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LOAN BILL 2015 
Third Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler) [2.41 pm]: Before debate was interrupted earlier, I was stating once again the dire 
circumstances faced by the community of Yanchep with its district high school, the pressing need for the 
building of a high school in Yanchep, and the fact that this has been put off by the government for so long now 
to the detriment of all families in Yanchep. With the government raising $8 billion of loan money, to extend the 
over $30 billion of existing debt, finding the money for the Yanchep high school would be a mere rounding error 
in the budget. This should be done immediately. 
The other thing I would like to address, and have addressed before, is how the development of the Yanchep area 
is being held back by the government’s inglorious decision to cancel the building of the last seven kilometres of 
railway line between Butler and Yanchep. This was costed at around $300 million. As I said before lunch, the 
Attorney General grossly misled the community, despite the fact that the previous Minister for Transport and 
Treasurer, Hon Troy Buswell, had fully committed to the independent rail transport report—the Hicks report—
which recommended, on a business case scenario, that of the six public transport projects being considered, 
including the airport line, the Metro Area Express light rail, a rapid bus transport system and the Yanchep rail 
line, the standout project was the last seven kilometres into Yanchep. The Tokyu Corporation, one of the biggest 
developers in Japan, was standing by to make massive investment in the area, including a university campus and 
a health campus, as the member for Wanneroo knows, because he has lived in that area and has kept a close eye 
on it. He is a parliamentary secretary now, and he can verify what I am saying about the Tokyu Corporation’s 
intention to make a massive investment in the area. 
Mr Speaker, you can also verify that, because I attended with you on the chairman of the Tokyu Corporation 
during the trip to Japan, on which you kindly invited me to accompany you. The Tokyu Corporation laid out its 
plans. I remember that you, the member for Kingsley and the member for Swan Hills were present, and none of 
us left that meeting thinking that that last seven kilometres of track was not a priority of Western Australia, 
because of the employment and investment potential it would unlock. In 2012, the former Treasurer said that he 
recognised the need for this track. He accepted the findings of the government’s independent study. He accepted 
that the business case for that seven kilometres of track was overwhelming, and he announced that the 
government would be taking up the recommendation of the Hicks report, which was to complete that last seven 
kilometres of track by 2020. Indeed, the Treasurer and Minister for Transport of the day, Hon Troy Buswell, said 
that the government was already spending money on the planning and preparation for that track from the  
2011–12 budget. The people went to the election in 2013 with the knowledge that the government had already 
started work, and the expectation that it would be completed by 2020. 
I remind the chamber that this seven kilometres of track cannot be described in the same way as the rail line to 
Forrestfield, which was described as providing a shorter trip to Perth, because it takes an hour to get from 
Forrestfield to Perth. It takes longer than that to get from Yanchep to Perth, but that is not the issue here. The 
issue is that Yanchep is destined to become, as Mayor Tracey Roberts has said, far bigger than Joondalup as an 
economic centre. I was sitting in the members’ lounge two nights ago, and I happened to be sitting next to the 
Premier of Western Australia. 
Mr P. Papalia: You do that far too often. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is amazing what we can hear in there, actually. Sometimes we hear the truth, which 
people are not prepared to lay out on the public record in this chamber. 

Anyway, the news was on the television, and an announcement was being made by people from the 
Baptist Church that they were going to build a pop-up school in Two Rocks, which would cater for children from 
kindergarten through to year 12. Then the news bulletin turned to footage of an interview with the Mayor of 
Wanneroo, Tracey Roberts, in which she was asked what she thought of this proposal. She said that she 
welcomed this sort of development. She said that educational facilities were badly needed in the northern 
suburbs, but we first of all need the railway track to Yanchep. Now, look what happened. The Attorney General 
misled the people of Western Australia, particularly the people of the electorate of Butler, when he wrote to the 
community newspaper stating that the government had not cancelled the Yanchep rail line; it had just been 
deferred until the economy could afford it. As I have said, it was more than disingenuous; it was outright 
misleading, because at the time the decision was made to cancel this last seven kilometres track, which was, on 
the business case, the standout proposition in the Hicks report, the government announced the $2.2 billion rail 
line to the Perth Airport, which the Hicks report said was not required until 2030. 

As I said two days ago, I was here on 23 April, when the Premier returned from a Council of Australian 
Governments’ meeting and the Treasurer said he was hopeful of getting $600 million in compensation for what 
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we have lost from the goods and services tax. I said that if that money was secured, it should be applied to the 
extension of the Mitchell Freeway, because members might remember that the federal government says that it 
sticks to its knitting, which is knitting roads; it is not interested in rail. We did not get the $600 million; we got 
$500 million. The federal government said that the first $210 million—it might have been $202 million—is to be 
spent on the extension of the Mitchell Freeway, which had already been allowed for in the out years of last 
year’s budget. What is happening? We all know that the commonwealth government has come over and is 
picking up the bill for the extension of the Mitchell Freeway, which will free up money to complete the rail track 
into Yanchep. However, I have no doubt that the people of Yanchep will be cheated again, even though they are 
paying their Western Australian taxes. Members opposite cannot say that the extension of the Mitchell Freeway 
is being built by the Western Australian government; it is being built by the federal government. We know that 
because of the announcement that the federal government made two days ago when the Prime Minister was in 
Perth. Western Australian taxpayers, and the taxpayers of my electorate, should now see Western Australian 
funds that were going to the Mitchell Freeway poured into the rail track to Yanchep. That will stimulate 
economic activity. This is what I cannot get over. We know that a lot of the landholdings out there are owned by 
LandCorp. What will happen when the track goes through? All that land will go up in value and the government 
will reap a bigger dividend, not only in stamp duty on land transfers but also by increased value of the lots out 
there that the developers are developing in joint venture with LandCorp. It is obvious what should happen. If the 
state government takes this $200 million, it can extend the rail now. This is not tunnelling under the Swan River; 
this is laying seven kilometres of track across flat sand plains between Butler and Yanchep. There are no deep 
cuttings, no bridges and no existing infrastructure to tunnel under or bridge over; they can just lay the track out. 
It could be done within two years easily—as soon as the Treasurer presses the button and says, “We’ve got the 
$200 million covered for the freeway now, so we will put in the missing link of the railway.” 

At the same time, the Treasurer should tell Tokyu Corporation what it is doing. Mr Speaker will remember this, 
because he was in, not Tokyu’s boardroom but a pretty impressive room when we were presented with those 
blue tins of biscuits. Someone said they did not want theirs and I ended up with two tins of those biscuits in the 
pantry at home; they were very good. I notice the member for Kingsley nodding in agreement; they were very 
good. When we left that building, we were all convinced this would happen for the people living in not only 
Butler, but also the metropolitan area, because of the huge economic hub it would create up there. On the 
business case scenario, it is the standout project. We have got this extra money coming in from the 
commonwealth, and it will free up that money. I can understand why Hon Troy Buswell stood so confidently 
over there on the other side of the chamber when he was Minister for Transport and Treasurer to say that the 
government was already spending money out of the 2011–12 budget—even though that was not provided for as 
a line item in the 2011–12 budget; they were just doing that out of the reserves of the Department of Transport 
because the federal Labor government at the time had said it would put $500 million into public rail transport 
projects in Western Australia. The former Treasurer could do that with confidence knowing that the federal 
Labor government would come in and provide funding for that last seven kilometres of rail track into Yanchep. 
However, with the change of government at the federal level, there was the big switcheroo: the incoming 
Prime Minister said there would be no money for rail, only money for roads. That is fair enough. The 
Prime Minister has turned around and is paying for the Mitchel Freeway, so it is now up to the 
Western Australian government to do the same and move the funds it has set aside for the Mitchell Freeway and 
pay for the rail into Yanchep to get economic activity on the north coast happening. 

Can I seek an extension, Mr Speaker? 

The SPEAKER: Extension granted. No extension—sorry, I made a mistake. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Let us consider what is happening education-wise out there. The Minister for Education 
said that Yanchep District High School was the worst district high school in Western Australia, and 
$10.5 million was provided to it in 2012 before the state election, but then afterwards he cancelled that 
commitment. We have got to this dreadful position in Western Australia in which state debt is $30 billion and we 
have come back into this Parliament to borrow another $8 billion to drive debt up further. As I said, is it any 
wonder that Sir Charles Court and Hon Richard Court took Julie Bishop out to lunch at the Weld Club and 
begged her to come back to Western Australia and save Western Australia from Colin Barnett? Sir Charles and 
Richard Court were not spending their money in vain down at the Weld Club; they knew what was required. 
They knew that they needed a stateswoman who would come back here and take over the Liberal Party and who 
would not do what this Premier has done. As I said yesterday, Sir Charles Court would be rolling in his grave, 
the dear man, to realise that Western Australia has a level of debt of over $30 billion and that a Liberal Premier 
has come back into this Parliament to borrow another $8 billion. This is unheard of in Liberal Party history. The 
opposition regrets and feels sorry for the fact that Hon Julie Bishop did not see fit to accede to Sir Charles and 
Richard Court’s request to return to Western Australia and save us from the perditions of Premier Barnett and his 
incompetent Treasurer. 
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Mr A. Krsticevic: He’s not incompetent; he’s actually very good. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: He is as good borrower, which is what the member for Hillarys said. On the borrowing 
side, the Treasurer is fantastic. As the member for Hillarys said, “You can borrow $8 billion in five minutes, but 
it will take 50 years to pay it back.” We will vote in this place today for another $8 billion and we will saddle our 
children with that debt for generations. This debt is not going to be at these interest rates forever, because interest 
rates will rise. 
DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Treasurer) [2.57 pm] — in reply: I would like to finish off debate on the 
Loan Bill 2015. The reason we are here, of course, is to acquire, as others have said, access to another $8 billion 
Mr D.J. Kelly: How much was that? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The member heard! 
The reason for this will be outlined in the budget next week and is, of course, the unprecedented drop in our 
revenue stream by about 12 per cent or more. Everyone in Western Australia knows about royalties now. 
Members opposite took a while to understand, but their constituents know about it. GST revenue has come 
down, and there will be another six to 10 per cent drop in our GST receipts this year. Also, with tax, there has 
been an across-the-board, underlying decline in tax revenue greater than was estimated in the previous budget; 
it has been a substantial decline. This is a decline on par with what hit the Rudd government in the global 
financial crisis. As members know, the federal government went sharply into debt and it has not recovered since 
then. We will not, nor should we and nor would we be expected to respond like Rudd with a large expenditure 
stimulus; it is the commonwealth that is responsible for the macroeconomic space. 

The state government has been criticised for spending a great deal of money over the last period of this term, and 
we have spent quite a bit. We have received quite a bit of revenue. If members go to the document the member 
for Victoria Park referred to, which I think came from the national Parliamentary Budget Office, it is a very good 
document. The member said that Western Australia has had the highest growth of revenue, from the period 
2004 to date, of any state. We are actually second to Queensland, but we had a very rapid growth in income from 
a variety of sources over that time. If members were to compare this government’s revenue stream with the 
previous Labor government’s revenue streams, they would find the previous streams to be substantially higher. 
In fact, if the growth rate of revenue under the Gallop and Carpenter governments were transferred to our 
government, we would not need this Loan Bill; we would be $6 billion in advance. But that is all history. 
Revenue did not grow rapidly for a variety of reasons and our government also incurred a great deal of 
expenditure. There was a growth in the population of three per cent–plus, and a massive pace of economic 
development, and, when we came into government in August 2008, there was a legacy of deficits in a number of 
areas. The previous government had announced a 10 per cent–plus increase in the price of electricity per year. 
This government may have increased electricity prices, but, despite those large increases, at the same time 
subsidies went from $60 million to $450 million. 
Mr F.M. Logan: You said you would fix it. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We are fixing it. It is taking a while, but we are fixing the former Labor government’s mess. 
We inherited a legacy of significant underspending and investment in poles and wires. There is no doubt about it. 

Mr F.M. Logan: That’s not true and you’re misleading the house. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is true. We have increased expenditure substantially in that area; indeed, over this term, we 
will have spent an additional $15 billion on Western Power. We have also increased expenditure in a large 
number of areas where people needed it, and the member for Kingsley outlined some of those today. They 
include expenditure increases in child protection of 73 per cent—the latest is 83 per cent—and expenditure in 
disability services, which increased by 100 per cent; mental health, by 68 per cent; education, by 48 per cent, as 
outlined today in The West Australian; and health, by 65 per cent. They are very large increases in essential 
services provided to this state. If we were to listen to people opposite, they would have said to not spend the 
money. But we have been here; they have been on the opposite side for the whole term of this government and 
the previous Barnett government and they have complained about the lack of expenditure in those areas. Indeed, 
they have claimed that we have made systematic and draconian cuts in each of those areas. What kind of world 
of hallucination do they live in? On the capital side, from 2008 to the forward estimates, health expenditure has 
increased by $7 billion and education by $5.2 billion. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: How much of that went to Serco? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Serco is saving money, and the member for Bassendean wants us to get rid of them and 
increase expenditure for his missos members. 

There have been expenditure increases on public roads of $10 billion; power, $11.9 billion; water, $9.3 billion; 
and public transport, $4.8 billion. What do we have to show for the rapid increase in revenue that we have 
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received and what have we done with it? We have transformed, in terms of delivery of services, child protection, 
disability services, mental health, education and health in this state, and we have transformed the capital base of 
those government services. I focus on that because that largely relates to general government areas. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Member for Warnbro, you are consistently interrupting. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: If we were to listen to people opposite, they would have us believe that nothing has 
happened. Members just have to walk outside this building and look around. 

There is no doubt that we have also undertaken a whole series of reforms. Indeed, look at the efficiency 
dividends in each of the areas that opposition members have complained about and at the various types of 
reductions in overall expenditure in the forward estimates, each of which opposition members have complained 
about. Since 2008 to date, we have reduced expenditure against the forward estimates by $21 billion. There is no 
doubt that up until recently we had taken those savings and reorientated them into the priority areas that I have 
just read out—child protection, disability services, mental health, education, and health. 

Since the 2013–14 budget, with the fiscal action plan, we put in another series of savings of $10 billion. We put 
some in the midyear review, and in the next budget we will have a whole series of new efficiencies—each one 
the opposition, individually and collectively, has complained about. The opposition has also said that the 
government policy was to cap wages at the inflation rate. Again, the opposition said that we could not do it, 
would not do it, and that we were wrong. We are on target in each case. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I call you to order for the second time. Member for 
West Swan, you are on three calls, and you are pushing the limit. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We are on target in each case. The Industrial Relations Commission recently decided to give 
Health Services Union members a 3.75 per cent increase that was backdated to July and three per cent for the 
next year. Again, our policy was that if the IRC increased it above the inflation rate, we would not increase the 
appropriations of the respective departments; they would have to meet within that, and that is what is going to 
apply. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: If patients suffer, that is too bad. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Talk to the HSU about that. It was its decision, not ours. We do not want to reduce the public 
service workforce at all. If the HSU knew what the decision was going to be, it should not have made that claim. 

By the way, until recently—up until the change in government in Victoria—our wages policy has been the most 
generous of all the state, federal and territory governments in Australia. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: And your point is what? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Our target was higher than those in all the other states and the territories. It was not harsh; it 
was trying to have the major expenses in government committed to our inflation rate. That has been reasonable, 
particularly as in the past, quite rightly, we made substantial increases to wages and conditions in the public 
service. 

Ms R. Saffioti: During the election campaigns. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: As the Labor Party did during its term in government. I might add that when we came into 
government, wages costs were growing at 12 per cent. That was right before an election, I might add. 

Mr P. Papalia: How much have you borrowed? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, are you taking interjections? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, they add no value. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: That is all I needed to know. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: An issue that we have had a lot of discussions about, and, indeed, is widely discussed around 
the country, is iron ore prices, and predictions of it. In the distant past, in 2002, iron ore prices provided only 
a very low percentage of our income and it was very predictable because the price of iron ore was based on 
fixed-price, long-term contracts. In 2007–08, a couple of things happened. Production started to increase 
dramatically and the producers shifted slowly but steadily to selling iron ore on the spot market. If we look at 
a graph of iron ore prices over that time, the variations are 50 per cent up and down. The price of iron ore was 
very difficult to predict. Treasury made a couple of changes to the methodology; it tried its best. Also, a range of 
changes occurred in the market, including purchasers coming from China, as opposed to Japan and Korea. There 

 [4] 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 7 May 2015] 

 p3379c-3386a 
Mr John Quigley; Dr Mike Nahan 

was a shift in the composition of iron ore—fines became much more important—and there was a large change in 
the mix of the iron ore industry in China. There was also a large growth in the number of small producers in 
Malaysia, Iran and India. Of course, this all occurred during a period of huge fiscal stimulus from China, which 
was growing very rapidly, particularly in a steel-intensive manner. When the budget was brought down last time, 
we had a policy of backcasting-the-same—that is, basically, the price going forward in the next year was based 
in part on what had transpired in the previous nine months, plus the current prices in the futures market in 
Singapore, and the price in outer years was pegged to the consensus forecast, which is a consensus of 30-plus 
professional forecasters. It was market related and based on what the experts were predicting. 

We have, on the other side, a range of Monday experts, who, before the decline in price, never said anything 
about it—never gave us any warnings, never espoused their in-depth knowledge about iron ore markets and 
prices—and now they are. At first, of course, when the prices dropped they thought we were rigging the thing 
purposely—getting Treasury to rig the market, rig the prediction; the problem with that was there were a couple 
of years of good ones. They were saying we had rigged the market and for two years we got it right, and in the 
third year we got it wrong, and that we had rigged it for three years in advance. Why would we rig the market or 
the forecast? It just baffles me! The price is the price and the value is the value, and there is nothing we can do 
about it. We had no incentive to overestimate the iron ore price—none. But these guys are Monday experts. 

Then the Leader of the Opposition said, “Yes, it’s going to be above $89”; however, it shot below that and he 
was quiet for a while. Now the rhetoric is, “We didn’t know it was going to drop.” Everybody was fooled by the 
extent to which it dropped, but we knew—everybody knew—it would drop someday. If we look at commodity 
prices, they do drop. They also go up; up and down. To say that everything will drop is probably right; they will 
drop from where they are on any day—that is a good prediction; it does not tell us anything. But what we have to 
do is predict both the drop and the rise. All the words of the Monday experts are vacuous. 

We will put our forecast forward in the upcoming budget. I am sure the opposition will predict that we have done 
something wrong, but I tell members what: when these people leave this Parliament, none of them will be 
employed as forecasters of commodity markets—I guarantee that. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: There is a squeaky chair over there. 

One thing that can be said about GST is that there are a couple of issues around it. First, the issue is not the pool 
of funds for GST allocation. The GST is not the issue. 

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, I call you for the first time. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The member for Victoria Park hinted at this and indicated he did realise it, and he went to 
a good point: the issue is not the pool. Before we had the GST we had a pool of general purpose grants that the 
commonwealth distributed to the states through the Commonwealth Grants Commission process. There were 
a lot of faults with that methodology in that the commonwealth could predict willy-nilly what the pool of grants 
was. It had no benchmarks; it did not relate to income tax and it did not relate to the collections by the 
commonwealth. It varied the pool quite readily, and when it was in difficult times, it cut the pool of grants and 
the commonwealth made savings accordingly. There was a strong push by all states to have some kind of 
predictability, some kind of benchmarks and some assured growth in the pool of grants. As members know, the 
GST had been long debated in this nation as a replacement for a range of indirect taxes. John Howard came up 
with the idea of GST to replace a range of taxes, including wholesale sales tax and a raft of very inefficient and 
destructive indirect taxes that the states levied, many of which were declining in value because of competition, 
and many of which were highly inefficient. 

The proposal the Howard government came up with at the time, which was supported by all states—Labor and 
Liberal—was to have the general purpose grant pool replaced by GST in full, and that GST would replace 
a number of indirect taxes by the states, including the wholesale sales tax by the commonwealth. Those state 
taxes were to be phased out over time. There was a large amount of debate about that. But there was not too 
much issue about the pool. The pool, in terms of GST, is better than the alternative—both the general purpose 
grant pool and the money that would have been earned by those indirect taxes. The issue was how it would be 
distributed. The member for Victoria Park raised an important issue: when we replaced those indirect taxes with 
the GST, that increased what is called the vertical fiscal imbalance; that is, the states became more reliant on 
a commonwealth tax than they otherwise would have been. The states also became more reliant on the grants 
commission process. There was extensive discussion, and I was intimately involved in the whole process of the 
GST from the start. I have been a critic of the grants commission methodology for a long time, as has the 
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Premier, not just for Western Australia but generally. We had extensive discussions about how the GST would 
be distributed. John Howard was a centralist; the GST distributed by the grants commission fits into the mould of 
a centralist person. Basically, it is allocated so that every state can give equal delivery of services, no matter the 
revenue source or cost structures, as a centralised government would; and there was extensive discussion about 
varying that. There was no consensus; we did argue the case. Actually, Victoria led the argument in that case 
because it has been a contributor to it, and it was clear to us at the time that no agreement would have been 
reached and the GST deal would not have been gotten otherwise. There were other options for it. I think that was 
a missed opportunity, but I think it was an opportunity that if we had pushed changing the grants commission 
process, we would have missed out on a better pool of money for the state and a more efficient tax system. 

Of course up until that time, for most years Western Australia was a net beneficiary of the GST commonwealth 
grants distribution process, even pre-GST, and rightly so for a number of reasons. One of the reasons for the 
grants commission was to compensate states that were impacted negatively by high tariff walls. 
Western Australia, which had no protected manufacturing sector, was harmed by having to buy vehicles, white 
goods and other items from South Australia and Victoria. Systematic complaints were made, and that was one of 
the reasons for the grants commission process. Also, if members remember, in the 1980s there was a big push for 
Western Australia to acquire the head offices of a large number of mining firms that had assets here, 
predominantly or solely. Western Mining Corporation, Woodside and Alcoa all had their offices in Victoria. 
Those offices are very important: they pay payroll tax, which we were missing out on, and they bring in a range 
of people, consultants and service providers. There was a push for it; in fact, I think that was one of the reasons 
Holmes à Court, with some others, tried to take over BHP and move it to WA; Brian Burke was pushing for it. 
That was the philosophy: to get head offices here. By the way, that has happened. They are here now. Every one 
of the major mining and oil and gas offices are in Perth, so things have changed. So the other states, particularly 
Victoria and New South Wales, had rationales for being happy to compensate WA; it was because they wanted 
to keep the protected tariff walls, and they also wanted to keep those head offices there. Tariff walls have come 
down, and since the decline in the tariffs, Western Australia, added up in net present value, has been a substantial 
contributor to the other states, largely due to changes in recent times. 

These are simply the facts, and I am putting them out there. When these issues came up before, Eric Ripper—
when he was the Treasurer, opposition leader and a backbencher, I think—consistently acted in a bipartisan way 
and offered his services to argue this case, because it is bipartisan. This is about major reform to our fiscal 
federalism, which is important, and Western Australia has to lead this debate because we are the fast-growth 
state. I think there was a lack of leadership by the opposition leader in not going out there in a bipartisan, 
proactive way and talking to his colleagues in the eastern states’ Labor Party and in the federal Labor Party to 
argue the case; he did not do that. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: That’s rubbish! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: He did not do that. He just hoped and wished, and argued that we could not do anything, 
came out with one smokescreen after another, and tried to say that we were working hard on it. Then at the last 
minute he brought Bill Shorten over here—even though the day before Bill Shorten had said that there should be 
no change in the GST—and he did a photo shoot and said, “We’ve flicked them $300 million.” 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Isn’t that the position that you got to in the end? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No. We are doing more than that. The $500 million that we received, which will be used for 
road expenditure, is just the first step. We also got a commitment by the Abbott government to a principle, and 
we all worked through it, on a floor. Members might say that that floor would be put in only when we go above 
it. But one would have to be a real pessimist to believe that Western Australia will not go below it again. One 
would have to be a real pessimist to believe that. I am not. Western Australia is going to be the dominant growth 
state for decades to come. The other states—Victoria, New South Wales to a lesser extent, Tasmania, and 
South Australia—are stagnating. 

I would like to show members why those other states fought so hard. If we look at the distribution and at what 
they will get from the GST this year, we see that the GST grants to New South Wales will grow by 7.8 per cent, 
to Victoria by 7.8 per cent and to Queensland by 11.5 per cent. Actually, the new Treasurer of Queensland is 
a talented young man. It is interesting that he is the first Treasurer to ever be elected with no commitments to do 
anything. This year, the GST grants to South Australia will grow by 11.5 per cent, to Tasmania by 16.8 per cent 
and to the Northern Territory by five per cent. In other words, these people are getting windfalls from our iron 
ore royalties. So, of course they are arguing for it. If we look at the revenue flows otherwise, other than in 
New South Wales, they are a low three per cent. Their total growth in revenue is coming from us. When this 
issue came up, the Treasurer from South Australia—who is another talented person—did the only thing any 
rational Treasurer of South Australia could do. South Australia is like East Berlin. When the wall came down, 
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there were huge benefits for East Berlin in going over to West Berlin, but East Berlin was desolated after 
decades of being behind the wall. Now that the tariff barriers are coming down in South Australia, that state is 
really struggling. I think the government in South Australia is trying. It has a large number of reform proposals, 
and it is doing a good job. But if I were them and I were getting an 11.5 per cent increase in GST revenue, 
I would fight for it—but it is coming at a cost to us—and I would resist any change to that. That is why the 
Premier and I have argued that it will take leadership from the commonwealth to break this impasse, and 
Tony Abbott is showing that. Bill Shorten is hiding from it. 

I come now to debt levels. 

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Member for Bassendean, I call you for the second time. I ask you 
to keep quiet, please. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is very interesting. The first time I met the member for Bassendean, he was the head of the 
missos, and he was arguing a case—I cannot remember which one—and he was protesting outside Parliament 
and my electorate office, on almost a weekly basis, demanding a 21 per cent increase in wage rates over three 
years. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Now they are complaining that we spend too much on labour! The member for Bassendean 
is complaining about high wage rates to the public sector. He must be joking. I think the only person who would 
believe that is the member for Bassendean himself. It is absurd. 

But, anyway, I will go back to debt levels. The debt levels are too high. The reason why the debt levels are too 
high is that they have been used for productive capacity to date. They have been used for a needed revamp of our 
public services. They have been used outside the consolidated fund for a massive expansion and to facilitate 
employment growth. This Loan Bill has been designed to fund that into the future. It is with great relent that we 
did announce that we will have a current account deficit this year and next year. We will run a budget deficit this 
year and next year, and that will be funded by debt. But we will also commit to reducing debt—paying back 
debt. 
Ms R. Saffioti: When? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Members will just have to wait for the budget next week. We will introduce a program of 
reducing debt — 
Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It will reduce debt, member. 
There are a couple of other points that I need to address. The first is that Rio and BHP made a contribution to us 
when we changed the agreements on fines. That contribution was substantial. We asked them to put it into the 
new Perth Children’s Hospital. It could have been used somewhere else. We could have negotiated some of that. 
We chose to take that lump sum payment and put it into the children’s hospital, not them. Members opposite 
were also complaining about what we have done with our high revenue. That was part of the revenue, and we 
used it for the children’s hospital. So, when members opposite complain about our levels of expenditure, they are 
complaining about our children’s hospital. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: They are. 
There is another issue that members opposite have come out with, and I will address it quickly, and I will give 
the member for Cannington a printout of this. The member for Cannington asked me during consideration in 
detail about the notional allocations to the public trading enterprises. Most of them are equity injections. There 
are a few other ones. Horizon Power has one for the Aboriginal remote communities’ power supply project. 
Horizon has been selected by the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation to provide 
a one-megawatt plant for the radio astronomy observatory. Verve is all equity injections, except for the 
Mumbida wind farm and the Greenough solar project, which was given an equity injection by, I think, 
Eric Ripper, way back then. For Western Power, it is largely a regional power improvement equity injection, 
and, more recently, edge-of-grid funding to test out some batteries in certain regional locations. I will give the 
member for Cannington a printout of that for his consumption. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 

 [7] 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 7 May 2015] 

 p3379c-3386a 
Mr John Quigley; Dr Mike Nahan 

 

 [8] 


	LOAN BILL 2015
	Third Reading


