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BARNETT GOVERNMENT — TAX, FEE AND CHARGE INCREASES 

Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Members, today I received within the prescribed time a letter from the 
Leader of the Opposition in the following terms — 

Matter of Public Interest  

I wish to raise the following as a matter of public interest today. 

“That the House express its grave concern at the Barnett Government continuing to break promises and 
increasing taxes, fees and charges on the people of Western Australia.  

The SPEAKER: Members, to me the matter appears to be in order. If at least five members stand in support of 
the matter being debated, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.]  

The SPEAKER: The matter shall proceed on the usual basis, as detailed in the standing orders. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [3.13 pm]: I move —  

That the House express its grave concern at the Barnett Government continuing to break promises and 
increasing taxes, fees and charges on the people of Western Australia. 

The people of Western Australia elect a state government to, firstly, provide services. They expect a government 
in providing those services to look after family living standards and to protect families from savage and sudden 
increases in family bills. This is a responsibility that the current Liberal–National government has completely 
failed to meet. Western Australian families have suffered a diminution of their living standards of up to $1 100 
in the short period since this government came to power. A family with two kids at school and two cars and 
which takes an overnight trip to Rottnest Island once a year, has been slugged $1 100 by this government in just 
18 months of its being in government. We have seen the Premier being coy with journalists about the prospect of 
either a surplus or deficit in the budget, which will be released later this week. I expect this government will 
struggle to a surplus. It will be a surplus built on savage increases in family bills and broken promises.  

This state has had a curious combination from this government. On the one hand, this state has had record 
spending growth and, on the other hand, it has had underspending on key promises. On the one hand this state 
has had record spending growth and, on the other hand, cuts to front-line services. What sort of government can 
preside over record growth in expenditure, fail to deliver on its promises and cut core front-line services? It takes 
particularly poor management and it takes a particularly poor process for setting priorities to arrive at that sort of 
perturbing conclusion.  

I think there is a contest within the government over the question of the budget balance. Factors pushing the 
budget towards deficit are, firstly, the general overspending of the government with record expense growth of 
13 per cent plus, year on year. The second factor is the chickens coming home to roost—decisions that have not 
been properly incorporated in the budget, including expense growth rates for health and all those matters 
harmonising the agenda of the Premier’s public announcements with the budget agenda. All of that must be 
pushing the budget towards deficit. On the other hand, we have some other factors that are as equally 
reprehensible, but are also pushing the budget towards surplus. Underspending on broken promises is a big 
factor that will push this government’s budget towards a surplus. Savage increases in family budgets is another 
factor. Other factors include dishonesty in the budget by not including all the projects that the Premier has 
announced and not including accurate and credible factors for growth in spending, for example, in health.  

It is a question of not only this government’s promises, but also the federal government’s promises. This 
government has taken money into the budget from the federal government and failed to spend it on the 
commitments that it made jointly with the federal government. It is not only breaking its own promises, but also 
the federal government’s promises by failing to spend that money. I will give the house a few examples. The 
government promised the small business community tax relief of $250 million over four years. What has it 
actually delivered? It delivered $123 million of tax relief through payroll tax rebates, which I think have been 
flicked over to the next financial year to try to preserve the budget balance for this financial year. It has not 
delivered on that promise. Worse than that, it has taken $511 million from small business by cancelling tax cuts 
on stamp duty and payroll tax, which Labor had put into the financial plan to benefit small and medium 
businesses in Western Australia.  

Let us look at what this government has done with the cost-of-living rebate for seniors; that is, $26 million per 
year for our seniors. This government has not made any payment at all in the 2009–10 financial year. In other 
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words, it is saying, “Your payment for this year has been deferred to later in the calendar year.” It really means 
that the payment for 2009–2010 has been cancelled and seniors will have to wait until the next financial year to 
get their payment. Basically, it has robbed pensioners of one year’s payment of the cost-of-living rebate. This 
government is into pensioners for $26 million.  

Any boasting or sense of satisfaction on the government side on Thursday about a budget surplus will have to be 
set against the dudding of small business—the broken tax promises and the extra taxes the government will 
collect from small business—and the robbing of pensioners of the cost-of-living rebate for 2009–10.  

I hope that the Premier will speak in this debate. I did see the government running sheet for this debate and I 
noted that the member for Riverton, the Minister for Commerce and the Minister for Water are listed to speak. 
The government’s response to this most important debate for this week will be led by a new backbencher, 
backed up by a new minister and backed up further by one of the weakest ministers in this house. That is the 
level of accountability that the government gives to this sort of issue. This is an important issue. The budget’s 
balance is based on broken promises and savage increases in family bills. I think it is going to get worse. The 
Premier has pretensions as an economic and financial manager. We on this side do not rate the Premier as an 
economic and financial manager. We say to the Premier that he should get rid of the Treasury portfolio as soon 
as he can, or his lack of ability in this area will be exposed. The Premier has got a death or glory spending 
instinct. We saw that in the 2005 election campaign with the canal proposal. That instinct lurks just beneath the 
Premier’s breast. The Premier’s fondness for pet projects—that death or glory, that reckless spending instinct—
will come back. This is made all the worse now that the Premier is also the Treasurer. The Premier has given 
himself the keys to the safe. He has given himself the chequebook. I am worried about the impact of that on the 
people of Western Australia. It is one thing for people to enjoy spending if they are part of the group that is 
benefiting from that spending. It is another thing if people are having to pay for that spending through savage 
increases in family bills, or are having to suffer the consequences of a solemn promise that was made by this 
government but that now will not be delivered.  

I will tell members some of the things that are going to happen. Last year, the government underplayed the level 
of spending growth expected in health. The government based its budget on a 3.8 per cent growth in health 
expenditure. That was ridiculous. Eventually, the government was forced to face reality and top up the health 
budget with $250 million. Is this just a theoretical, philosophical or commentarial debate, or a debate on which 
we might score a point or two, or does it really matter? It really does matter. If we constrict the health budget 
because we have an unrealistically low rate of expense growth, that has consequences. As the Department of 
Health tries to reach that budget target, it has impacts on patients waiting in pain for surgery that they cannot get, 
and waiting too long in emergency departments. It also has impacts on staff. It even has impacts on senior staff, 
as we saw with the resignation of the former director general of health. The government needs to put into the 
budget the correct figure for health. If the government does not do that, its budget will completely lack 
credibility and it will completely lack honesty. If the government does not put into its budget the correct figure 
for health, there will be dangerous consequences for patients, and there will be unpleasant working conditions 
for staff, including staff resignations.  

I know what the Premier is going to say. He is going to say that he has cut expense growth. The Premier used the 
commonwealth stimulus expenditure to justify the high rate of expense growth. As that commonwealth stimulus 
expenditure is withdrawn, the Premier will use that withdrawal to claim that he now has a very low rate of 
expense growth. That is not true. The government’s budgets have lacked credibility. The government’s 
credibility problems have come home to roost for Western Australian families, because solemn promises have 
been broken, and there have been huge increases in family bills. I cannot see any improvement in store for us 
with the budget that will come down on Thursday. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [3.23 pm]: I rise to support this matter of public interest and to endorse the 
comments made by the Leader of the Opposition. It has become a reality that this is a government that cannot be 
believed. The party that represented itself to the people of Western Australia at the last election and the 
government that we see today are two very different animals. The Leader of the Opposition has made the point 
that we on this side of the house, and also, I dare say, other Western Australians with a sense of history, have 
great fear about the fact that the Premier now also holds the Treasury portfolio. There is a reason that in political 
history there has been a negative perception about Treasurers—that is with the exception of the Leader of the 
Opposition, of course; we all loved the Leader of the Opposition when he was the Treasurer! A Treasurer has to 
be able to say to a Premier, “No, Premier, we cannot spend money on that, because we do not have it. The debt 
levels are too high, and we need to protect families from interest payments that are getting higher and higher”. 
That is why the state opposition has great concern about the Premier holding these two portfolios, neither of 
which he is performing in admirably well at all. 
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I dare say I will be spending a lot of time over the next few years talking about the incredible expense growth of 
this government. Expense growth has not yet dropped below 13 per cent since this government came to power. It 
is interesting that the midyear review shows expense growth for 2010–11 at 2.6 per cent. I will have a guess. I 
will guess that that has been revised upwards in the upcoming budget, and that it will be revised upwards again 
in the midyear review that will be released in December of this year. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: But it will have low figures for the out years in the new budget! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am sure it will be down to one per cent in 2011–12, and it will probably be around that for 
2012–13 and from there on. It is probably not the 13 per cent expense growth month on month that I keep talking 
about that will come back to bite this government. It always tends to be the smaller things that bring 
governments undone. Former Premier Richard Court will no doubt attest to that with the belltower. As the 
Leader of the Opposition has said, it is the seniors of Western Australia who are bearing the brunt of this 
government’s big spending and broken promises. As I looked through the Liberal Party’s election documents, in 
particular its economic document “Securing the economic future of Western Australia”, I could not find any 
mention of the fact that the Liberal–National government would be cutting the seniors’ cost-of-living rebate for 
2009–10. I could not find in those documents any mention of the fact that seniors will have to miss out on that 
cost-of-living rebate this financial year. While we in this chamber may consider that to be a relatively small 
payment, seniors on a fixed income factor that into their living costs and rely on that payment to ensure that they 
can make ends meet over the course of the year. Not once did I see that referred to in the pre-election documents 
of the Liberal Party. As the Leader of the Opposition has said, the government will cobble together a budget 
surplus for 2009–10. The government will cobble together that surplus based on savage increases in fees and 
charges, and based on a re-cashflowing—I will come to that term in a moment—of other projects and other 
broken promises in the out years. The seniors of Western Australia are entitled to ask, “If the government 
managed to get a budget surplus in 2009–10, why was our cost-of-living rebate not paid? Why was it pushed out 
to the next financial year?” It was pushed out to protect the government’s credibility on financial management. 
Seniors are the ones who are having to bear the key cuts in government funding. We saw the government 
backflip dramatically, thankfully, on its decision to cut the funding for paupers’ funerals and for other small 
spending programs. The government felt the political heat that a government is put under when it is forced to 
make those sorts of cuts to prevent expense growth from growing to 13 per cent.  

In question time I asked the Premier a question about the government’s tax reform and reduction strategy. It is 
interesting that the Premier would not give a commitment that we would see such a strategy in this term of 
government, and neither would he commit to quarantining in the budget the Economic Audit Committee savings 
and directing them to tax cuts. All the Premier would say is that the savings would come by way of increased 
services, and perhaps by way of tax cuts. This tax cut promise has now morphed into something that is a lot more 
difficult to define; that is, increased services. The document “Securing the economic future of Western 
Australia” states — 

All savings identified by the Economic Audit will be quarantined for return to the Western Australian 
taxpayer through the Tax Reform and Reduction Strategy. 

We do not yet see that strategy. I dare say we are not going to see it. We are about to see a budget that is 
supposedly going to deliver on the first tranche of the recommendations made in the Economic Audit Committee 
report. Will those savings be quarantined; and, if they are quarantined, will they be delivered by way of tax cuts? 
The Liberal Party’s pre-election financial document goes on to say that a Liberal government will be — 

• Returning to taxpayers, through lower tax rates, any unforeseen tax revenue windfalls; … 

That is referring specifically to all savings identified by the Economic Audit Committee for Western Australian 
taxpayers. We already know that the $250 million was committed to by the Liberal Party to the 500 Club in 
exchange for the $400 000 donation we saw on television during the election campaign: “We will give you 
$400 000 if you give us $250 million in tax cuts,” and the deal was done. Already, though, that has been reversed 
out of the forward estimates and $123 million has been delivered. As the Leader of the Opposition already 
said—he stole my thunder earlier—the $100 million payroll tax rebate was pushed out to September this year to 
again protect the surplus position for 2009–10. 

This is the problem: we have a government that cannot be believed on its tax cut commitments. We have seen 
what it has done to the seniors’ cost-of-living rebate, and we have seen what it has said in respect of the 
Ellenbrook rail line. The Liberal Party’s election commitment matched that of the former Labor government, and 
its costings document made that crystal clear. Now, through the weasel words of the Premier, that project has 
been pushed out to another term. It is unfortunate that the member for Swan Hills is not with us this afternoon, as 
he is always a lively contributor to debate on the Ellenbrook rail line. That railway has been pushed off into the 
never–never, assuming the government gets a second term.  
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More interestingly, we have seen the emergence of a new economic term from this government—re-
cashflowing; that is, re-cashflowing promises into the never–never. It is very difficult to find out what re-
cashflowing actually means. I have looked through some of the economic dictionaries. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Going, going, gone! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Going, going, gone! That is probably as close as we will get. Interestingly, in a very useful 
exchange in the other place, Hon Linda Savage, in one of her very first contributions as a member of Parliament, 
asked Hon Helen Morton to define “re-cashflowing”. It is a very interesting Hansard to read, because we got 
four different definitions in the space of an afternoon from Hon Helen Morton! As the Leader of the Opposition 
has already indicated, it no doubt means, “Going, going, gone!” God forbid if there is a group out there looking 
for funding for a project, and it gets a letter from the government saying that the project has been re-cashflowed; 
that will mean that it has gone. I can guarantee all the groups out there whose projects and programs were 
promised funding by the Liberal Party during the election campaign that “re-cashflowing” means the projects 
and programs have gone. In 2009–10, the seniors’ cost-of-living rebate was re-cashflowed, and the people of 
West Swan and Swan Hills have had the Ellenbrook train line re-cashflowed out to the never–never; they will 
never see it again, that I can guarantee. The $250 million in tax cuts has been re-cashflowed to the forward 
estimates, and it will never come back. The quarantined savings of the Economic Audit Committee will not be 
delivered simply because the 13 per cent expense growth this government has presided over in its first 18 months 
in office will ensure that there will be more of these petty cuts to protect the Premier’s desire to create a legacy 
that will simply be to create debt at levels never before seen in Western Australia. Every Western Australian will 
be paying interest bills for a long time to come, which is why the upcoming budget surplus, if there is one for 
2009–10, and the one predicted for 2010–11, will be built around re-cashflowing and broken promises. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Treasurer) [3.33 pm]: I intend to make a few very brief comments. It is not 
appropriate that I debate the budget before the budget is presented. This is the second budget of the Liberal–
National government, delivered just 20 months after our election. That is an unusual situation in itself, and I 
believe that if members are fair-minded—I am sure all members opposite will be—they will see in this budget 
that the finances of Western Australia have been stabilised and that the state is in a very strong position to 
hopefully progress over what I hope will be good times for Western Australia in the years to come. 

That has not been achieved easily; there has been belt tightening. We heard the opposition complain during 
question time about cuts in government grants. Fair enough; that is part of what the opposition should do in this 
Parliament. There has been belt tightening right across government, and as I will stress on Thursday, it is also a 
sharing of the burden with the people of Western Australia. I very much regret the fact that very substantial 
increases in electricity charges last year and this year have been announced. I regret the fact that there will be a 
very significant increase in the price of water. There will be more said about that, I guess, following the delivery 
of the budget. I will not re-debate the point, but under the previous government the electricity utility moved from 
being a profitable organisation to an organisation that had something in the order of a three-quarters of a billion 
dollar debt. The Liberal–National government had no option but to deal with that situation. It did not try to 
disguise it by creating a glide path of smaller increases, or try to disguise the subsidy as a community service 
obligation. Community service obligations are designed to provide services to people who are somehow 
disadvantaged, not to cover subsidies as a result of incompetent government. They will not be described as 
community service obligations, but the businesses and households that buy electricity have shared the burden of 
correcting that problem. Equally, in the area of water supply—we will soon hear from the Minister for Water—
the cost of bringing on new water supplies, including desalination, is expensive, and the price of water needs to 
reflect that.  

That is a reality that I believe the people of Western Australia actually understand. We would be condescending 
and showing little respect to the people of Western Australia were we not to tell them the truth about the real cost 
of electricity or water. People will find that the community will be asked in this budget to share in that burden. 
However, they will also see that there are good reasons for optimism about the state’s finances and the 
development of the state in the years to come. 

I do not intend to say any more at this stage. There will be a long debate about the budget. A lot of the problems 
with the state’s finances will be solved by this budget, but there are still further problems to be solved. As I say, 
this is the government’s second budget in just 20 months. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [3.36 pm]: I rise to say a few things on the upcoming budget, although I do not 
know very much about it, to be honest. This state has gone through—as have the rest of the nation and the rest of 
the world—the largest shock to public finances in modern history since the 1930s. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: And that was just the arrival of Colin Barnett on the Treasury bench! 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: Actually, he is doing a remarkable job; the member should wait for a couple of days and he 
will see how great a job he, and the person who held the portfolio before him, has done. 

That is what this debate is all about. Members opposite are getting nervous. Every night, the member for Victoria 
Park kneels by his bed and says, “Bless me; I need a deficit. I need something to talk about in Parliament.” He 
needed a deficit, but now he is getting a bit nervous because there may not be one. He might have to actually do 
some work and find out where the real difficulties are. He might actually have to go out and work hard. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We have come through a very big change. The commonwealth government’s budget 
situation went from a $20 billion surplus to a $50 billion deficit—a huge perturbation, and a huge change. Our 
budget declined sharply; I think the estimate was about $2 billion down to a slight surplus. Those are the 
changes, but the reason we have budget surpluses are for the periods such as we have just gone through. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That’s what we said! That’s what the former Treasurer said! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, the former Treasurer was right, as I said the other day in this house: we build up 
surpluses for days on which it not only rains, but it storms, and revenue drops. That is what happened. Our own 
source revenue dropped by 13 per cent. What would one expect the government to do other than drop the deficit? 
That is what we did. We made some tough choices. When we went into the last election, we had expectations; all 
we could do was take — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I observe that courtesy was offered to the Leader of the Opposition; and courtesy was also 
offered to the Premier. Courtesy was offered to the member for Victoria Park. I expect the same courtesy to be 
offered to the member for Riverton.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: When we went into the 2008 election, we expected a budget surplus of around $2 billion. 
That is what the Liberal–National government inherited from the previous government, and we made plans 
accordingly, as the now opposition did in government before that election. When things did not turn out that 
way, we had to adjust things. That is what members on this side of the house are paid to do—to govern and make 
difficult decisions. That is what we have done, and we have done it well. I am confident that when the budget is 
released on Thursday, though we will hear screams from the people opposite, the screams will be largely hollow.  

We hear a lot from the member for Victoria Park on taxes. As I said, what counts is not what we talk about in 
opposition but what we try to do when in government. When members opposite first came into government, they 
faced a difficult fiscal position. What did members opposite do? They raised taxes! The former Labor 
government then received the largest revenue windfall of any government in Western Australian history. Over 
the period of Labor’s time in office it received in per capita terms—there was a large population growth—a 
210 per cent increase in tax revenue.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: What about what happened to the GST? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The GST revenue went up.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Our share went down!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: My answer to the Leader of the Opposition was precise. The Labor government’s own tax 
revenue increased by 210 per cent from 2001 to 2008. That is a huge increase. And the way members opposite 
increased taxes, of course, was through bracket creep; it did not adjust conveyancing fees or, until the end of its 
term, payroll tax. The former government just allowed the automatic accelerators to fill its coffers. That is what 
members opposite did. That is not very difficult; they just sat back and raked in the money! When we came into 
government we experienced a 13 per cent decline in our source revenue. Members opposite had received a 
210 per cent per capita increase in its source revenue, but we received a 13 per cent cut. That is the bottom line. 
We can only deal with what we have. We did not go in for major tax increases.  

Mr P. Papalia: What about public sector expenditure?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, expenditure went up. If we had listened to members opposite in the budget debates, we 
would have thought that it went up tenfold, because everybody on the other side stood after the 2009–10 budget 
was delivered claiming, “Terrible deficit! You are going into deficit!” Then they spent 45 minutes each on one 
program after another saying “Spend, spend, spend!” We cannot pay attention to what members opposite say.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: You were not here during our period in government.  
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: Members opposite would go out and spend, even the member for Victoria Park, who is 
supposed to be the scrooge in waiting and whose task is not to propose other expenditure but to show us how he 
would go out and cut expenditure. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Cut Roe 8!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Roe Highway stage 8 is a bottom line capital expenditure and, more importantly, it is an 
essential piece of capital investment.  

Mr P. Papalia: The road to nowhere!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It will go somewhere.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Where will it go?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It will go towards Fremantle. Members on the other side like to be pro-development, but 
how are the trucks going to get to the port? I would also like to talk about a few things on the issue of re-
cashflowing. Before the 2008 election the previous government was being inundated with cash. What was its 
stand? I remember “Carps the builder”. I remember going to talks and Alan Carpenter, the Premier at the time, 
would stand up with one grandiose plan after another. What happened to the Arena? We have seen a 300 per cent 
blow-out in expenditure. I would like to recommend to the Premier that we give this arena a name; it does not 
have an official name. How about “Ripper’s Rip Off” or “Roberts’ Robbery”? We can have a public poll. What 
do members on this side prefer—“Ripper’s Rip Off” or “Roberts’ Robbery”? Members opposite are stunned.  

Another issue we can put to the test is an issue that the shadow spokesman for sports in the other place keeps 
dragging up—this $1.2 billion stadium. How was this government going to fund that stadium? Hon Ken Travers 
was demanding in Parliament and through media to know how we were going to pay for this $1.2 billion 
stadium. What about the Albany Entertainment Centre? Great! They do not have anybody scheduled to put a 
play on there!  

Mr W.J. Johnston: You are in government.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is the point! The member for Cannington is right—it is the ball and chain that we 
inherited from the former government. It is one of those projects that we inherited from the previous 
government. We have to finish it on time and pay for it! And, in the case of Albany, we have to get somebody to 
go down there and put a play on! Taking over from the former Labor government was hard. Let us go to 
electricity and water.  

Mr P. Papalia: Do you think you are doing more harm than good here?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Does the member for Warnbro want me to keep going?  

Mr P. Papalia: Yes, please!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Electricity is one of those difficult issues, and tariffs are going up. We have debated that 
issue in this house often. We all know the symptom, and the reason for it is that the previous government failed 
to recognise the underlying costs and refused to allow electricity prices to be increased. As a result, right before 
the 2008 election, it had to face the reality that it was subsidising Verve to the tune of $1 million a week. In other 
words, the former government was subsidising electricity and keeping it underpriced to the tune of $1 million a 
week, and at the same time it was arguing for increased electricity prices because it was arguing for an emissions 
trading scheme. A report had to be issued and it came out that there was a huge $700-odd million deficit going 
forward, so the former government increased the electricity tariff slightly—by 10 per cent, I think. It did that 
mainly because there was an election coming, and it put other stuff on the never–never. The former Premier said 
at the time that he would not increase charges in the current financial year, but in subsequent years electricity 
prices would have to go up. He said that Western Australians would have to face reality and that the price of 
generated electricity would have to go up and we would have emissions trading as well! In other words, right 
before the election, the former Premier said the price of electricity was going up by 10 per cent. He said that they 
had been underpricing by $700 million and could not afford to continue subsidising Verve by $1 million a week. 
The former Premier said that he would increase charges by 10 per cent, but that they would go up even further. 
The former Premier revealed this glide path, but he buried it in the budget papers so that no one would see it. 
Electricity prices are going up and this government has recognised that. This government has decided it has to be 
honest with people by adjusting to cost-based pricing.  

Mr P. Papalia: You did not tell them that before the election!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We did. We have to adjust to cost-based pricing and we cannot continue to underprice a 
subsidised Verve. The former government’s failure to have Verge charge cost-based prices meant that it was not 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 18 May 2010] 

 p2748d-2757a 
Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Ben Wyatt; Mr Colin Barnett; Dr Mike Nahan; Dr Graham Jacobs; Mr Bill 

Marmion; Mrs Michelle Roberts 

 [7] 

investing adequately in capital. This government is doing that in a transparent manner, and it is recognising that 
it is better to charge for electricity than to jack up payroll tax or some other revenue stream.  

The price of water has been going up for quite a while; I think the previous government’s last budget forecast a 
nine per cent increase. In last year’s budget, I think the increase was about nine per cent, so it is the same thing. 
However, the simple fact is that when we build a desalination plant, it is highly costly.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: It is cheaper than a canal, though. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Desalination plants are highly costly. The previous government built the first desalination 
plant quite cheaply and well, and it was a timely project. The second one was very expensive and we have to 
recoup that cost. Labor cannot rationally—although it is quite a request for them to act rationally—complain 
about the increase in water prices when it put it in policies that necessarily increased the cost of water. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Build a canal! Come on, get on with it! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I have not seen a canal around lately, has the member? Is there a canal in Cannington? 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: He would not know! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What we are going to do is bring down a budget for the time, like we have to date. We are 
going to bring a budget down for the time; a budget that recognises that there are still threats in the world 
economy. I suspect the budget will show that there has been some improvement in revenue growth since we 
came to government—that is, we stemmed the tide of decline in our own source revenue. We are still dealing 
with a decline in our goods and services tax share and we are going to have to live with that. I am confident the 
budget will show that we have expenditure coming under control. 

One issue, of course, is that Labor is always focused on itself. Labor people have big navels; they are always 
focused on themselves. They cannot look beyond themselves. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: When the member for Victoria Park looks at the budget, all he sees is the money flowing 
from Canberra. In fact, members opposite worship Canberra. Why is it that people in the Labor Party in state 
governments always think of Canberra first? When they leave this house, many ex-Laborites say to themselves 
and the public, “Let’s do away with the states; we don’t need them. I’ve got my pension; I don’t need that 
anymore.” When they look at the budget, they look at the flow-in from Canberra. 

Mr M. McGowan: Who said that? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Neville Wran. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: He was never in this place, you twit! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I was not — 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Let me get to the point here — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Most of the expenditure growth over this period came because of the commonwealth and in 
the form of grants. If we strip that out, growth is about six per cent. The expenditure growth in 2008–09, after we 
strip out the commonwealth expenditure, was actually less than in the last budget brought down by Labor. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What do members opposite want us to do—refuse it? Do they want us to refuse the 
commonwealth money? 

Therefore, expenditure growth was actually quite modest relative to all the other states. It was very modest 
compared with — 
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Mr M. McGowan: Sit down! 

Several members interjected. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre — Minister for Water) [3.53 pm]: I will spend a few minutes contributing to this 
debate and take the house back to 1994. In 1994 there was a Council of Australian Governments agreement on 
water reform. That COAG agreement contained an acknowledgement that there was no system for cost recovery 
or management in the water space. I submit that largely there is no recovery of states’ costs in managing water 
today. We know we have a finite resource. We know that we intercept the finite resource in a cycle called the 
water cycle. It is where we intercept that cycle that is important. Whether we intercept that cycle — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr F.M. Logan: It is not a finite resource. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: It is. We have a finite resource. We cannot create this resource out of nothing. Water is a 
resource that we have to manage responsibly because we have advice, ever more advice, about the amount of 
resource and how to manage that resource. We have heard—the member for Cockburn keeps on interjecting and 
laughing—and we talk about responsibly managing this resource, and that is what all the questions are about. 
The member asks me questions about things such as the Gnangara mound being overdrawn; these are some of 
the issues that the member has been concerned about in the past. These issues are about the important 
responsible management of water, how we actually use water, how we recycle water and how we reuse water 
because that resource is not infinite. We have heard about the sustainability yield from the Commonwealth 
Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation. We have heard the predictions for the South West in 2030. We 
have heard about the reduction—more than 25 per cent—of the surface water resource into the future. We have 
heard about the seven to 10 per cent reduction in the groundwater in 2030 due to decreased recharge. Yet when I 
talk about a finite resource and managing it responsibly, members opposite laugh. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn! 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: This is about managing the resource. In 1994 it was highlighted by the Council of Australian 
Governments that in fact there was no water reform in cost recovery or management in the water space. We have 
essentially a 300 gigalitre capacity for Perth and surrounds; about 120 gigalitres is supplied by underground 
water. We are blessed with a very large underground water resource for Perth city. It is unique in Australia. 
However, scientists say that it is obviously a consumptive pool and it is not infinite; we have to manage the 
resource. In fact, water charges into the future are about the cost recovery of that water resource management. 
The water charge and the water volume charge last year for the average householder’s use of 300 kilolitres—that 
is, 300 000 litres in a year—amounted to $450. That was the charge for 300 000 litres of water. The increase in 
that charge from the year before was $45. 

Mr F.M. Logan: How much will it be? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The member has two more sleeps before he finds out. I remind the member that in the 2009–
10 budget the water service charge for 300 kilolitres was $200.40. In addition, the water usage charge, which is a 
volumetric charge, was $240.90. That adds up to just over $440. That is not to say let them eat cake; that just 
puts into perspective where water charges sit in the whole constellation of charges that we all face as consumers, 
whether it be for energy, taxes, land or water. I am putting these charges in context. The new charges give people 
who experience true hardship control over their total water bill regarding the volumetric charge versus the annual 
charge. The annual charge goes down, which gives them the message about volume and the volume charge. 
Pensioners and seniors will continue to receive a discount of up to 50 per cent of their annual service charge and 
usage. We are compassionate on these issues. This is not about harsh measures; it is about putting the water 
charges in perspective. Arrangements with the Water Corporation can be made by customers who are having 
difficulties with their payments and they will receive concessional interest rates. This government is putting 
water charges into perspective regarding cost recovery and the supply of water, which is essential for life. We 
are putting it into perspective and have put in place compassionate measures for people who experience true 
hardship. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Commerce) [4.01 pm]: In the few minutes that I have to 
speak on this matter, I remind members that for the past couple of years the economic climate has been quite 
bad. Therefore, any surplus that this government can deliver is an absolutely terrific outcome for Western 
Australia. We are a world leader in producing budgets. If this government can produce surplus budgets over the 
next four years, I think it will deserve a pat on the back. With that introduction, I refer to the payroll tax rebate. 
The opposition’s motion says that this house expresses its grave concern at the Barnett government for 
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continuing to break promises and increase taxes. The payroll tax rebate is a promise that we will deliver. The 
payroll tax rebate allows businesses with a payroll of up to $3.2 million to get a rebate. This will affect 6 700 
small businesses, which collectively have 68 000 employees. The payroll tax rebate will impact favourably on 
small businesses and part of the change to that rebate will provide employment incentives and greater training 
assistance. 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [4.03 pm]: We heard a rather interesting contribution to this debate from the 
Premier. He did not speak for long but I thought that some of the things he said were fairly extraordinary. He 
said that it was extraordinary—as though it was a great burden—to have to deliver a second budget after just 
20 months in office. That is five months longer than most other governments. This government got an extra five 
months before it had to deliver its first budget and it failed at that. We know that the government will have had 
five extra months in which to produce this budget—20 months instead of 15—and that it is shaping up to be a 
failure. One need only look at the increased costs for electricity and water and the fact that government has done 
nothing to mitigate those costs on families to know that this budget will damage families’ incomes. 

The Premier said that he has stabilised the finances and that there has been belt tightening across government. 
Have we seen the belt tightening? I do not think so. In recent weeks we have seen musical toilets, plastic cows 
and new chairs in the Legislative Council at a cost of $3 000 each. I do not think that is belt tightening. Neither 
my constituents nor the Premier’s constituents will believe him. It is simply not believable for the Premier to 
stand up in Parliament and say that he is tightening his belt and cutting costs in government when the 
government has paid $3 000 per chair in the upper house and for plastic cows and musical toilets and the like. He 
told the house that he was sharing the burden with the people of Western Australia. He certainly is sharing the 
burden with them because he is passing the burden on to them. Ordinary people and families are having to pick 
up the shortfall for this government’s mismanagement. 

The Premier said that there was good reason for optimism and that a lot of problems, but not all of them, have 
been solved. How has he solved them? He has solved them by hiking up fees and charges for ordinary men and 
women. At the same time, he has cut front-line services, including the number of police cars. The Minister for 
Police should be ashamed to preside over those cuts to the police budget. That is a budget that I know pretty 
well. I presided over massive increases in police numbers, vehicles and facilities for police. We have seen a 
complete diminution of services under the current minister. 

What we have seen from the government is record revenue raising, incredible increases in taxes and charges and 
cuts to core services. The government is passing the pain on to families. The Premier and his ministers are 
simply out of touch with ordinary people. They have zero concern for families.  

Today I asked a question about cutting $70 000 per annum from the budget of the Western Australian Council of 
State School Organisations. WACSSO can no longer fill an important role that it has provided to support school 
councils across our state. The government has cut $63 000 directly from WACSSO’s budget and it will lose 
$5 000 in what used to be sponsorship for the WACSSO annual general meeting in August, plus it has not 
received funding to keep up with the consumer price index. At the same time, the government has defunded the 
Women’s Advisory Council, and the Indigenous Women’s Congress will no longer be held. The government 
does not care about people or the community. Today the member for Perth asked why funding for the Ethnic 
Communities Council of Western Australia has been cut. I will tell members why. It is because people such as 
our Premier do not believe that ethnic people, women, Indigenous people or school parents and citizens 
associations should have a voice or be properly funded. It is a disgrace. It is a great big fib for the Premier to 
stand in here and say that the government has been belt tightening. The government has been punishing the 
people by increasing costs. 

One of the first acts of the Minister for Education in last year’s budget was to cut the $100 subsidy for school 
fees for every high school student in Western Australia. It took away $100 from every high school student. What 
did the minister, the member for Churchlands, say? She said that $100 was only about $25 a term, which is only 
about $2.50 a week. Obviously $2.50 is not much to her but that is a lot for many families in my electorate. If 
someone has three or four children, that is a lot of money. If we look at where the school fees are being collected 
from, we can see that there is a double disadvantage for those in our community who are less well off. I have 
looked at the collection of school fees in the various areas. Neither the Premier nor the member for Churchlands 
care about those who live in the lower socioeconomic areas who are doing it tough; they do not care that those 
schools cannot collect the fees. Let us look at how much money Churchlands Senior High School collects in 
school fees. It collects $1 978 000. I am sure that a lot of members in this house are saying to themselves that 
they have never heard of a school that collects $1 978 000 in school fees. The schools in my electorate do not 
collect anything like that, nor do the schools in most country regions. The school in Carnarvon collects $28 637 
in comparison. Australind school, which is a very large school, collects $306 000 in comparison—that is one-
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sixth the amount of money that is collected at Churchlands. This whole list of schools is simply a list of schools 
in affluent areas that are able to collect fees and have students who are able to pay. In many other circumstances, 
people simply cannot afford to pay. The children in those schools no longer get the $100 subsidy towards their 
school fees so that services and programs can be delivered to them. 

The government also cut funding for participation officers out of the education budget. Fifty officers were 
helping years 11 and 12 students keep in contact with the school system and participate at school. The previous 
Labor government put in 100 officers when the school leaving age was increased. The first act of this 
government was to cut that number in half to only 50. The government also got rid of about 600 staff at the 
Department of Education, including education assistants who clearly provided a vital service. The government 
said that it would no longer require the community service program for year 11 students. That decision was said 
to be about allowing more students to graduate. It was about cutting school funding; it was no more and no less 
than that. The programs can still continue, and they do continue in many schools. However, those programs now 
continue without more than $3 million. 

Let us not forget that the government also cut the It Pays to Learn allowance, which provided $18 million to the 
parents of year 11 and 12 students and those going to TAFE. The allowance was either a $200 or $400 payment, 
which helped with school costs. This is a pretty easy equation to understand. I think the people of Western 
Australia will understand it. They are seeing their electricity and water charges and other rates and taxes go up 
and up, while at the same time they have to pay more for their children to go to school. They no longer get the 
$100 subsidy or the $200 or $400 It Pays to Learn allowance. Their school budgets have been cut by more than 
$3 million, and that is on top of the cut to the community service program. 

I have touched only the tip of the iceberg. I have talked about some key issues in the area of education, but there 
are issues like these in just about every portfolio. This government quite simply has not shared the burden or 
tightened its belt; it has pushed the burden onto ordinary families. I think that that burden is felt most by 
families. People with children in the school system pay more. They have also had to bear the brunt of the cuts in 
assistance to schoolchildren. They will also in all likelihood have significantly higher electricity and water usage. 
That is further punishment. I will be interested to see what happens with school transport costs in the budget. We 
have come under some criticism, amazingly enough, for keeping water and electricity charges down when we 
were in government because we were very conscious of the tight household budgets of many families. We 
introduced the 50c school bus fare because we understood that families often do it tough because they have costs 
to meet. 

This is a cruel and callous government. It has no concern for ordinary people. In fact, I do not think it has much 
comprehension. To have a minister stand and say, “Oh, $100 school fees isn’t much; it’s only $25 a term” just 
shows how out of touch she is. The Premier is equally out of touch. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (25) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr A.J. Waddell 
Ms A.S. Carles Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr M.P. Murray Mr T.G. Stephens  
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr C.J. Tallentire  
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr P. Papalia Mr P.C. Tinley  

Noes (29) 

Mr P. Abetz Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr M.J. Cowper Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr I.M. Britza Dr K.D. Hames Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mrs L.M. Harvey Dr M.D. Nahan  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr A.P. Jacob Mr C.C. Porter  
Mr V.A. Catania Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.T. Redman  

            

Pairs 

 Mr P.B. Watson Mr J.M. Francis 

Question thus negatived.  
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