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LOAN BILL 2016 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 22 September. 
HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.31 pm]: I suppose the 
government was getting quite keen to get to this Loan Bill 2016, given it has to be passed in this place by next 
Thursday and transmitted back to the Assembly, otherwise the state will have no money. I imagine that the 
Leader of the House was getting a bit nervous about whether we would get to it today. I am the lead speaker for 
the opposition on this Loan Bill and I will make a few comments about it. 
The second reading speech states that this bill is the result of an unprecedented decline in revenue, meaning that 
the borrowing authorisation for the Loan Act 2015 is now expected to be exhausted by 31 October 2016, hence 
the keenness of the government to get the bill passed by next week. After that, it is done. When I was thinking 
about what to say in my speech, I thought about the very amusing tourism slogan the government recently put 
out and probably spent a lot of money promoting, “Another day in WA”. I thought: here we are today, another 
day in WA and another loan bill! We could probably apply a whole range of things to that slogan. This is the 
fourth loan bill of the Barnett government and, once it is passed, the government will have sought and been 
authorised to borrow a total of $23 billion since 2009. That is a significant amount of money that our community 
will have to pay back in the future. The difference between this bill and the other three we have dealt with over 
the last few years is that if this Loan Bill is not passed on time, the government will run out of money. 

Since 1999, there have been six loan bills. The Loan Bill 1999 was worth about $260 million, and in 2003 
another $250 million was borrowed. Members will note the difference: in those days they were talking about 
millions of dollars and now we are talking about billions. Ever since the member for Cottesloe has been Premier, 
the figures have increased dramatically. The Loan Bill 2009, which was the first bill introduced by the 
Barnett Liberal–National coalition, was worth $8.3 billion. The Loan Bill 2012 was worth $5 billion. Keep in 
mind that at that time we would have been riding fairly high on the economic boom that was the result of all that 
activity in the north west of our state, but the government was spending recklessly and needed to borrow money. 
With the Loan Bill 2015, which was introduced late last year, the government sought another $8 billion of which 
about $1.5 billion was meant to be a buffer to take it out to some point this year. Obviously, there have been 
things outside the government’s control such as the drop in iron ore prices and other factors. The government has 
tried to haul in some of its expenditure and to manage its books better, but it has reached the point that in order 
to keep things going, it has to find more money. 

We only have to go to the change of government in this state—when the Barnett government came to power. 
Since that time there have been significant cutbacks across every government agency, with staffing reductions 
and changes to the structure and function of various departments. There have been significant redundancies 
across the board and there have been cutbacks to frontline services. I am sure my colleagues, when they have the 
opportunity over the next week, will provide more detail about some of those frontline services that they are 
interested in. I will eventually talk about the matters that relate to the portfolios I have an interest in. 

I have spoken about these types of matters a couple of times in the last few years and I do not want to sound like 
a broken record, but there is a lot of repetition in the things I talk about because the government has not come up 
with a really good strategy about how to manage its debt. All the negative things are going up. Debt, deficit, and 
unemployment are going up—I think we are over six per cent now. The flow-on effect of those things can be 
seen in the community. As I said, an increasing number of people are finding it difficult to manage rents and 
mortgages and more people are sleeping rough on the streets. There are people who can no longer pay their bills. 
We have seen all of those things happen, and they continue to happen. The government’s solution is not really 
a solution. As I have already referred to, its quick-fix solution was to simply try to cut down on its wages bill, 
and there were redundancies applied in the public sector. Although significant numbers of people have been 
made redundant, it would be interesting to see how many of them have been brought back to work in 
government through labour hire firms; in a lot of cases in their previous jobs. There has been a false economy 
and the government should have recognised that it still needed those bodies. In fact, through its redundancy 
processes the government has lost a lot of key and very experienced workers just to save a few dollars. There 
have been some interesting and unusual ways of dealing with those things. 

The last time I spoke about the government’s difficulties with managing its finances I went through a whole raft 
of broken promises that it had made. A series of commitments were made prior to the 2013 state election but 
within a short time the Premier had broken those promises. We only have a few more weeks to sit before we face 
another election and it will be interesting to see how the government manages things. If we are at the point of 
borrowing another $1.7 billion and that money has already been committed to in the budget—so it has 
essentially already been spent—what will the government do about its future commitments to the people of 
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Western Australia? Things are looking pretty dark if the money is already spent. This Loan Bill will only take us 
to the end of June 2017. The question I have is: what happens then? Regardless of who is in government, 
somebody will have to seek an additional loan to tide the government over because, as I said, the current 
government has not put a clear strategy in place to manage its debt and deficit arrangements. Although we are 
looking at $1.7 billion for this bill, conversations with people have alluded to the fact that the next time whoever 
is in government is compelled to seek further funds, the amount may be more in the vicinity of $10 billion to tide 
the government over. The government is just digging a bigger black hole that will be harder and harder to get out 
of. It is a real shame that the government has spent like a drunken sailor without putting in place sensible, 
strategic changes that would enable it to work its way out of that financial black hole. We have seen the 
negatives that have resulted from changes to the frontline. The government has been able to find money over the 
last few years for the Premier’s pet projects. I think I have talked ad nauseam about Elizabeth Quay or 
Betty’s jetty as I like to call it. The $440 million spent on that project was essentially for everything that was 
done underground to get it ready to open. As it stands, it is a big car park with a couple of coffee shops. The 
project will not be finished in the short term; rather, it will take many years to be completed, if it is completed at 
all. It has created a whole range of other problems. 

Perth Stadium is another area of expenditure. I know that the Premier likes monuments and wants to be thought 
of as Barnett the builder so that he is remembered for perpetuity in line with his hero Sir Charles Court. But 
sometimes when we do not have the money, we should not spend it. It is a bit like the Premier being the 
Peter Pan of politics and borrowing now for the never–never because it will not be his problem. He will not be in 
the position of having to worry about where to find the dollars to pay back that debt and, hopefully, neither will 
members opposite after March next year. It will be somebody else’s problem. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: Nasty. 
Hon KATE DOUST: It is not nasty; it is a fact. I will come to the Nationals, too. 
Yesterday there was an announcement about Roe 8. The government is rushing to sign contracts for the further 
expenditure of money that it does not have. I think the last time I spoke about these types of issues was when the 
former Minister for Transport, Dean Nalder, and the former Minister for Local Government had either quit or 
were in the process of quitting. We can look at some of the fiascos of the former transport minister who probably 
deserves a bit of time on the back row to work out how to better manage himself. He has to realise that if he is 
going to make a decision, he should do the preparation beforehand and not flip-flop on it. The simplest example 
I can give is — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! Continual interjections are not helpful. From what 
I understand, every member has an opportunity to speak on the Loan Bill. Your turn will come at the moment. 
Hon Kate Doust has the call. 
Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you, Madam Acting President. 
One of the best examples of a flip-flop and significant expenditure is the electronic signs that were placed over 
the freeway that were visible to those who drove up through the southern suburbs. The money was spent and the 
signs went up, but virtually within 24 hours they were turned off because people complained about them being 
a distraction. There was question about what would happen to them. If the minister had not rushed into that and 
done his prep work and spoken with stakeholders, the state might have saved $600 000 or whatever it cost to 
deal with that issue. There was also his constant flip-flopping about the poor people who live in the way of what 
will be Roe 8. I have mentioned some of those families, particularly the Smirk family. Yesterday, they were 
again in the media because they are concerned about what will happen to their home if the government proceeds 
with Roe 8. I am sure there are a number of other people in a similar situation. There has been constant 
flip-flopping about whether or not to build a tunnel or a road and how much that would cost. We do not get 
costings for any of these things, so what has happened does not surprise me. The former minister deserves to 
spend time on the back row because I think he cost the government quite a bit of money. 
We can also talk about the former Minister for Local Government, Tony Simpson. Let us look at how much was 
expended by not only the state government, but also a range of local governments on the so-called local government 
reform, which ended up being a massive flop. The money spent on that could have been expended elsewhere. 
One area in which money could have been spent has not been identified in the budget. We have seen cutbacks in 
the area of commerce and what is happening with information and communications technology. We have lost 
a significant amount of corporate knowledge in the digital economy area and we have lost the people working on 
the national broadband network issue. There have been cutbacks in range of those important areas that could 
have assisted with the diversification of work opportunities in our state. 
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Last night, I had the good fortune to attend an annual dinner. It is important to talk about this event in the context 
of this bill. The dinner was the Dennis Moore oration dinner, which is an ICT-related event that is run by the 
Australian Computer Society. For those who do not know Dennis Moore, he is a professor who was involved in 
creating the first computer in Western Australia in 1962. Professor Moore is still very active in that community. 
Every year at this dinner there is an excellent speaker who speaks about an aspect of ICT and the 1962 prize is 
handed out to a student who has demonstrated excellence in the area. In the past, speakers have talked about 
cybersecurity. Craig Valli from Edith Cowan University—a number of members know him—has talked about 
his concerns and how to approach these issues. I know that this matter is of interest to my colleagues 
Hon Martin Aldridge and Hon Nick Goiran, having attended the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association’s 
cybersecurity conference in Brisbane in July. I refer to that because in the media in the last day or so there has 
been a lot of discussion — 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! There are number of audible conversations going on in various parts of the 
chamber. I ask you to take them outside if you are not listening to what Hon Kate Doust is saying; I hope you 
are. Hon Kate Doust has the call. 
Hon KATE DOUST: Members may have noticed that in the last couple of days there have been a lot of media 
reports about research into how we deal with cybersecurity issues in Australia. Although we have a very good 
range of support, programs, plans and arrangements at the commonwealth level—it has very good networking 
arrangements with other countries to identify what is happening in that space, to deal with criminal elements and 
look at legislation—one can identify a real gap in Western Australia. The government has set up an innovation 
portfolio with Bill Marmion appointed Minister for Innovation. He is supposed to be looking at ICT matters. He 
told us that he will release an ICT strategy, but I do not know whether his strategy will incorporate cybersecurity 
and perhaps that is because the government has not dealt with it and has not budgeted for it. Certainly, this loan 
bill will not assist with those changes. Cybersecurity is a significant issue for people in our community who go 
online to conduct all sorts of business and to those who are in a range of tiers of business in our community, be 
they small, medium or large businesses. This is an area in which the state government can provide significant 
support. People lose hundreds of thousands of dollars, even up to millions of dollars, when they are scammed by 
cybercriminals. This government has missed a real challenge. It is a shame that those matters were not canvassed 
in previous budgets and that they will not be picked up as a result of the government having to borrow this 
money to assist that type of change. 

Coming back to the dinner, last night’s speaker, Dr Adrian Boeing from Atlas Copco, was very interesting. His 
talked was titled, “Autonomous Mining: What’s Next?” He gave a lengthy and detailed speech about the 
changing nature of work in our state. Given that we have come off the peak of the mining boom and most of our 
constituents are asking what is next, what happened to the money and what are we going to do because 
unemployment figures have risen, I thought his speech was quite timely. He talked about how significant change 
is happening in our state, particularly in the mining sector, where workers can actually be removed from that 
workplace. They are now designing out the need to have a person physically on-site or in a vehicle to do the 
work. We know that some companies have been managing their mine sites online for some time, such as 
Rio Tinto, but he talked specifically about BHP Billiton and how by 2017, nobody will be driving trucks on BHP 
sites in WA because it will all be automated. It will all be run from an office somewhere in the city. It will just 
be somebody sitting in front of screens and pressing buttons and using keyboards, and that is how the operation 
will be. The challenge then is what to do with the people who are no longer employed driving those trucks. I see 
Hon Jim Chown expressing interest in that, because that is his portfolio. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: The Labor jobs plan! 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am glad the honourable member is reading through that. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: That’ll fix it. 

Hon KATE DOUST: It will indeed! Come on board! 

Hon Jim Chown: We will get them building railcars. 

Hon KATE DOUST: The challenge for government is in how to find jobs for the future. The member is right; 
we do actually identify that in the WA Labor jobs plan. However, this is a challenge that this government has not 
considered. It has only just come to the party, very late in the game—in fact, only in the last few months, when 
all of a sudden it has started to talk about diversification. We are starting to move from the Premier only ever 
talking about mining and resources as being the saviour and starting to see the government being prepared to talk 
about diversification, but it has not actually talked about what to do to replace those forms of occupation that are 
now going to be erased because of this change. 

The comments of Dr Adrian Boeing last night were very thought provoking. People in that room were talking 
about those changes. He mapped out and identified state by state the key modes of employment types in each 
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state of the United States. Hon Jim Chown will be pleased to know that right across the span of the US it was 
predominantly truck drivers. He talked about what we could do to replace them. The challenge for government is 
in allocating the appropriate funds to invest in the future change of jobs. I do not know whether it has done that. 
There has been a lot of talk about it, but has the government actually done a training needs analysis to identify 
those jobs for the future? Has it worked out in what types of work we need to change employment? What sort of 
education programs do we need to put in place from the very start of our education process to either enable 
people to go through a different pathway or inspire them to go down a different pathway? We are not going to be 
able to have people on mine sites to do the truck driving or drilling. The excellent example used last night and 
illustrated on video was the fact that they no longer needed people to use drilling equipment because it was all 
automated. If we lose those jobs, what will those people do? That is a challenge that has not been identified. By 
the time we get to the election, it will be after eight and a half years of this government, during which time we 
have been through a significant mining boom—a once-in-a-generation mining boom. We have now come down 
the slope and seen these people come off the job and back into the cities and not be able to find employment, and 
it is at this point that people need to be asking, “What else is there we can do?” The government should have 
been ready. It should have been identifying what the other options would be. It missed the boat on that. In his 
talk last night Dr Boeing also canvassed the issue of Indigenous employment. He said that if we are going to lose 
these jobs in certain areas, given that Indigenous employment is traditionally at the lower end of the economic 
scale, what are we going to do to assist people in those communities to find alternative work that not only 
provides them with a decent standard of living but also is interesting? That is another challenge this government 
has failed to meet. I just wanted to share that with members. I am happy to share a copy of the speech that was 
given last night, because it poses some very interesting questions as you work your way through it. 

This state traditionally has been reliant on mining. I have been talking about this for the last eight years in here. 
Eight years ago we should have been talking about alternatives to mining and those other opportunities, such as 
in information and communications technology, biotech or any of those other areas, or looking for different trade 
opportunities. I know that former minister Baston was always very interested in expanding trade horizons. I do 
not know whether his successor is going to be as excited about doing those things, but these are the opportunities 
that the government needs to focus on. Sadly, because of the financial pickle the government has got the state 
into, it does not have the dollars to do those sorts of things. It does not have the dollars to be adventurous, to 
experiment or to bring in the expertise to set up the programs, provide educational supports or make those plans 
for the future. I have not heard anything from the government about its plan for the future—I am sure my 
colleagues would let me know if we had. We have not seen anything in black and white about the diversification 
of employment. I encourage members to read this. I think that is a real challenge for government, whichever side 
is in power. If Labor is elected after March next year, I think we will rise to that challenge, because we have 
always been keen about that diversification. 

Hon Jim Chown: Like you did last time? Let’s talk about that! 

Hon KATE DOUST: We would do a much better job than you. 

Hon Jim Chown: The last time you were in — 

Hon KATE DOUST: The last time we were in government, our state debt was $3.6 billion. It was very low. 
A big gold star to Eric Ripper for being a solid, conservative Treasurer! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! Settle down! I invite Hon Kate Doust perhaps to direct her 
comments through the Chair and perhaps not to invite interjections in deference to Hansard, who is having a difficult 
time getting down the multiple interjections that are being made on both sides of the chamber, I might say. 

Hon Jim Chown: And we don’t want to see history repeat itself! 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon KATE DOUST: Kick him out. 

As I was saying, the reason our state debt was at $3.6 billion was that we had a very good Treasurer in 
Eric Ripper. He might have been conservative, but he kept the debt down and he kept things rolling along. We 
cannot say that for this government. How many Treasurers have we been through? How many have gone 
through the revolving door? We have had seven Treasurers in this state. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! The last words that I spoke to people were not an invitation for others to 
start their interjecting while the others finished. Only one person has the call. Everybody has the right to speak. 
You can all have your turn, in turn. At the moment, it is Hon Kate Doust. 
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Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you, Madam Acting President; I only have eyes for you, now. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: I’m flattered! 

Hon KATE DOUST: As I was saying, there have been seven Treasurers. The Premier has treated that portfolio as 
a revolving door. We would have to say that if he really cared about the state’s finances, he would have put 
someone in there who would have stayed the distance, who would have done the job, who would have been 
sensible in expenditure and who perhaps would have hauled the Premier up and said, “No, you can’t go out and 
spend like a drunken sailor and then not worry about the debt later on.” But that is not what happened. Following 
a whole range of calamities, we have had this revolving door. People have left either of their own volition or 
because they could no longer hold it. The Premier has always been very good at thought bubbles and distraction. 
Whenever things are getting really, really bad, this Premier and a couple of his ministers as well are very good at 
throwing distractions or red herrings out into the community. We are starting to see it even now. In the last week — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: What was I saying? 

Hon Samantha Rowe: Start from the beginning. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I should, actually. It has just slipped my mind. As I was saying, in the last week the 
Premier, in an act of desperation, came up with another thought bubble that is obviously not sustainable. Late in 
the afternoon last Saturday it was reported that the Premier is now talking about selling off state debt to 
superannuation companies. He is saying, “Oh well, you will not be paying the banks. You will be paying the 
investors or the members of superannuation companies.” But it is still debt, and we are still paying off the debt. 
I do not think that lasted very long. That idea fizzled very quickly. Today we have seen him come up with 
another really interesting distraction—a recycled distraction. He is now saying, “Let’s build a new zoo.” 
Everybody likes going to the Zoo so let us build a zoo like they have in Werribee, Victoria, which is one of those 
open zoos where people can pat the animals and tame their own lion cubs. It is a lovely distraction but there is no 
money for it. Let us face it; it will not be built for decades. 
The government is making all these promises but it is in never-never land. They will not happen until well and 
truly beyond when the Premier retires. It might take a couple of cycles before members opposite return to that 
side of the chamber, but these are commitments that the government will never have to deliver upon or pay for. 
The reality is that because of this government’s excessive expenditure, there is no money to pay for these things. 
The Premier, in a total act of desperation, is simply trying to distract the community by offering it a bit of candy 
that he will never have to deliver. If things are that bad, he needs to honest with the community. If we are at the 
point at which we are so broke that we cannot do things, he should say that to people and he should explain what 
his strategy will be to get us back into the black. We have not heard that discussion. After losing the state’s 
AAA rating and after all the problems with finances, staff cutbacks and redundancies, this government’s big 
solution is to try to resolve its financial difficulties by selling everything. This chamber is currently dealing with 
the Pilbara Port Assets (Disposal) Bill 2015 to sell off that port. As we know, it is causing a great deal of 
consternation for junior miners. They have talked about the lack a consultation with the government at a range of 
levels during that process and the impact on their companies, which will be quite negative. They are concerned 
about whether their businesses can be sustained after the disposal of the Utah Point port. They also talk about the 
impact on the company’s employees and the flow-on impact on their employees’ families and the communities 
in which they live, because these types of decisions do have flow-on implications. 
Although the government might think that it will haul in some quick cash to reduce its current debt levels, it has 
not looked to the long term. A real feature of this government is that it does not look to the future because the 
Premier does not look to the future. He looks only at what will happen in the short period ahead because he will 
probably not be here and it will not be his problem. Who knows what will happen with the Pilbara port 
legislation over the next few weeks? We have seen issues with the port of Fremantle. We do not know what will 
happen there because we do not have that piece of legislation; I must say that these things are ticking along. Last 
year the Perth Market Authority was sold. That legislation that went through the chamber was interesting. Again, 
the government might have undersold itself, as we discovered after the sale. We saw changes made to Keystart 
and there was also a Western Power issue, which we discussed this morning. Another thing linked to that is the 
government’s desire to shift the oversight of our energy systems to the Australian Energy Regulator and our 
capacity to manage any changes to the legislation around gas and electricity to the South Australian Parliament. 
This government will deny the Western Australian Parliament any oversight of this state’s energy market. We 
will not be able to critique or stop any potentially negative decisions being made about what happens to the 
energy market in our state. A range of things have been going on. I am sure that one of my colleagues will talk 
about the Bell Group companies fiasco. Two pieces of legislation were presented over a short period to stem the 
expenditure of taxpayers’ money in that area, and it is still ongoing. We have seen some poorly thought out ideas 
and the government has been grasping at solutions to the position it has found itself in. This is not about the 
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17 ministers who sit around the table, be they Liberal or National Party members, and the decisions that they 
have made. This is about how these decisions impact on our community. 
I will talk about some other things that have happened. We have also seen the ructions within the Liberal Party 
caused by the recent ministerial changes and the changes to the hierarchy of the National Party. The Leader of 
the National Party, Brendon Grylls, has come up with a thought bubble about a proposed new mining tax. The 
reaction across the board in the mining sector has been to oppose that idea. The Premier has also opposed it. I do 
not understand how a coalition group can sit at the cabinet table with this huge bunfight going on and 
a disagreement about a policy direction. 
Hon Mark Lewis: It is like caucus. 
Hon KATE DOUST: It is not like caucus. It is one great big love-in in our caucus, minister. We are all very 
happy. You guys just make us happy; if you keep working the way you are working, we are sweet. 
Rio Tinto, BHP Billiton, the Premier and a raft of state and federal ministers are all lambasting Mr Grylls’ 
proposal. We know that he came up with this idea because there was a policy vacuum on his side of politics. 
No-one was coming up with any ideas about how to improve the budget or the fiscal mismanagement of this 
state’s finances by this government. He came up with this idea because he thought it might fix the problem. It 
has been kicked to the kerb, as Hon Simon O’Brien would say. Today, it has been kicked even further because in 
the ABC online news, the federal Nationals leader Barnaby Joyce said — 

“I don’t think that any tax is going to be something we want,” … 
… 
“I don’t think that a new tax is going to inspire that growth because if they don’t develop the mines then 
there’s no employment there.” 

I would have thought that was a fairly straightforward comment. I would have thought that the National Party 
would also be fairly loved up. I thought that they would be hanging off the same tree and singing from the same 
hymnbook, but obviously not, because in the article Mr Grylls dismissed Mr Joyce’s comments and said — 

WA had propped up the mining industry for too long. 
“Let’s be very clear on this: Barnaby is a National but he doesn’t support Western Australia,” … 

I am just stunned that they could have such dysfunction within their own party. It just goes to show that this is 
another poorly thought out proposal. It got everyone talking about it. It will be interesting to see as we go into 
the election how hard the National Party pushes on that policy to the potential detriment of the state, and how 
hard the Liberal government pushes back to shut the Nationals down. If Mr Grylls is not prepared to listen to his 
federal leadership, his own parliamentary leadership here in the form of the Premier and major employers in the 
mining sector, it will be a very interesting stunt on his part. Between the Libs and the Nats, it cannot be terribly 
easy being in the cabinet these days because of the things that are happening. We have seen a number of cuts. 
The last time I had the opportunity to talk about—I do not know whether it was a loan bill or a budget bill. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: There have been so many. 
Hon KATE DOUST: The member is right—there have been so many opportunities to talk about how badly this 
government has mismanaged the finances. I think I have already referenced a number of times in the past this 
great myth—it is something the Liberal Party has tried to perpetuate—that the Liberals are great economic 
managers. We have seen in Western Australia that they are not. We know that some significant economic 
professionals have critiqued a number of the government’s decisions over the past few years. We know some of 
the impacts of this government’s policies upon the state. I have already referred to the state debt, which will now 
move towards $40 billion, and the addition of this $1.7 billion the government is seeking to borrow will add to 
that burden. 
We know that, under the Barnett government, we have seen a series of increases in charges, and I will repeat 
those so that they are on the record again. We have seen the reversal of the payroll tax threshold increase and the 
indefinite deferral of the abolition of the transfer duty on non-real assets. Members who have been around for 
a while will remember that very long evening when we debated that piece of legislation. Since then, the 
government has done nothing to assist small businesses with the removal of that element of the Duties Act 2008. 
We have seen the issue of school fees for children of 457 visa holders. We have seen the 2013–14 land tax rise 
of 12.5 per cent and the 2014–15 land tax rise of 10 per cent. That has placed a significant burden on small 
business. When those things were happening, a number of my colleagues received significant complaints from 
members of their communities and from people in small business. I understand that it was also an area of 
complaint that resonated in the Liberal Party room. We have seen increases in the landfill levy and in parking 
charges at train stations. Today we have seen parking fines at universities potentially being increased. 
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We have seen the regional improvement levy increase and the changes in transfer duty exemptions for first 
homebuyers in 2014–15. This is a very interesting change. If a first homebuyer wants to access any remaining 
financial support they are limited to essentially buying way out in the suburbs. Quite often, buying way out in the 
suburbs means not having access to the same sorts of facilities as would be available in the inner city. There is 
not the same access, necessarily, to public transport either physically or in the sense of timeliness. There is not 
the same access to community facilities. Perhaps there are not as many schools in the area, or decent access to 
hospitals or whatever. That is the result of people now being pushed out into the outer suburbs. Because the 
government does not have enough money, it is not able to provide the depth of support to people in those new 
communities. That is a significant problem as well. 
We saw the removal of motor vehicle concessions, another land tax increase in 2015–16, and an increase in the 
loan guarantee fee for local governments, universities and Keystart. Those are some of the negative increases 
that have occurred, without talking about water and electricity. We have seen flow-on increases through local 
governments, because they have had to pick up additional charges for water and electricity. This is another 
negative for small businesses, because they also pick up those increases under the different tariff arrangements. 
When we get out of this term of government—hopefully the last term of the Barnett government—I do not think 
there will be a good story to tell. Other than a couple of monuments, I do not think the government has a good 
story to tell the community. The community now does not believe the government. 
Hon Peter Collier: We’ve got a great education system. 
Hon KATE DOUST: That is questionable, too, but I am not going to go into that, because I am sure 
Hon Sue Ellery will spend quite a significant period talking about the flaws in the education system. I encourage 
the minister to talk to my friends over at Como Secondary College about the cuts. 
Hon Peter Collier: I’ve been there, it is a great school. 
Hon KATE DOUST: It is a great school, but I would love the minister to get over there and support the school 
with extra funding for its teachers to teach those kids in need, who might have truancy or other issues. 
Hon Peter Collier: They have more funding than they ever had before. 
Hon KATE DOUST: No, they do not. The school has now had to cut back on a range of programs. I have talked 
about that before, but Hon Sue Ellery will spend time discussing this. 
Hon Peter Collier: They have more funding, I can assure you. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 7055.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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