type of reform that enables 
significant cost savings in the budget. The troubles we may well face in the future in this state will come back to 
that failure, and this is something that needs to be addressed quickly. I will look at the idea of public sector 
reform in the context of the other two factors I mentioned: expenditure and state tax competitiveness. I will begin 
with expenditure. 

As has been the case for the past seven budgets, the critical government target in this budget is that real per 
capita own-purpose expenses for the general government sector are not to increase. In essence, that is a 
requirement that the expenses growth of government does not go above an adjusted figure that takes into account 
population growth and inflation. That measure is not uncommon, and it is entirely appropriate. The government 
has set itself this critical target for seven years, but, unfortunately, it has failed in each of those years as well is in 
this budget. Failing on a measure like that has some very important long-term consequences for this state. On 
several occasions, particularly during question time, the Treasurer talked about the fact that he faces obvious 
spending difficulties in the form of pressures for increased spending. There is no doubt that, in the present 
economic environment, there are both cost and demand pressures that put upward pressure on government 
expenses. However, that can surely not be a blanket excuse for not engaging in a meaningful process of reform 
to identify cost savings in seven successive budgets. 

One of the questions that was quite appropriately asked by the member for Capel was about the predicted levels 
of government expense growth compared with the actual figures. He started with the 2005-06 predicted figure of 
4.1 percent, which turned into an actual figure of seven per cent. In the following year, a predicted figure of 2.8 
per cent turned into an actual figure of 8.9 per cent. In the following year 4.1 per cent turned into 9.2 per cent; 
and 2.1 per cent in the following year turned into 7.7 per cent. In each of those years the increase in government 
expenditure has been roughly double what was projected. The first part of the question from the member for 
Capel was whether we could trust the future accuracy of these figures. It seems to me that, with the many 
talented people in the Department of Treasury and Finance, it is amazing that we cannot get these figures closer 
to the mark. If we average the figures for the increase in government expenditure since 2001, government 
expenditure has increased by seven per cent per annum. I could give a prediction, based on an average, for next 
year’s government expenditure growth, which would be in excess of seven per cent. That is not the predicted 
figure in the budget papers, but I bet my bottom dollar that I will be closer with my very basic analysis than what 
has been provided by the government. 

Predicted figures of expenditure growth—4.1 per cent, 2.8 per cent, 4.1 per cent and 2.1 per cent—reflect what is 
required by the government’s own target, which is that real per capita own-purpose expenditure for the general 
government sector is not to increase in real terms. The “predictions” are actually the hoped-for outcomes in 
terms of the government’s own requirements, which have successively not been met. Obviously, when figures 
like this are used, they tend to have a degree of unreality attached to them, but to put them in real terms, in May 
2007 the expenses for 2008-09 were anticipated to be $16.6 billion, but it now appears that they will be 
$18 billion, which is obviously a significant increase, and well above what was predicted. Forecasts have 
consistently been off the mark, and not just by a bit, but by a considerable amount. 

Forecast expenses growth for the out years from 2008-09 to 2011-12 is said to average 5.8 per cent. Based on the 
previous matching up of predictions with actuality, it might not be an unreasonable guess that the actual 
expenditure growth will be nearly double the 5.8 per cent figure, if the past seven years are anything to go by. 
The shadow treasurer asked whether, if those assessments of real government expenditure growth are inaccurate, 
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and if they are likely to be double what was predicted, we can be certain that we will have a budget surplus of 
$203 million, as predicted for the final out year of 2011-12, or that we can maintain the ratio of 47 per cent net 
debt to revenue. Those two figures clearly rely on an anticipated expenses growth in the out years of 5.8 per cent. 
The anticipated expenses growth has never been accurate during the life of this government. As a consequence 
of that, it cannot be expected that the surplus predicted for the final out year will be accurate, and nor can it be 
considered likely that the ability of this state to maintain a net debt to revenue ratio of under 47 per cent will be 
accurate. This is obviously about more than just an inability or unwillingness to accurately predict. The real 
problem is that the projected revenue and expenses growth, tracked to 2011-12, is 4.5 per cent—that is what is 
predicted—but as we quite reasonably know, it will be much larger than that, while the revenue growth flatlines 
to nearly zero per cent. Zero revenue growth in 2011-12, and a generously predicted revenue growth of 4.5 per 
cent, means that the position is completely unsustainable in advance of the final out year. The revenue growth 
flatlining in 2011-12 is all about a projected slowing in revenue growth that will be reflected in falling surpluses 
in the out years. In 2008-09 there will be a $1.9 billion surplus and in 2011-12, a $203 million surplus. That 
surplus is based on a prediction of flatlining revenue growth, which seems to be fairly accurate, and also a 5.8 
per cent average forecast expenses growth, which I would say will be almost doubled. However, there will not be 
a $203 million budget surplus in 2011-12. That position is absolutely unsustainable. The government has had 
massive increments in its revenue-raising ability, basically because of an increase in household debt as a result of 
the collection of stamp duty during a period of high transferability of properties, high property prices, and 
massive amounts of royalty revenue. In 2008-09 operating revenue is forecast to increase by $1 billion, or 
5.5 per cent, to $19.9 billion, and royalty revenue is forecast to increase by 34.3 per cent, or $874 million, to 
$2.6 billion. Those figures come substantially off the back of an expected 67 per cent increase in the benchmark 
price for iron ore. When the benchmark price for iron ore flattens, so will revenue growth, but we will still be left 
with greater than expected increases in government expenditure.  

What will be the problem in the final out year when there will be growth in expenses of 4.5 per cent or more and 
revenue growth of zero per cent? One does not have to be a statistician or mathematician to work out that that 
will present the state with a considerable problem in the final out year. To say that it will be a problem is a 
euphemism, because we will need to make up a significant hole in the budget in 2011-12.  

Where will the money for that come from? There are only three budgetary possibilities: firstly, to find more 
revenue, which on the best and most accurate predictions of the government will not be possible because of a 
predicted diminishment in royalties; secondly, to budget deficit, which would be a fiscal disaster; or, thirdly, to 
increase revenue other than through royalty increments, which means tax hikes. At the very least, this scenario 
indicates that the state appears to be completely locked out of any meaningful tax relief for taxpayers for the five 
out years and beyond. It may even represent the prospect of tax increases past 2011-12. That is the expenditure 
side of the equation.  

The second thing I wanted to note was the issue of public sector reform. On my analysis, the question that 
members should all be asking is: what is the government’s strategic plan to maintain and possibly improve 
present levels of service delivery in a climate in which revenue growth will slow to zero? People love to bandy 
around the word “vision”. If members like, the question could be: what is the government’s vision for financial 
survival past 2011-12? Members should not use the word “vision” if they do not have a plan to achieve that 
financial plan past 2011-12. In short, this is a question of where significant budgetary savings will come from in 
the out years and beyond. Alternatively, it is a question of which taxes will increase beyond 2011-12 to sustain 
increments in government expenditure. There is a lovely saying that the best time to fix a roof is when the sun is 
shining. The sun has been shining for seven years. This government has failed to achieve any significant cost 
savings in any of its budgets over the past seven years. That is an unsustainable position.  

Many of the capital expenditure projects in this and previous budgets have been and are worthwhile projects. 
However, my preference would be for there to be fewer of them because of their tendency to crowd out private 
investment and to make private sector construction compete in an environment of heated costs. Many of these 
developments and infrastructure projects could be appropriately deferred. In any event, many of them are 
worthwhile. However, they are not visionary. Simply building things is not having vision. It is sometimes 
mistaken as visionary because the buildings will not be finished until some time in the future, but that is not 
vision.  

What is the government’s plan for coping with flatlining revenue growth and increasing government expenditure 
when the boom slows and when there will not be 70 per cent increases in the benchmark price of iron ore? This 
is a problem that faces most western governments. It is the problem that has faced the government in the United 
Kingdom and it is the problem the Rudd government will ultimately face, which is why it intended or hoped to 
make significant cost savings in its budget. Others will judge whether it has achieved that.  
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There are two ways in which the government can have the vision to make significant cost savings beyond the 
five out years. Firstly, it could look at how spending is prioritised between core and non-core services. Secondly, 
it could engage in significant public sector reform to try to drive cost-saving efficiencies into all levels of 
government. I will quickly comment on the first of those two issues; that is, the distinction between core and 
non-core government service provision.  

Sixty-one per cent of the state budget is allocated to the portfolios of health, education and training, and law and 
order. I do not think any reasonable observer would describe those as being anything other than the core services 
of government. They are the reason we have government and they are what people expect the government to 
deliver best and most of. Outside that, a collection of agencies, departments, service providers and civil servants 
make up the remaining 39 per cent of government expenditure. This and successive governments could make the 
very difficult decision to shift funding from non-core government services to core government services. It could 
try to make budgetary savings in that way by, in effect, limiting government expenditure to the better provision 
of core services, or it could drive efficiencies across the entire spectrum. In fairness to this government, it 
attempted to drive efficiencies into the whole government sector.  

When Dr Gallop was elected Premier, his government started, if not in a blaze of glory, then at least with 
something warm, with the machinery of government review, which led to the halving of the number of 
government departments. Whether there have been any significant cost savings from what was effectively a 
system of merger is unclear. I suggest that if there had been any significant cost savings, we would have heard 
about them by now. The machinery of government review died a natural death.  

In June 2002, a taskforce was created to undertake a review into the effective delivery of government priorities. 
On 9 December 2002, the taskforce provided its in-confidence report to cabinet. That report had certain 
consequences. It led to the creation of a Strategic Management Council, reform subcommittees and the 
Functional Review Implementation Team, which became attached to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet 
and spawned a range of subgroups, including the Shared Corporate Services Program Office.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr C.C. PORTER: After the initial machinery of government review, a series of trickle-down bodies were 
established with the intention of driving cost-saving efficiencies into the public sector. The flagship of that 
reform agenda was the Office of Shared Services. The idea behind the Office of Shared Services was to do 
precisely what I am suggesting is absolute necessary for any government in a modern western economy; that is, 
to identify cost savings and free up money for other services, but particularly core services. The UK has called 
that the identification of cashable gains in its reform process. Under that system, cash will be freed up to pay for 
other areas of service provision in the economy. The reality is that the Office of Shared Services was really the 
government’s one big hope of providing significant cost savings to the budgetary system in seven years of 
government. Unfortunately, and tragically, it has not provided that. It was anticipated that the Office of Shared 
Services would provide savings of $55 million a year. Of course, in terms of a vision to take us beyond 2011-12, 
given the prospect of flatlining revenue and increasing expenses, that would have become very important money 
had those savings been realised. They were not, and unfortunately the exact opposite occurred; that is, an 
enormous amount of money has been spent for what, at the moment, appears to be little or no cost savings. In 
2003, $83 million was committed. That figure ballooned to $151 million in 2006, which increased to 
$172 million in late 2006. The 2008 figure for the cost of the Office of Shared Services is $450 million. In an 
environment in which nothing is more critical than finding cost savings, we identified the potential for 
$55 million worth of cost savings. We have not achieved any savings; rather, we have spent $450 million. That 
is nothing short of tragedy. It appears that, worldwide, it is difficult to make significant cost savings through 
offices of shared services. It has been a difficulty in the United Kingdom and it is one that we are experiencing in 
Western Australia. Nevertheless, any government worth its salt should have identified and realised, over a seven-
year period, significant cost savings through public sector reform.  

The final point I will speak about is the issue of taxation, because much will flow from an inability to have 
identified cost savings through public sector reform in 2011-2012 when we will experience a decrease in revenue 
growth. There has been argument—I am aware that this argument has been going on for some time prior to my 
joining this place—about the appropriate measure of tax competitiveness. I believe that until 2005-06 this state 
used the tax revenue per capita measure. When it was predicted that that measure could no longer be reached, 
there was a shift to the tax revenue per share of gross state product measure; that is, the tax revenue that is 
collected as a percentage of the overall size of the economy. There is no perfect measure of tax competitiveness 
and there is no competition between the two comparative to which I have referred. The tax revenue per capita 
measure is a far better measure of what is intended to be captured by measures of tax competitiveness.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke: How come Costello didn’t use it? 
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Mr C.C. PORTER: He was quite wrong. He used it for the same reasons that this government has used it; 
namely, because it was convenient and it made him look better than he was. It is not a real measure of efficiency 
or effectiveness. In trying to measure tax efficiency, in effect, one is asking what makes this state a more 
attractive prospect for the investment of business capital or the movement of human capital to this jurisdiction as 
opposed to the other states. Businesses do not decide whether to base their business in this jurisdiction, and 
individuals do not decide whether to place their bodily person in this jurisdiction, by considering what 
percentage the revenue is of the total gross state product. That is not an analysis that businesses or individuals 
undertake. An individual considers the cost to him as a person and a business considers the cost to it as a 
corporate entity in doing business in this state compared with other states. Unfortunately, the reality is that the 
tax measure that we should be using, which is the revenue per capita measure, puts us as the highest taxing state. 
As I have argued, if we end up in a situation beyond 2011-12, as has been predicted, of flatlining revenue growth 
with rapidly increasing expenditure, we will go from a position of significant budget surpluses to a position in 
which in order to maintain a budget surplus, which is, in any modern economic environment absolutely critical, 
we will have to increase taxes. We are already the least efficient taxing state. However, in 2011-12 and beyond, 
we may need to consider increasing taxes simply to maintain anticipated levels of expenditure. When we talk 
about vision and substitute the building of physical infrastructure for a vision—that is not to criticise every piece 
of physical infrastructure—on its fairest analysis in 2011-12 the state may find itself in a position of flatlining 
revenue growth, largely because of a depression of commodity prices and a slightly slowing economy and 
overall growth. Comparatively, on the best measure, it may find that it is the highest taxing state in the 
commonwealth. It may have to face the prospect of deficits and increased revenue raising through taxation 
because the government has not found significant cost savings in the budget when it has had seven years to do 
so. In 2011-12, when we may not have the natural advantages associated with superheated commodity prices, 
and when we may have to compete on a more level footing, we may find ourselves, ironically, the least 
competitive state. If there is any ability to prolong or elongate economic growth in this state, the failure to 
engage in public sector reform—perhaps it is not too late—will mean that the opportunity is lost to us to make 
this a boom that lasts for not only five or six years, but 12 or 14 years.  

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth — Parliamentary Secretary) [1.55 pm]: This is a significant and considered budget 
for the powerhouse economic electorate of our state—Perth. Like most members, I have already communicated 
my views on the budget to my local community and in the media, so these budget speeches are a complete waste 
of time. Today, I will succinctly address a productivity dividend for Parliament itself, which is an arcane, 
stupefyingly solid institution in the true sense of the word “institution”.  

No electorate produces more wealth nor attracts more infrastructure investment than my electorate; therefore, no 
budget speech should be longer than my budget speech. If people do not have what my constituents have, please 
do inform the house; but they should whinge about nothing for only a short period. If they whinge about 
nothing—that is, the absence of something—after three minutes everyone forgets about the absence and merely 
remembers and endures the whinging and whining.  

While most of us as individual members of Parliament have introduced huge productivity changes in our 
electorate offices and in our personal work practices, where we are masters of our own domains, we are still 
weighed down by centuries old practices in this house. Most of our constituents do not give a toss about 
Parliament. With apologies—heartfelt and deeply embarrassing apologies to the 23 political tragics who are 
watching Parliament today on the internet or Access 31, as well as the three people in the gallery—we have 
allowed Parliament to languish and sink slowly into the sludge of oblivion. Parliament is a small, largely 
inconsequential part of our job in representing the needs of our constituents.  

The biggest productivity problem is the ridiculous amount of time allowed for speeches. Society, rightly, no 
longer values or needs verbose speeches. We have evolved into a community that communicates through short 
message services on mobile phones and succinct emails. The human race prefers to spend its collective time 
getting things done rather than talking about the need to get things done. In Parliament we continue to be mired 
in nineteenth century work practices that are akin to an age of sticking kiddies up chimneys and monks 
transcribing dicta.  

In the twenty-first century, members do not need 20 minutes, plus a 10-minute extension, to say intelligently 
whether or not the budget is good for their electorate. The real intellectual vigour of this place can be found, 
admittedly in short bursts, in debate during consideration in detail, which is a clause-by-clause examination of 
legislation. Ministers and lead opposition speakers do not need an hour to introduce a small bill; 10 minutes will 
suffice, as we saw earlier today. In a second reading debate, other speakers should receive no more than seven 
minutes with no extension. Brevity will lead to relevance.  

Like other workers earning under $150 000, backbenchers should be able to trade outmoded work practices for a 
productivity bonus in our August consumer price index-limited pay rise. Speakers and Acting Speakers should 
invoke the standing orders that relate to tedious repetition and relevance to get their productivity bonuses. 
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Question time is a soulless embarrassment. In their local communities, members of Parliament are erudite, 
modest and sympathetic to their local audience. As a parliamentary secretary I get to visit most electorates in this 
state. I have seen the high regard in which members are held by their constituents. Members never insult their 
constituents with a 20-minute irrelevant speech, let alone rabbit on to filibuster and time waste for an hour. Why 
do members bore me senseless inside this chamber while outside they engage, entertain and inform me?  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members!  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Inside this anachronistic chamber, members become verbose, tedious and irrelevant. It is a 
disgrace that people need to read a question from a piece of paper, usually because there is so much tortured 
syntax and so many split infinitives with a half-twist and double somersault contained therein. We should 
modernise as has the Commons and disallow written questions—make people think about what they are 
asking—and we might actually get more than eight questions delivered and answered in an hour. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Order, members!  
Mr J.N. HYDE: Allowing written supplementary questions is nothing short of workplace harassment! 

Point of Order 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I thought there was a standing order in this place that precluded the reading of speeches. 
The SPEAKER: That point of order is well made but it is now two o’clock, so that contribution has now 
finished. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 3192.] 
 


