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APPROPRIATION (RECURRENT 2015–16) BILL 2015 
APPROPRIATION (CAPITAL 2015–16) BILL 2015 

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

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands) [2.50 pm]: I started my contribution just prior to question time, so I will start 
again in framing my debate today. I want to focus on the gender pay gap in Western Australia, and I will start by 
talking specifically from the Western Australian government’s report headed “Gender Pay Gap in the WA Public 
Sector, June 2013”. 

The SPEAKER: Members! Settle down, please. 

Ms L.L. BAKER: The report states that the gender pay gap measures the difference in average earnings between 
women and men. In Western Australia in 2014, in fact, the gender pay gap was 25.7 per cent. That is nearly 
26 per cent. That is heading up towards meaning that girls and women will make one-third of what their male 
colleagues make across many professions. The national gender pay gap at that time was 18.8 per cent. So it is 
pretty evident that Western Australia is not quite double the figures for the national rate. In the public sector in 
Western Australia, the gender pay gap for permanent and fixed-term full-time and part-time employees back in 
June 2013 was 16.9 per cent, compared to 17.3 per cent at June 2012. That means that, on average, for every 
dollar earned by male employees in the WA public service, females earned only 83.1 per cent. In 2013, there 
were 27 agencies in the WA public sector with more than 400 full-time equivalent positions. Of those, the 
average gender pay gap for permanent and fixed-term employees was 16.8 per cent. Although four agencies had 
a gender pay gap of less than five per cent, seven of those had a gender pay gap higher than the average of 
16.8 per cent. 

I could go on and continue to share with the house the failures in the WA public sector around this issue, and, 
indeed, the failures of this government in addressing the gender pay gap. What I want to do is put a framework 
around work on the gender pay gap and gender equality in the business sector as well as in the government 
sector. I think this is really important. I personally—I know it is the case with many other members also—have 
been working in this area for very many years; in fact, too many years to count, and certainly too many that I 
would want to put on the Hansard record. I have seen the move from equality in wages being pursued on a 
feminist agenda around social justice outcomes and straight equality outcomes. I have seen the shift that 
happened in the 1980s into what started to be referred to as diversity. It became very evident to me, mainly 
because I was working for the public service in Western Australia at the time and doing research on the issue of 
how to manage diversity in the public sector more effectively, that we were in grave danger of losing a lot in the 
shift to a diversity model. That includes even the language that comes with this shift. I understand that many of 
the people who have worked with the feminist agenda and with the social justice agenda probably became 
fatigued by those agendas and wanted something different—something shiny and new—to focus their attention 
on and something that they thought would carry an agenda of equal wages for men and women’s work with a bit 
more pizzazz. I think this is where the business case, as it is referred to, started to emerge. That business case is 
attached to advancing diversity in the workforce. Of course it is not just about gender, but I want to focus 
specifically on gender and diversity in my talk today. 

Women are substantially and unevenly under-represented in many industry sectors in Western Australia. Many 
sectors have adopted the same focus as the one that this government is focusing on—that is, women’s 
participation in industry—basing their strategies on a business case to achieve equality for women. A business 
case in relation to equity, or equality, is by its very nature premised on the pragmatic business of self-interest as 
a rationale for taking action towards equity. To adopt a business case as our primary strategy in many ways is 
driven by the fatigue of those, like me, who championed this social justice case and equal opportunity legislation 
in the 1980s as a way of bridging the pay inequality gap. The business case ideally parallels this government’s 
neoliberal emphasis on the power of the market to achieve social good, and the broader assumption by many 
people in the community, particularly young women, I find, that feminism is dead and pay equality is indeed a 
thing of the past. I think many of us are familiar with going to schools and speaking with young women and 
young men on campuses, and they really have no understanding that when they go on from high school and go 
into a trade or to university, women graduates will end up making one-third less than their male colleagues for 
the same job. I think that young women and men clearly do not get it at the moment. They do not understand 
this. I suspect that that leaves a very good opportunity for this government to do something in this area. But, alas, 
we see no movement. 

Given that the business case is first and foremost about the goals of business success and competitive advantage, 
the privileging of business interests effectively displaces equality as a core aim and situates business in a lead 
role. The turn to a business case that happened in the 1980s and 1990s and towards 2000 is a turn to the market, 
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not only as a means to define the problem of inequality of wages, but also as a way of trying to find a solution. 
As a result, our understanding of the fundamental social issues around pay equality has diminished, and the 
solutions that we have seen emerge, as members heard me say at the beginning of this speech, are clearly 
inadequate. Additionally, the business case is often selective in addressing women’s pay equality. For example, 
it is often underpinned by a need to address existing and potential labour shortages or skill shortages. But that 
results in an emphasis on widening the labour pool through recruiting women. Again, if we follow that logic, the 
assumption underlying that is that unemployment is the only workplace gender issue that is of importance in 
Western Australia. That is a very false assumption. 

This government seems not to have recognised, and has certainly not addressed, that a business case tends to 
minimise the broader social context in which inequality thrives. That includes social construction of gender and 
how that articulates with power relationships in the workplace or in the general community. The model of a 
business case is supported by wider normative and discriminatory social and political understandings, and the 
devaluation of women’s roles and the essential differences, and may indeed end up conflicting directly with 
equal opportunity agendas. A range of fundamental inequalities that have been experienced by women fall 
outside this model that has been operating for the last 20 years, which has been called the business case for 
diversity. For example, the business case rarely addresses unequal pay rates or a sexual division of labour in a 
company or industry. Research has shown that in corporate discussions the “business case”, as it is referred to in 
corporate speeches or other conversations in industry about women in leadership, frequently sees gender 
commonly framed in ways that are actively avoiding challenging business behaviour or values that under-ride 
inequality. In short, the conditions that favour using a business case model to address pay inequality can change 
very quickly, leading to further marginalisation of equal opportunity agendas and the loss of any equity gains. 
The pre-eminence of business and market forces, for example, have encoded the belief that corporations must 
capitalise on diversity in order to be competitive. That continues to endorse a business-case approach. 

I want to turn to what might appear to be an unusual sector to refer to in the debate on pay equity. Firstly, I want 
to draw on the mining industry, as quite often we hear that there is a large pay differential because all those 
people in the mining industry are causing the problem. We hear that it is very blokey up there, with lots of men 
in the industry, and that is what the problem is and the reason for such large gender pay gaps. Let us look at a 
strategic level at what the business case has done in that sector. I particularly want to refer to an article published 
in Journal of Industrial Relations 2014, Vol. 56(4), which provides a description of the ideal mining woman. It 
states — 

… the business-case discourse articulated in these industry documents constructs a very clear image of 
the ‘mining woman’ … Examination of … images provides insights into dominant understandings of 
gender and how it should be ‘done’ within the industry and the broader culture … The images used 
show readers … ‘women in mining’ and, in the process, define and delimit this social identity. The 
incorporated images (presumably of ‘real’ women ‘at work’ in the industry) predominantly show 
individual women in their 20s and 30s and of middle-class background … 

And they are working within the mining sector. The article continues further — 

Mining work is thus presented as professional, white and clean. It is also feminine. Indeed, femininity is 
signalled in the image more strongly than ‘mining’. 

This is the image the industry projects trying to address diversity—femininity comes across. The article 
continues — 

For example, a gauzy feminine scarf rests on the chair seat, a pair of high-heeled dress shoes sit on the 
floor alongside the boots and a note on a board at the back of the desk reads ‘ring girls re coffee’. 

[Member’s time extended.] 
Ms L.L. BAKER: The article continues — 

On the desktop stands a framed picture of a white male and female tandem skydiving with the male on 
top of the woman, — 

Remember, I am quoting; I am not making this up — 

signalling a sense of adventure (and youth), along with traditional heterosexuality. In order to see 
themselves in resources, and in keeping with the business-case emphasis on women’s difference, 
women are required to take up middle-class, heterosexual femininity. Most importantly, while women 
in mining can wear mining boots, they are first and foremost ‘women’. 

… 
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The ‘ideal mining woman’ is represented as a role model prepared to work hard to achieve recognition 
in the industry. She is individually responsible for, and effective in, creating a place for women … 

The article then quotes the principal geologist at BMA Coal, Queensland, as follows — 

No one will change mining from the outside. It is up to the women in the mining industry to influence 
their work mates, peers, supervisors and management about their competence, aspirations and their 
value in the industry … 

The article continues — 

Such claims run counter to the considerable literature … that recognizes workplaces and cultures as 
inherently gendered … But, more importantly, through such claims ‘successful women in mining’ are 
shown to endorse, if not embody, the notion that women are individually responsible not only for 
making a place for women, but for demonstrating their value as women. At the same time, external 
intervention is discounted. In mobilizing the business case and thus taking the lead in defining ‘the 
problem’ and its ‘solution’—that is, overcoming women’s perceptions—the mining industry is able to 
position women as responsible for their own inclusion and by extension responsible for their own 
exclusion. 

I wanted to read that article particularly as I found it very interesting when considering the issue of pay equity, or 
the lack of it, in this state. I have mentioned that this government does not recognise, and has failed to address, 
the failure of the business case for the future. No work is being done by this government to narrow the pay 
equity gap that is based on any model but a business-case model. Where does this government intend to go in a 
post–business case and a post–mining boom era? We have no idea, because it has been spectacularly 
unsuccessful in addressing the issue of pay equality in the WA economy for the last six and a half to seven years. 
Women earn close to a third less than men for the same job. I think this government is well out of chime to 
change or improve women’s earning capacity. Indeed, the business-case model is inadequate in realising equality 
in the workforce. A business-case model has allowed many industry leaders to effect a business case, enabling 
them to avoid the more difficult issues of structural and cultural reform in their industry. To make that quite 
clear, by constantly referring to diversity, having the right cross-section of people or reflecting customers, any 
structural change or any actual change of culture of the business is avoided. To make women shoulder this issue 
themselves and fight this fight on their own, and define them as being the solution to the problem, is wrong and a 
failed strategy. All that does is give an illusion of gender equality. To shift responsibility to women’s shoulders 
for making the reforms work in these environments is simply wrong and naive. When combined with a 
neoliberal aversion to collective action and state regulatory intervention, the problem gets more entrenched. 
The prevalence of a business case has clearly failed women in the workplace. It has not only failed women, but 
also actively works against women achieving equality in any way in this workforce. The causes of the gender 
pay gap are many and varied but I will try to summarise a few of them. A lack of flexible working arrangements 
and the difficulty in finding flexible full-time work or permanent part-time work, particularly jobs that can 
accommodate responsibilities associated with family care, forces women into part-time and casual work. Of 
course, we know that those jobs are the most fragile in the economy and, by and large, the worst paid. If we 
consider also the under-representation of women in senior positions in WA, less than 13 per cent of directors of 
ASX 200 companies in Western Australia are women. Without women in senior leadership roles how can there 
possibly be a trickle down of change or cultural reform in organisations? Policies and practices will simply 
continue to exclude women. Under this Liberal state government, women currently hold less than 30 per cent of 
chair positions on government boards. That is a shameful figure that compounds inequity in our system. Many 
members understand that lower wages in female-dominated industries is a well-documented phenomenon. 
Understanding it and doing something about it is clearly a bridge too far for this government. Women employed 
in industries that are close to 100 per cent dominated by women earn 32 per cent less than women who hold 
identical job characteristics employed in industries that were close to 100 per cent male dominated. 

This Liberal government did not sign up Western Australia to the National Partnership Agreement on Pay Equity 
for the Social and Community Services Sector. Of course, the human services industry is dominated by women, 
and women in very low paid jobs. I am not sure why the government did not sign that agreement. There may 
have been some reference to the $600 million that was forwarded in contract funding at the beginning of 2009. 
That was a long time ago, and it did not go into wages. I emphasise that it did not go into wages. Some not-for-
profits paid down mortgages and some of them just cleared debt to survive and to continue delivering services; 
that funding did not go into wages. The government did not sign up to the national partnership agreement. 
Victoria did; it is a signatory under its Liberal Premier. The Victorian government invested $935 million to 
address the gender pay gap, subsidised by the federal government, but this state government is doing nothing. It 
is shameful. 
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One in four women experience sexual harassment in the workplace, and pregnant women are the most 
discriminated group in the workplace at this point in time. I looked for government action. I thought that maybe 
there was some evidence of government action on this issue. On International Women’s Day earlier this year I 
heard the Minister for Police say that she had funded about half a dozen scholarships in TAFE; I cannot 
remember exactly how many. That is great, although it was probably too little, too late. Where is the focus on 
women in trades and where is the transition program for women into training? I had a really interesting 
conversation with one of my P&C association chairs about his stepdaughter who is a keen dancer enrolled at 
John Forrest Secondary College. The dance class was the reason she turned up for the other classes, so it was a 
way of keeping her in school and keeping her connected in the education scene. That program has gone because 
of the cut in education funding. The school can no longer offer that program, so that child, a girl, is at risk of 
becoming disengaged forever from the education system. Members can imagine what the flow-on costs of that 
will be in the future. If her parents do not provide everything for her and give her a home and whatever else she 
needs, her earning capacity will be less. She will become a vulnerable human being, and that is not acceptable. 

I looked for strategies to address pay inequality but I have not seen any targets for women’s representation on 
government boards. They may be there, but they are very well hidden. Considering that less than 30 per cent of 
women chair government boards, I do not think that is a very good place to start. All in all, I would be looking 
for Labor to plan a much stronger target for women on government boards. Let us see if we can get to 
50 per cent. That should not be too hard to get to. It is not 100 per cent; it is only half that. What happened to the 
Pay Equity Unit? I cannot even find it referred to in any positive way in the budget papers. Indeed, in the last 
budget the minister did not even bother to have a dialogue about funding for women’s programs; that is how 
interested she was in it last year. Let us hope she has a bit more interest this year because I will certainly be 
asking some questions of her about what happened to the staff who were in the Pay Equity Unit. I think we are 
lucky if we have one now. Do not even start me commenting on the lack of staff in the women’s policy office. 
I think the last “Women’s Report Card” was in 2012. I believe there is another coming. I hope it is out soon. 
I will be looking with great interest at the comparison between 2012 and 2015 and what will, I am sure, be 
claimed as massive gains, despite the fact that all the national data that has been collected independent of this 
neo-Liberal conservative government shows that Western Australian women are going backwards, and at a very 
fast rate on all the key indicators. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [3.17 pm]: Let me begin where I finished my previous speech, by quoting 
Thomas Jefferson — 

… to preserve our independence, we must not let our rulers load us with perpetual debt. We must make 
our election between economy and liberty, or profusion and servitude. 

As I have recently stated in the media, the Liberal Party members in Western Australia have been expected to 
engage in doublethink—to believe that the federal Labor debt legacy is bad and that the state Liberal debt legacy 
is good. 

Today as Liberals we sit at a major crossroads in the history of our great party: do we remain the major bastion 
of individual liberty in the Australian political landscape, or, for short-term political gain, do we consign our 
children to the servitude of paying off our excesses? 

I understand the recent Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia budget breakfast was told that 
we should be comparing the current debt situation with those illustrious periods of history in which 
Premier Forrest spearheaded the Kalgoorlie pipeline or Premiers Brand and Court Sr opened up the north west. 
I think most people realise that the major projects we are engaging in, such as the new football stadium, are not 
of the same order in either scale or likely benefit. The fact is that these current projects, however controversial, 
represent a mere fraction of our growing debt. In truth, we are spending more than we are earning. The deficit of 
$2.7 billion forecast for next year is purely from the operating budget. Capital projects are in addition to this. Six 
years ago we inherited a net debt of $3.6 billion; today it stands at $25 billion, and we will go up in the next 
financial year to $31 billion and then take it to more than $36 billion in just a few short years. If we do not 
recognise all the optimism underlying the forward estimates — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Members! Member for Bassendean and member for 
Joondalup — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Does the member want me to heckle him? He is supposed to be a Christian. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! The member for Hillarys has the floor.  
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. Some people do not like the truth; that is the 
problem. If anyone can suggest that I am not telling the truth here, let them stand up and say so. 

If we do not recognise all the optimism underlying the forward estimates, such as a longer term lift in the iron 
ore price and an ongoing containment of salaries, that figure will be much higher. There is certainly no plan to 
pay back the debt after that. In fact, it looks to be increasing from there. Even if we return to an operating 
surplus, and I agree that that is possible at some point, we are not on course to offset the increased borrowings 
we will undertake for capital projects, so the debt will keep rising. If, as is now being asserted, this debt and 
deficit were part of an overarching visionary strategy, it would have been spelt out to us before. Warnings from 
me and numerous others, including no less a person than the former state Under Treasurer, were repeatedly 
ignored, and the government continued to release unrealistic forecasts. Being as far off the mark as we were, it is 
insulting to the people of Western Australia to say that this was just part of a grand vision. 

For the past two and a half years I have been warning anyone prepared to listen that we were looking at the worst 
financial situation Western Australia has ever seen. I warned that we would lose our AAA credit rating. I warned 
that unless the government cut back on non-essential expenditure, we would end up with not only a budget 
deficit, but also the biggest debt in the history of Western Australia. Incidentally, I am not convinced, even 
today, that the new forecasts, devastating as they are, are sufficiently realistic. Numerous inherent uncertainties, 
such as the risk of salary increases above the consumer price index, the exchange rate, and cost containment in 
the health sector, are spelt out in the budget papers. For that reason alone, I would suggest a deferment of the 
airport rail link, given that it will swallow over $1 billion in the last two years of the forward estimates, and we 
do not yet know how well the other numbers will hold. Given that it has already been established that the link 
would not be justifiable for at least 20 years, a deferment of a few years would be very prudent management at 
this stage. 

I can say with absolute honesty that I am relieved not to be in cabinet now, as I would not be able to support 
many of the decisions being made. Everyone will remember the very strong comment the Premier made when he 
said he would not sell Fremantle port to pay off these debts. He also said he would not lead a government that 
brought down a budget deficit. It is important for all members of the house to keep their word. I previously 
stated that the credit rating agencies had accepted that, to protect our AAA credit rating, we should not exceed a 
debt-to-revenue ratio of 47 per cent. In my 2014 budget reply speech I commented on the terrible debt-to-
revenue forecast at that time, which was revealed to be 61.5 per cent. We now see in the budget papers an even 
more frightening statement that the debt-to-revenue ratio will go beyond 83 per cent. I fear that the credit rating 
agencies will downgrade Western Australia even further. 

We have recently seen our federal counterparts conduct some very significant acts of contrition following the 
2014 federal budget, and their recent decline in fortunes seems to have been arrested. At state level, however, we 
continue to show no contrition. We blame everyone but ourselves, and at the same time we say it is all part of a 
bigger picture. If we do not expose ourselves to some constructive self-criticism, the people of Western Australia 
will make that criticism for us at the ballot box, and, contrary to what some may say, I care for the future of my 
party and I want many of my colleagues to have a chance at the next election. 

I am not rising today simply to criticise the government, but to once again put forward constructive suggestions 
towards debt reduction. I do not rise to say “I told you so”, but to reiterate my previous call for a moratorium on 
royalties for regions and a delay in the airport rail link. Today I will add the $560 million earmarked for 
additional social housing, with 1 000 proposed additional dwellings. That is, in my reckoning, some $560 000 
per dwelling—in other words, a higher value per dwelling than what is lived in by many ordinary working 
Western Australians battling to pay their mortgages. It is a very expensive program, but it is a simple bandaid on 
a waiting list of 20 000 names. I am far from satisfied that we conduct sufficiently tight reviews of those who 
occupy some of the existing social housing, and I am not sure that governments have proven to be the best 
landlords in the general sphere of property management. It does not seem logical to me that we are seeking to 
acquire more assets that we do not need to own—family homes—while at the same time we are seeking to sell 
off backbone assets that are traditionally the responsibility of government, such as ports and street lights. Could 
anyone have predicted that the government would own the homes, and the street lights would be in private 
hands? 

When I was Mayor of the London borough of Sutton I had the pleasure of presenting the keys to the 1 000th 
family in our borough to make the transition from social housing to becoming an owner–occupier under a very 
innovative policy that helped long–term public housing tenants become owner–occupiers. 

Mr N.W. Morton interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Forrestfield, I have been really patient, but if you interject again or 
across the chamber, I will call you. 
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Mr N.W. Morton interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I would not, if I were you; otherwise I would call you every time — 

Point of Order 

Mr N.W. MORTON: I thought it was the convention in this house not to read speeches. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I have been listening with some interest to the member for Hillarys, and I think he has 
been giving an excellent speech. Quite clearly, some members of the Liberal backbench, including the member 
for Forrestfield, do not like the content of his speech. That is not a point of order, and quite clearly the member 
for Hillarys is a very experienced member of this house, who is certainly not reading his speech. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Member for Hillarys, you have the floor. No-one will interject. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. I have a lot of notes here—very important figures—
and I need to get them across. 

Mr N.W. Morton: Who wrote that? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I did. Who writes the member for Forrestfield’s speeches—the office in there? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Hillarys, let us stop now. Direct your comments to me. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am being heckled by some impetuous backbenchers, that is the trouble. They have not 
been here long enough, and they will not be here long either. 

Mr N.W. Morton interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Forrestfield, I call you for the first time. Member for Hillarys, you have 
the floor. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. Now, where was I? 

A member interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, I know you are. 

It was a win–win situation — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Forrestfield, I call you for the second time. You spoke out of your chair, 
and you interjected. Thank you. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It is amazing what some people will do to try to get to be a minister—they are so 
desperate. 

As I was saying, it was a win–win situation, as it not only helped the tenants by providing them with the security 
of a property, but also released funds to purchase more properties. I am all in favour of social housing—I truly 
am—but we can do this through the sale of some houses to long-term tenants, without increasing our debt. I am 
more than happy to go into detail on this at some later stage. If over five years the borough of Sutton was able to 
transition 1 000 families into owner–occupier housing in just one borough, I would find it very difficult to 
believe that we could not achieve much more than that across the whole of Western Australia. Apart from the 
enormous social benefit such a program would bring, it is far better that we sell off non-core assets rather than 
core ones. 

[Quorum formed.] 

Point of Order 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I believe the Minister for Seniors and Volunteering has been talking from somewhere 
other than his own seat. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Thank you very much, member for Midland. Member for 
Hillarys, you have the floor. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Madam Acting Speaker, my speech would have been over by now if we had not had those 
interruptions! 

If we are to believe, as the government states, that our economic woes are temporary, then why do we need to 
sell off our core assets? Why do we need to sell our assets now if everything is going to be rosy in two to three 
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years’ time? If this is simply a dip in the cycle, why do we need to give up what we have owned on behalf of the 
people of Western Australia for more than a century and can continue to own for another century? In the long 
run, will consumers and taxpayers save or pay more for the use of these assets? These are important questions, 
and I think we should certainly not be rushing too quickly into the sale of any assets, especially those that 
represent a natural monopoly. 

In most budgets there are winners and losers. I regret that I see mainly losers in the budget this year, particularly 
our seniors. To try to spin the fact that they will now be able to travel for free between 7.00 pm and 6.00 am is, 
in my view, nothing more than an insult. Does the government think that 70 and 80-year-olds are going to ride 
the trains to go nightclubbing and boogie the night away? I do not think so. Our seniors are the least likely 
members of society to travel on our trains during these hours for two reasons. Firstly, they are very fearful of 
being attacked by thugs and, secondly, many of them are getting ready for bed at that time of night. Some of my 
pensioner constituents recently met with me and told me that the rebate on rates being reduced to a $550 cap 
means that they are worse off now by about $400. If we add to that the reduced rebate on their water bills and the 
increases to their power and gas bills, the increase in the emergency services levy, plus the increase in fares and 
registration fees, including the no-fault insurance, they are now worse off by around $800 to $1 000 per year. 
That is a lot of money for pensioners and some will simply not be able to sustain themselves. And we are 
supposed to be the government that ensures people are rewarded for their lifetime of hard work. 

What makes me really cross is the millions of dollars of taxpayers’ money wasted on political advertising under 
the banner of the Bigger Picture. I know that if Liberal members were on the other side of the house and a 
Labor government did the same thing, we would be shouting from the rooftops about such an improper use of 
taxpayers’ funds. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! The member for Hillarys has the floor, thank you very much. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am upsetting some people, obviously. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Churchlands, you are called for the first time. Member for Wanneroo, 
you are warned for the first time. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: So many people are hurting in our community and yet we spend millions of dollars on 
political advertising. I feel ashamed that it is my government treating the community with such contempt at a 
time when the government is forcing tremendous hardship on some of our most vulnerable citizens. Can anyone 
tell me how advertising in a national women’s magazine—I have them here—that the government is spending 
$13.4 million to upgrade Esperance Residential College in any way benefits the people of Western Australia? 
I have them here; it is in the Australian Women’s Weekly month after month. How does that benefit the people of 
Western Australia, other than perhaps informing the people of Esperance? I am sure it could be done a lot 
cheaper. Month after month—I think it is disgraceful that we are wasting those funds on that sort of advertising. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am more than happy to lay them on the table for the balance of this day’s sitting. 

[The paper was tabled for the remainder of the sitting.] 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: This sort of thing is repeated month after month, and I think it is an abuse of funds 
belonging to the people of Western Australia. Let me put this another way: the funds for this are adding to the 
massive debt being racked up by our government for people to pay back down the track, in a few decades’ time. 
It concerns me to be a part of this abuse and increasing this extra debt on behalf of taxpayers. We are being told 
that it is simply to inform the public of important information; that is what it is supposed to be about. Should we 
not then be advertising the broken promise of the payroll tax as part of the Bigger Picture? Should we not be 
advertising the ambulance ramping outside our hospitals as part of the Bigger Picture? Should we not be 
advertising the selling off of the family furniture as part of the Bigger Picture? Should we not be advertising the 
pain that is being suffered by our seniors as part of the Bigger Picture? Should we not be honest and advertise 
that the massive deficit forecast of $2.7 billion is part of the Bigger Picture? 

I am also unsure why the savings measures with the first home owner grant have all been inflicted on buyers of 
existing dwellings and none upon the buyers of new dwellings. There are many genuine reasons first home 
owners need to buy existing dwellings. Although I support savings in this area, those savings should be shared 
between buyers of new and existing dwellings. As it stands, we are going to punish those seniors who wish to 
sell their homes so that they can buy into retirement villages. In fact, it is going to work against anyone who 
wants to sell their established home to a first home buyer. At the same time, the property developers that 
specialise in selling new house-and-land packages will do very nicely. If we have learnt anything from 
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New South Wales’ recent experience, it is that the public does not take kindly to its governments being seen to 
be favouring property developers. 

Finally, I will return briefly to the question of asset sales. I have no problem with selling assets that would be 
considered a form of income for the people, unless it is a strategic asset that ensures security in one form or 
another for the community. We should never be selling off the inheritance of future generations, particularly 
when the assets are income producing. I cannot believe that we are looking at selling publicly owned offices with 
a view to leasing them back. Worse still, did we not learn from the expensive lesson when the government last 
sold all its vehicles and then leased them back? It was a disaster. 

Ms R. Saffioti: The matrix. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Absolutely, it was called the matrix. I was there and I experienced it. 

We are told that in two to three years’ time we will be back in surplus, we will be awash with GST and the price 
of iron ore will increase. I ask this question: if we truly believe that, why do we have to sell so many of the 
family assets now? 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: Who wrote this speech? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I did, my friend. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! The member for Hillarys has the floor. I am sure he will be heard in 
silence. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The problem is that whatever is sold, the proceeds are then going to be spent on more 
infrastructure that will have enormous ongoing costs associated with it, such as the Forrestfield–Airport Link 
project and the Perth Stadium, to mention just two. People are forgetting that beyond the forward estimates, the 
government will have to heavily subsidise the Forrestfield–Airport Link, as it currently does with existing public 
transport, as well as the stadium. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: This will be in addition to the extra interest costs of this borrowing. The fundamental 
problem in this budget is that the government has spent money that it does not have—principally money that it 
said it would get from iron ore royalties. Let us look at the recent history of iron ore price forecasting. The 2012–
13 Pre-election Financial Projections Statement confirmed that the then Treasurer had adopted a new 
methodology for forecasting iron ore prices in the 2012–13 midyear review. This new methodology increased 
the forecast price and avoided the political problem that the old methodology would have shown a deficit in the 
financial year 2013–14, the first financial year after the election. The 2013–14 budget changed the methodology 
again, this time reducing the expected price. Now there is another new methodology in this budget, further 
reducing the forecast price and the forecast revenue for this year by $1.6 billion. The government’s spending has 
been reckless, but it has spent against forecast revenue that has simply not eventuated. Why did the government 
get the forecasts for iron ore prices so wrong? Was Treasury fully independent in making these three changes in 
methodology or was it acting under pressure? This Parliament has a responsibility to ensure that we make our 
budget deliberations on the basis of accurate information. In my view, the Public Accounts Committee should 
conduct an inquiry into the history of the government’s changes to iron ore forecasting methodology and the 
reasons for those changes. We should not be selling assets at the bottom of the economic cycle. 
Western Australia is in a downturn and we need growth strategies and employment strategies. We must not focus 
simply on mining; that has left us permanently exposed to a boom-and-bust cycle. 

We keep being told that nobody foresaw the drop in the price of iron ore. That is not the case. I have been 
involved with commodities most of my working life and commodities go up and they certainly come down. For 
the last few years, China has been stockpiling thousands of piles of iron ore. It was inevitable that the price 
would fall. Any successful businessperson would always say that we should never overextend ourselves 
financially, and to always have funds in reserve. Not only are we leaving little funds for future generations, but 
also we are saddling them with massive levels of debt that will stifle their opportunities for growth. 

Having started by quoting Thomas Jefferson, let me finish with him too, with his message that is as pertinent 
today as it was in 1789 — 

… the earth belongs to each of these generations during it’s course, fully, and in their own right. The 
2d. generation receives it clear of the debts and incumbrances of the 1st., the 3d. of the 2d. and so on. 
For if the 1st. could charge it with a debt, then the earth would belong to the dead and not the living 
generation. Then no generation can contract debts greater than may be paid during the course of it’s 
own existence. 
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MR D.J. KELLY (Bassendean) [3.40 pm]: I rise to speak on the Appropriation (Recurrent 2015–16) Bill 2015 
and the Appropriation (Capital 2015–16) Bill 2015. That is going to be a little bit of a hard act to follow; a 
tremendous speech there from the member for Hillarys, with some quotes from Thomas Jefferson. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Members, we will hear from the member for Bassendean in 
silence. Member for Churchlands, you are on one call; and, member for Wanneroo, you are now formally called. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: It was interesting that the member for Hillarys finished with quotes from Thomas Jefferson. 
I think the reaction of the member for Forrestfield, who, if my recollection serves me right, claims to be a 
descendant of Abraham Lincoln, was interesting. 

Anyway, I will not say anything at this point about debt because I think the member for Hillarys has said it all. 
What I do want to talk about are the concerns I have about the direction of the Water Corporation under this 
government. As shadow Minister for Water since this government was elected in 2013, I have looked at what it 
has done to the Water Corporation, and there are a number of concerns. The Water Corporation is one of our 
state’s most valuable assets. It has $34 billion worth of assets, with over 3 000 staff—before the latest round of 
job cuts—and generates revenue of over $2 billion a year. Apart from being a financial asset, it also has a very 
important role to play in managing, basically, access to water over a large part of Western Australia. Under the 
Water Corporations Act 1995, the Water Corporation is required to put together a five-year strategic 
development plan. That plan, importantly, is required to be approved by the minister and the Treasurer. On 
14 August last year, the Minister for Water accidentally tabled that five-year plan in this Parliament. That 
strategic development plan makes for very interesting reading. It is a report that does not normally see the light 
of day, so we can believe that it is the true assessment of the Water Corporation about the state of its operations. 
That strategic development plan, amongst other things, had a number of warnings for the government. It talked 
about an emerging shift towards a greater risk of asset failure. It basically states that its asset base was in danger 
of, essentially, falling apart. I quote from page 4 of that report — 

This SDP is a 5 year plan that recognises the State’s financial constraints. However, there is an 
emerging shift in the overall risk profile with the capacity of many assets and schemes slowly edging 
towards design capacity. In particular, these risks are manifesting themselves in country regions through 
threats to water quality and wastewater system capacity. 

That is a pretty clear warning for the government that its asset base is under threat. The SDP goes on to state that 
the Water Corporation believes it needs $5.4 billion in capital spent on that asset base to allow it to properly 
maintain its assets, but that it is only being allowed to spend $4.5 billion. That is not because the Water  

Corporation cannot afford it, but because of the constraints of state debt. The Water Corporation is saying it 
needs $5.4 billion but it is only being allowed to spend $4.5 billion over the next five years because of the 
constraints of state debt. It says, essentially, that it can live with the $4.5 billion cap on capital expenditure, but it 
pleads that there be no further cuts. Page 7 of the strategic development plan reads — 

The Corporation has assessed these demands— 

That is, the demand for capital — 

for the next 20 years in order to manage risk within commercially viable levels. To maintain our assets 
within an acceptable operating risk and to meet the demands for growth, the five year capital program 
would need to be $5.4 billion. 

While the Corporation has the ability to manage this debt, this level of capital expenditure stretches the 
State. In recognition of this, the proposed 5 year capital program has been capped at the 2014/15 State 
Budget provision of nearly $4.5 billion. This will be delivered through driving further efficiencies, 
accepting higher levels of risk and/or realigning business priorities. 

Any further reductions to this capital budget may place the Corporation at an unacceptable level of risk 
of asset or regulatory failure. 

The Water Corporation is saying it will cop the $4.5 billion capital expenditure limit, but that it should not be cut 
any further. 

To emphasise the capital problems the corporation has had, the SDP then goes through recent cuts since 2009. 
These are cuts the state government has made to capital expenditure. I will not read them all, but the SDP 
states that because of the cuts — 

The net is a shortfall of $954 million of capital budget over the 5 years from 2014/15 to 2018/19. The 
business impacts are to be managed to minimise the impact over the budget period, provided there are 
no significant changes to business drivers or any downgrading of budget. … 
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Any significant downwards changes will increase pressure on maintaining the levels of business 
outcomes required under our Operating Licence and/or wider Regulatory Framework. This pressure will 
be most evident in country regions, through threats to water quality and wastewater system capacity. 

Table 6 on page 18 of the SDP lists the projects that are being deferred because of that $953 million deficit in 
capital expenditure. The corporation goes to great lengths to highlight the projects that have either been deferred 
or scrapped because of the debt constraints that have been placed on the Water Corporation. Interestingly, the 
SDP also highlights government’s asset sale program as a risk again. Page 7 reads — 

The Government’s asset sales being considered may also compromise the opportunity to leverage our 
economies of scale, further threatening our ability to continue to deliver the 2% efficiency target. As a 
Board acting in a commercial manner, we are compelled to bring this risk to the Shareholder’s 
attention. 

As well as highlighting problems for the Water Corporation with capital expenditure, it highlights the dangers of 
the government’s asset sales program. The board summarises its concerns on page 7, which reads — 

A key concern of the Board relates to the risk that in the absence of adequate ongoing capital and 
operating funds and an agreed pricing framework, the Corporation may not be able to perform its 
ongoing duties and deliver its level of service required by its Operating Licence conditions. 

This risk needs to be managed within the context of reduced yields from climate dependent water 
sources, customers’ continued response to demand management initiatives and a Government 
potentially selling off profitable parts of the Corporation. 

This is the Water Corporation raising two issues in its five-year plan—the government starving it of capital so 
that it cannot properly maintain its assets, and the government threatening to sell off profitable parts of the 
Water Corporation. That strategic development plan was tabled in this Parliament on 14 August last year and it 
was a clear warning to the government. Has the government listened to those warnings? It appears as though the 
government has ignored all those warnings in the strategic development plan, which was ticked off by the 
Treasurer. I am glad that the Treasurer is in the chamber now. This is not a plan put together by the 
Water Corporation in isolation; it was approved by the minister and the Treasurer. As I said, since that document 
was released into Parliament in August last year, the government seems to have gone completely contrary to all 
of those warnings. 
In October last year the Premier announced, as part of a $2.2 billion state debt reduction package, a further 
10 per cent reduction in the capital expenditure of the Water Corporation. That occurred less than a few 
months—I think it was 56 days—after the strategic development plan was tabled in this Parliament. Then on 
29 January this year, the Minister for Water announced that the government would sell the construction division 
of the Water Corporation—that is, it would privatise part of the Water Corporation. The government made two 
decisions in response to state debt that were completely contrary to the warnings outlined in the strategic 
development plan. What do we see in the budget just handed down? I think it is fair to say—this is not an 
exaggeration—that the government has taken a chainsaw to the capital expenditure program at the 
Water Corporation. Let us remember that under the strategic development plan—the five-year plan of the 
Water Corporation—the capital program for 2014–15 to 2018–19 was $4.5 billion. Under this budget for the 
same years of 2014–15 to 2018–19, the capital program is $3.9 billion, which is $600 million less than the 
amount in the Water Corporation’s strategic plan tabled in this Parliament only a few months ago. That is a 
significant amount in its own right, but it is extraordinary when that amount is on top of the $954 million that the 
corporation said in that same plan it was already being denied. This state government has taken an axe to the 
Water Corporation’s capital expenditure program; hundreds of millions of dollars have gone. 
As I say, under this budget the capital program from 2014-15 to 2018–19 was $3.9 billion. Under the 
Water Corporation’s preferred course it would have been $5.4 billion. There are two reasons for this—I will not 
say that they are both plausible—or scenarios possibly painted as to why this happened. The first is that it looks 
like the government has ignored the warnings of the Water Corporation and stripped money out of the capital 
investment program of the Water Corporation in order to reduce overall state debt. It looks like this 
government’s decision has been driven by the desire to keep down state debt, and the Water Corporation has 
been told to stop building new infrastructure and to simply make do with what it has. The second scenario—this 
argument is put forward by the government—is that in the very short period between when the strategic 
development plan was tabled in Parliament and the government started making announcements to further cut the 
allocation to the Water Corporation, there has been a miraculous turnaround in the asset management strategy of 
the Water Corporation. All the capital woes expressed in the strategic development plan have disappeared. How 
is that possible? I quote from page 60 of budget paper No 3 that refers to the Water Corporation reviewing its 
future capital requirements. In reference to cuts made, it states — 
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Changes following the review include lower forecast demand due to sustained lower per capita water 
demand and slowing economic growth across the State, revised risk profiling (which defers expenditure 
while maintaining acceptable risk levels), and improved operational efficiency … 

That is summed up by comments made by the minister that the government wants the Water Corporation to shift 
its focus from building new infrastructure to operating and maintaining existing assets. One or two comments 
basically repeat themselves in the budget papers stating that this change in capital demand is justified because of 
lower forecast demand, reduced growth and less per capita water consumption. For those things to have suddenly 
changed for the Water Corporation is a miraculous turnaround. At least one of those is not borne out by recent 
statistics. Each year the Bureau of Meteorology reports on major utilities in which it measures household water 
usage—not per capita, but it is effectively the same thing. That report showed that household water usage in 
Perth had actually gone up by two per cent, not down. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr D.J. KELLY: It is beyond doubt that the Water Corporation has had a very large chunk of its capital 
investment program taken out of the budget. There are two possible scenarios. One is consistent with the 
warnings in the strategic development plan and that this money has been taken out of the Water Corporation’s 
budget so that overall state debt can be reduced. The other put forward by the government is that there has been a 
miraculous turnaround in the way that the Water Corporation will manage itself in the future and that it will be a 
manager of its existing assets and not a builder of new assets—and that that can somehow be done without 
increasing the risk. It is incumbent on the Minister for Water to not just rely on a couple of lines in the budget, 
but also make a statement in this Parliament. She can give a budget reply speech or make a ministerial statement 
if she wants to. The Water Corporation is a major asset that is owned by the people of Western Australia, so the 
minister can explain the government’s dramatic change in action taken with the Water Corporation. As part of 
that, the minister should do a number of things. She should list the assets that make up the $941 million worth of 
capital expenditure that was deferred and referred to in table 6 of the strategic development plan. In a question 
on notice, I asked what projects were being deferred. The answer I got back did not answer my question at all; it 
did not give any information whatsoever about which projects had been deferred. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 4074.] 
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