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LOAN BILL 2016 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 18 October. 
HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [5.06 pm]: I will continue my remarks from last night when I questioned 
how this Loan Bill will be paid for and how the total state debt will be paid down at some later stage. Last night 
I touched on negative gearing in the housing market in Western Australia. It was interesting to note a PerthNow 
article today that showed that Western Australia has the highest rate of mortgage default in the country at 
2.33 per cent. We are about the only state that has seen reductions in house prices. Other states such as 
New South Wales and Victoria are experiencing solid capital gains but this state’s house prices have declined. It 
is very, very worrying. 
Most of the taxes that will go towards paying down this state debt will be stamp duty, payroll tax and land tax, 
which is usually the burden of the business community. It is a burden on our wealth creators—people who get 
out there and have a go and form businesses and take risks. With a modest $5 million unimproved value 
property, when someone has to pay something like $66 500 in land tax, that is a hell of a lot of money. It does 
not take very much to get to an aggregate $5 million in unimproved value. It is also interesting to note that 
Queensland, Victoria and New South Wales have a top marginal rate on their land tax of two per cent. In WA 
our top marginal rate is 2.8 per cent. On top of that, our metropolitan region improvement tax rate is 
.014 per cent, which adds to that. We have some of the highest land tax costs in the country. 
It is also estimated that 80 per cent of land tax is paid by 10 per cent of landholders. A small group of people in 
this state are carrying a hell of a burden. About 25 to 30 per cent of landholders of commercial property in the 
CBD and West Perth have vacancies, and that number is growing. If they have vacancies, they have to pay that 
land tax out of their pocket because they are not getting the variable outgoing costs off a tenant. If the property is 
tenanted, that business, or the tenant that is running the business, through its variable outgoings, has increased 
land tax costs as part of their overheads. It is not a good thing at all for business, and it will stifle business. 
These are the people whom I spoke about last night. They are entrepreneurs. They employ people, work long 
hours, take risks and make sacrifices with their family life in an effort to create a better life. I remember that in 
my business years when my five children were growing up, I missed I do not know how many sports days, 
assemblies or whatever because the demands of business were so great that I just could not get there. They are 
times that I cannot get back. Fortunately, my children are quite understanding, so I have been forgiven for that. 
But they are some of the things that people do. They sacrifice a lot of their life to get out there and have a go in 
the business world. 
It is quite unfair that a lot of the burden of paying down this state debt will fall to them. 
It is estimated that about 50 per cent of start-up businesses fail within three years. These are people who are 
having a go. Naivety plays a part and maybe they are starting out in an under-resourced and undercapitalised 
business. A lot of times it is a good idea, but the challenges surrounding it sometimes result in family 
breakdowns or whatever the case may be. Within three years, half of those businesses fail. That has quite an 
impact on the community. People lose money and there is a social impact. It is a difficult time for them. 
Someone might take the attitude that they do not want a start-up business because they do not want to take that 
risk so they buy an existing business. They may have built up a nest egg or they might mortgage their house. Let 
us say that they buy a business for $1 million, which is not a huge amount to buy an established business these 
days. A large part of that $1 million is probably goodwill, or a non-real asset—an intangible asset. The balance 
to that might be that there is in situ value of plant and equipment of $400 000 and the value of the goodwill 
might be $600 000. Basically, there is $600 000 of hot air on a hope that customers will return to that business. 
The stamp duty payable on that $1 million business is $45 500, so they are paying that $45 500 for basically an 
intangible asset. In 2013, when I first came to this place, there were bills in Parliament to abolish stamp duty on 
non-real assets, or intangible assets. When the time came for that bill to be enacted, we had another bill to 
abolish the abolishment of the stamp duty. So that stamp duty still exists; it is still a burden for those people who 
want to buy an existing business. 
It really worries me that people will suffer over time with these particular taxes. It affects the community in 
many ways. Do not get me wrong; business is not all doom and gloom. There are a lot of joys and successes in 
business, and a lot of sense of achievement in business. We should foster these people, because they are the 
backbone of the state. They are the largest employer in the community. They are the people who work the long 
hours and pay the taxes, so we should not burden them with state taxes. I do not quite know how we are going to 
get around that. Obviously, there have to be some budget savings to try to get the deficit into balance. So far we 
have seen things such as reducing the rebate on council rates for pensioners. These are people who have worked 
all their life, paid off their mortgage and retired and now they get a bit of a rebate on their rates. We have cut that 
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rebate so they now pay more. They are not a burden in state housing; they have their own house, but we have 
cut their reward. 
Another concession that we took away was the first home owner grant for established homes. Again, that is 
another impost on the declining housing market, because we have taken away the first home owner grant for 
established homes. Why would we discriminate against a first home owner who does not want to build a brand-
new home? There is a lot of risk in building a home. Collier Homes has collapsed in this state, and other brands 
of the same builder have collapsed in other states. Some people do not want to do that. A lot of first home 
owners will buy an old house and do it up, and the renovation industry also has some effort in that. We should 
not be penny pinching little savings like that when we are establishing marine parks and spending tens of 
millions of dollars on the management of those marine parks, yet there is absolutely no evidence of any 
measurable environmental benefit from those marine parks. I think we have our priorities wrong. We should not 
be penny pinching from pensioners’ rates or the first home owner grant. We should be looking at the bigger 
picture and asking whether we really need those marine parks at this point. They are not under pressure, 
especially the proposed Kimberley marine park. That area is not under any environmental pressure, so why are 
we spending hundreds of millions of dollars that could be saved to help with our debt. They are some of the 
things that we need to consider. 
On the matter of repairing the budget, I know that after the WA Inc debacle, a levy was put on vehicle 
registrations to pay back the debt, and most members would probably remember that. I do not know whether 
a budget repair tax could be revisited to try to assist in these trying times of diminishing iron ore royalty receipts, 
and the GST is probably a few years away from swinging back to us. There have to be other ways of sharing the 
burden and not putting the full impost on the business community through these taxes. An amount of $1.7 billion 
will be added to state debt. It has to be paid for. How are we going to pay for it come the next budget? Those 
three taxes will be in the firing line to be increased. When the government does that, it will take away the 
incentive for people to invest in Western Australia. Why would they? Our top marginal land tax rate is already 
0.85 per cent higher than the rates in the three main states on the other side of the country. They are a few 
remarks I wanted to make about that issue. 
There are other things we could look at in the agricultural sector, so I might touch on that without taking too 
much away from my colleague Hon Nigel Hallett, who I am sure will go into the agricultural area. The mining 
boom has come off the boil, and I think that most people could see that that was going to happen at some stage. 
There has been a lot of talk about the dining boom in agriculture and Seizing the Opportunity Agriculture, but 
I think there has to be more emphasis on creating infrastructure and a good environment for the agricultural 
sector. The agricultural sector is one of the bread-and-butter industries in the state. Mining booms and busts 
come and go, but agriculture is a bread-and-butter industry. 
Hon Darren West: Boom, boom! 
Hon RICK MAZZA: I am glad Hon Darren West picked that up; he is awake! 
We have a bit of an arrogant attitude that the world wants our produce—South-East Asia wants Australian beef 
and the world wants our lamb and our grain. I am here to tell members that there is a lot of competition in the 
world market, and Australia no longer has the edge that everybody wants its product. Brazil and Argentina and 
North America are competing with beef. There is grain coming out of eastern Europe, where they can harvest 
two crops a year. Global competition in the food market is pretty competitive. Unless Australia has the 
infrastructure and incentives in place for agriculture, we are going to be behind the eight ball. More work needs 
to be done in that area to make sure that we get those industries up and that we can do something about this debt 
that has risen constantly from $4 billion in 2008 to nearly $30 billion now, and it is forecast to be $40 billion by 
2018–19. It is a huge and worrying state debt. With those few words, I will sit down. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [5.17 pm]: I, too, rise to offer the opposition’s support for the Loan Bill 2016, 
but in offering that support I want to make some comments about the state of affairs in Western Australia and the 
total and complete incompetence and mismanagement of the Barnett Liberal–National government over the past 
eight years. I cannot just blindly support the bill without putting on the record some very important points, which 
I will run through now. Before I go into the detail of my contribution, I indicate that I was prepared to speak last 
night but I did not get the opportunity, so I want to put on the record now my congratulations to our newest 
member of the house, Hon Laine McDonald, on her extraordinary and fantastic inaugural speech last night. What 
an asset to Parliament Laine is. She raised in her speech some extraordinarily good issues and some very topical 
issues. I find it somewhat bemusing that this institution of Parliament, which represents all the people of 
Western Australia, is at times out of step with all of Western Australia.  
The points that Hon Laine McDonald made last night about the role of mothers and women in the Parliament and 
the challenges they face show that this place is somewhat out of step with the rest of Western Australia. Laine is 
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a great addition to Parliament and a great champion for progressive politics in Western Australia. I am pleased to 
have her as a colleague on the opposition benches. 
I revert to my comments. It is significant that Hon Rick Mazza from the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party is 
also less than impressed with the economic management of the Barnett Liberal–National coalition government in 
Western Australia. He made some very good points about increases in charges and fees, and services that have 
been cut, which perhaps affect the upper middle class more with the challenges they face with land tax, stamp 
duty, payroll tax and the like. This government has shown a greater level of disregard for working people, 
seniors and pensioners, and for the unemployed in our community, and their numbers continue to grow every 
day. I heard today that 80 people lost their jobs as a direct consequence of Western Power not renewing 
a contract with a local firm in Malaga. Every day more people, through no fault of their own, are becoming 
unemployed and turning to unemployment benefits, and then being sneered at by conservative government 
members, both state and federal, for the fate that has befallen them and, in this instance, purely through 
a decision of this government. I note that many people in the community, other than those that Hon Rick Mazza 
alluded to in his contribution, are finding the game very tough as a consequence of the government’s hopeless 
mismanagement and financial recklessness across Western Australia. 
Parts of this speech may sound familiar to members opposite, and that is because it is not the first time that the 
opposition has been asked to support yet another loan bill in this house. It seems as though the opposition is 
beginning to sound like a stuck record. I have heard members opposite complain about that, but when the 
government continues to bring to the house loan bill after loan bill, it should expect a recurring theme from the 
opposition and advice on how to prevent further loan bills from having to come before the house. Given the 
government does not seem to listen to advice, good ideas and suggestions from the opposition I will run through 
them again—some of these for the fourth time. 
This bill is necessary to pay the wages of our hardworking nurses, teachers, police and emergency service 
workers, and, of course, the outstanding staff here in the Parliament, who are all public servants who rely on 
money in the tin, so to speak, of government for wages and essential services. I do not know whether it is lost on 
government members, but it is not lost on me that in 12 days the money will run out. The money we approved in 
those loan bills that we passed previously—one as recently as last year—is all gone, and nobody wants to talk 
about that. In 12 days the state will run out money. The boom state, the darling of the mining industry and 
economic world will run out of money in 12 days. I can see members opposite thinking about that and perhaps 
pondering how on earth Western Australia got to this point, and even after a record number of loan bills passing 
through this Parliament we find ourselves on 19 October with not enough money to last more than 12 days. That 
is a very significant fact of which government members could not be proud. They could not be proud of this 
government’s economic performance when we have this state of affairs. It is necessary to pass this bill to pay 
public servants and to provide essential services to the community. 
As a responsible opposition, we will pass the bill. The upper house in Western Australia is somewhat different 
from the upper house in the federal Parliament and does not have the capacity to block supply and call for 
a double dissolution election and face the people. The Western Australian opposition will do the responsible 
thing and pass the legislation. It does not affect us—as a matter of fact, it does affect us because we are also paid 
from government funds, so in a way we cannot be paid for the hard work and the job that we do without the 
passage of this bill. But that is not the main reason for passing this bill; the main reason is that the government 
has a mandate to spend the state’s finances as it sees appropriate. However, the government has never had 
a mandate for reckless spending, monument building, vanity projects and irresponsible fiscal management that 
we have seen over the last eight years. Next March, the people of Western Australia will have the opportunity to 
judge this government on its fiscal performance. The opinion outside the Parliament is that perhaps the public 
are not particularly enamoured with the performance of this government and will have a view on whether this 
government is fit to be elected for a third term. 
I am saying this with monotonous regularity, but there is a cure for my repeated economic rhetoric to the 
Parliament signalling the government’s poor performance, and that is for the government to stop spending and 
building monuments in the way it is so that it can stop bringing these loan bills to the Parliament that we have to 
debate year after year. I have some suggestions that I will get to a little later in my contribution. 
Hon Phil Edman: I’m looking forward to listening to them. 
Hon DARREN WEST: The government might do well to listen because I run a business too and I follow some 
basic rules in business and in the handling of money—especially when it is other people’s money—that need to 
be adhered to. The government either has not heard about these basic economic rules or chooses to ignore them. 
It is probably a bit of both. 
We have had seven Treasurers over seven years, so we understand there has not been a coherent performance in 
the Treasury portfolio. We have had consistent changes in that portfolio and we do not seem to get one Treasurer 
who is much better than the last one; we never seem to get a really good Treasurer. Treasurers in this 
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government could well have looked at the performance of the Gallop–Carpenter Labor government and that of 
the Treasurer in that government, Eric Ripper, who I think it is fair to say was the state’s greatest Treasurer. 
Eric Ripper was also unique as the first standalone Treasurer in Western Australia. In history gone by, the 
tradition had been that the Treasury portfolio was carried by the Premier. That was the case before the Gallop–
Carpenter government when the Premier of the day was also the Treasurer. We entered a new era in 
Western Australian politics under Labor with a standalone Treasurer, and it is fair to say that our very first 
standalone Treasurer was the state’s greatest Treasurer. Treasurer Ripper was a diligent man. He was acutely 
aware that the money he was handling was other people’s money and it did not belong to him or to the state 
Labor government, but belonged to all Western Australians. He handled that money in a fiscally responsible and 
prudent manner. As a consequence, Treasurer Ripper was able to regain the state’s AAA credit rating, which was 
lost by the Court government before him. He was able to regain that AAA rating and hand over, upon the defeat 
of the Carpenter government in 2008, the best set of books in Australia. 
Hon Michael Mischin interjected.  
Hon DARREN WEST: He was able to regain the lost AAA credit rating, reduce unemployment and hand over 
the best set of books in Australia at the time. How that has changed. I still remember the Premier saying that 
when he was finished in this job, he would go over and sort out Tasmania. I do not think Tasmania wants 
Premier Barnett now because it may not be much longer until the Tasmanian economy is better than the 
Western Australian economy. Perhaps Tasmania should come over and sort out Premier Barnett—but I digress. 
As I said, our AAA credit rating is long gone. We have had subsequent downgrades and we are now on 
a negative watch. The ratings agencies will be starting to circle when they hear about the passage of this 
Loan Bill 2016, which will be passed before the 12 days expire so that the hardworking nurses, police and other 
public servants do not get the terrible surprise of finding out that they have not been paid. The bill will be passed 
in the nick of time and at great embarrassment to the government. Cabinet ministers can perhaps feel a little bit 
sheepish when they next front officials from their department because they almost left them completely high and 
dry and out of pay for the hard work they do. 
The AAA credit rating is long gone, we have had subsequent downgrades, we are on a negative watch and 
unemployment in this state is at 6.3 per cent—the highest for a very long time. Sadly, the unemployment rate is 
rising. As I mentioned before, as a direct result of a government decision, 80 hardworking staff have found 
themselves without work tonight. Tasmania is the lowest performing state in Australia. I think we have slipped 
below South Australia. South Australia has a strong gas industry, but South Australia and Tasmania are certainly 
not blessed with the mineral resources or the scale of the agricultural operations that we have in 
Western Australia. They certainly do not have the golden goose that we have in Western Australia—that is, the 
mining industry. Somehow, through the biggest mining boom ever in living history—I think it is fair to say 
ever—we find ourselves in this malaise. The public, like me, is scratching their heads and wondering how on 
earth this could possibly have happened. 
As I alluded to earlier, this is not the first loan bill that we have seen before Parliament. For members opposite 
who may not be aware, six loan bills have been presented to Parliament. I have been a member of Parliament for 
a little over three years, but I have seen four of those six loan bills come through this place and be debated in this 
house during my short tenure as member for Agricultural Region. They bring together a total of $23 billion in 
borrowings since 2009. That is an extraordinary amount of money and more than the cost of the Gorgon and 
Wheatstone projects in the Pilbara, which are massive projects. That gives members a little idea of the amount of 
money involved. If anyone has been following the progress of those projects from their inception to their design 
phase and now construction, they will get some idea of the scale and cost of those projects, which is what these 
four loan bills that have been introduced in this Parliament since 2009 add up to. I have used this example 
before, members, but I will use it again. Perhaps in future when we bring loan bills to the house, we should also 
include the month as well as the year on its title because we have had a Loan Bill 2015 and a Loan Bill 2016. 
Perhaps from here on in, should this government be elected, we might also need the month of the loan bill 
because such is the regularity with which they come before Parliament. 
We run out of money in 12 days; I keep coming back to that point. 

Six loan bills have been brought before Parliament. I will just run through them for the benefit of members 
opposite who may not be aware of exactly how far they have put the taxpayers of Western Australia into the 
financial mire. In 1999, under the then Court government, the very first loan bill was introduced for 
$260 million. A dollar in 1999 would probably be worth $1.60 or $1.70 in today’s money. That would be in the 
order of $400 million or $500 million if we compare the value of things today with their value in 1999. In 
today’s language, it is not a significant loan bill. In 2003, two years after the election of the Gallop Labor 
government—one of Western Australia’s best ever governments—another loan bill was brought forward for 
$250 million. In today’s dollars that would be in the order of $400 million or perhaps even a little less—maybe 
$350 million if we made a suitable comparison. Those two loan bills that were brought in before the 
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Barnett government came to power in 2008 were relatively small. I might make the point that the 2003 loan bill 
was to help patch up some of the mistakes made by, and the spending of, the Court government, of which, 
I might point out, the current Premier was a senior minister. I think he might have even been the Deputy Leader 
of the WA Parliamentary Liberal Party for a while—at any rate he was up and about with that. In 2003 to 2008 
when the Gallop–Carpenter Labor government was at its best, no loan bills were introduced. A case could be 
made that the 2003 bill was introduced to fix up some of the wrongs created by the previous Court government 
and to steady the ship, so to speak, for a smooth passage of sailing ahead. 
We move forward six years to the Liberal–National coalition government elected under Premier Barnett. The 
National Party, as it always does, chose to form government. Despite holding the balance of power and having 
a unique opportunity to exercise that power and create history, and despite assurances to then Premier Carpenter 
that that would be the case, it chose, as it invariably does, to side with the conservative side of politics. I am often 
asked whether we could go into a government arrangement with the National Party. I say of course not, because the 
National Party is a conservative political party, the Liberal Party is a conservative political party and the 
Labor Party is a progressive political party. There would be this great difference of philosophy between the 
Labor Party and the National Party. I also point out that the National Party, like the Liberal Party, is an anti–trade 
union party and an anti-workers party. It is a shame that all the National Party members are out of the chamber on 
urgent parliamentary business because some of the recent actions of the National Party show that it has become an 
anti-worker and anti-jobs party and has lined up closely with the Liberals in terms of its disdain for trade unions and 
working people. That would be another major point of philosophical difference between the National Party and the 
Labor Party, which stands for working people and supports the excellent work of the trade union movement in its 
quest to fight for better pay and conditions for workers and for workers to be treated with respect in the workplace. 
The trade union movement stands for all kinds of things, and we work together to deliver better outcomes for not 
only working people, but also people in business. Hon Rick Mazza made the point very well—I understand that 
point completely—that some people choose to go into business for themselves and to employ others, which is 
important. Small business is the largest employer in Australia and we should support small business, but not 
everyone does that and not everyone has the capacity to do that. Many people go to work and do a fair day’s work 
and expect a fair day’s pay, and when they do not get that fair day’s pay or their conditions or safety are 
compromised, the safety net of the union movement can step in and help them. 
In 2009, the Liberal-National coalition government introduced a loan bill of $8.3 billion. Members can see that 
we have gone from loan bills of $260 million and $250 million, and I have told members opposite before — 
Hon Michael Mischin: Will the member take an interjection? 
Hon DARREN WEST: I have only 23 minutes. If it is a short interjection, Attorney General, I will take it. 
Hon Michael Mischin: You’re going on about loan bills: why haven’t you mentioned the ones from 1983 
through to 1990, when there was one every year of the Burke government and that government lost us the 
AAA credit rating and bankrupted the state? 
Hon DARREN WEST: Loan bills were not of particular concern to me in the 1980s when I was a young fellow 
just getting my driver’s licence and just beginning to vote. I have to take the Attorney General’s sage interjection 
as gospel because I do not know the answer to that, but I do know that in 2009 a loan bill of $8.3 billion—with 
a B, billion—was introduced. It was far larger than the ones introduced in 1999 and 2003. I have said before—
I will repeat it again because this is the fourth time I have spoken on a loan bill—that one million seconds is 
eight days, and one billion seconds is 37 years. That gives members opposite a bit of an idea as to the difference 
between one million and one billion. It is not just a letter—it is actually 1 000 times one million. 
Hon Michael Mischin: When did you have this revelation? 
Hon DARREN WEST: I think during my time, the first loan bill came in in 2012. That is when I had 
that revelation. 
I have said to members that one billion rolls off the tongue all right, but it is 1 000 times the amount of one 
million. I agree with some of the things Hon Rick Mazza said, but he made the point that buying a business for 
$1 million was not a lot of money. I disagree with that. I can tell members that for the vast majority of 
Western Australians, $1 million—with an M—is an awful lot of money. Some people do not even earn that in 
their lifetime, let alone accumulate enough or get access to capital enough to buy a business. To most people, 
$1 million is an awful lot of money. Although there are more millionaires every year, to most 
Western Australians $1 million is a lot and unattainable in many people’s lifetimes. That is $1 million, and 
1 000 times more than that is $1 billion, and a loan bill of $8.3 billion was brought before Parliament in 2009. 
That set a new standard in loan bills. We went from $260 million to $250 million to $8.3 billion. That was in the 
order of about 15 times the combined amount of the last two loan bills. That was a massive loan bill in 2009. 
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I would have thought that might have kept the government going for a while. In 2003, the previous loan bill had 
been for $250 million and that lasted six years, so an $8.3 billion loan bill might have lasted us significantly 
longer than that because of its size, but, no, members, it did not. In three years’ time back to Parliament the 
government came with a loan bill for $5 billion—a smaller amount, but still a significant loan bill. It was 
20 times the size of the loan bill brought in in 2003 under the Gallop government. That was the first time I had 
debated a loan bill, and members heard then much of what I have told members in the past 20 minutes or so, and 
are hearing again. Should this government bring in another loan bill, members will hear it again. 
We then go forward to 2015 when there was another loan bill for $8 billion. There had been loan bills for 
$8.3 billion, $5 billion and $8 billion, and remember that the loan bill before those three was for $250 million. 
The loan bill for 2015 was for $8 billion, with a $1.5 billion reserve built into it. Not only did we borrow a large 
amount of money, but also we had some reserve just in case the economic climate did not go quite the way the 
government believed it would. The $8 billion has gone, the $1.5 billion reserve has gone, the $5 billion has gone, 
the $8.3 billion is long gone, and of course the $250 million and $260 million loan bills of 1999 and 2003 have 
gone. That $8 billion, with a $1.5 billion reserve, will run out in 12 days. The $21.3 billion in loan bills brought 
in since 2009 will expire in 12 days. We will be out of money in 12 days. 
The Loan Bill 2016 is relatively modest by Barnett Liberal–National government standards at $1.7 billion. But 
remember, members, that there will be an election in five months, so I guess the trick is to have a loan bill to get to 
12 March because the government would not want to borrow anymore. It would not want to borrow another 
$8 billion; that would be largesse and silly—it is largesse and silly as it is. This $1.7 billion loan bill is made up of 
three components: $500 million for extra spend—half a billion dollars—a $1.2 billion reserve, and $700 million for 
writedowns. I do not want to speculate what that is; I guess we will find out in the fullness of time. 
I have said that I am a little disappointed that not one single member of the National Party is in the house—they 
are all out on urgent parliamentary business—but they are not immune to this largesse, monument building and 
rash spending either. As a matter of fact, I think they are as equal to being reckless with other people’s money, if 
not more, than their Liberal coalition colleagues. I think it is fair to say that the National Party has this ink on its 
hands as well, because it certainly has not been backward in coming forward on spending large amounts of 
money and making rash promises and commitments purely for electoral gain without having even a business 
case. I refer to the spending on the Ord River project, about which the Auditor General was scathing. The 
Leader of the National Party—the member for Pilbara, Hon Brendon Grylls—stood during a business breakfast 
yesterday and said, “The report wasn’t as bad as the media made out.” I do not think he had read the 
Auditor General’s report, because it was as bad as the media made out. I think the media went easy on 
Hon Brendon Grylls after that Auditor General’s report came out. 
Hon Alyssa Hayden: Do you not support the Ord River development? 
Hon DARREN WEST: The Ord River was set up in 1971, and the federal Labor government supported much 
social infrastructure in Kununurra and around there. But whether or not I support it, member, before that 
decision is made, surely the government should go ahead and get a business case to work out the environmental, 
social and economic advantages of that project. That was never done. The government cannot possibly make an 
informed decision without a business case. That is what the Auditor General’s main criticism was—there was no 
business case for this project. It was straight out there as electoral bait, and, fortunately, the people of the 
Kimberley saw through it and did not elect a National Party member as their representative in the 
Legislative Assembly. 
Similarly in the Pilbara—we have talked about Pilbara Cities—some of the economic spending largesse there 
has been breathtaking. We have a $115 million project that is 30 per cent occupied. We have high-rise towers 
that could not be filled and we had to fill them with public servants because no-one else was interested in buying 
the apartments. It exposed the state to enormous risk. Of course, when it all fell down the government said, 
“What do we do now, because we don’t actually have a plan?” It is pretty obvious to any economist or anyone 
watching the financial management of this government that there is no plan. The only plan the National Party has 
is to win seats. If that takes spending a lot of other people’s money, so be it. There is no plan, so now, after the 
event, we are debating another $1.7 billion loan bill—days after the government confirms its commitment to 
a $2 billion road to nowhere; I wonder whether people can see the largesse and irresponsibility of that project—
and being asked to pass this bill because the government has no plan. There is no plan. The member for Pilbara 
thinks he has a plan. It is a load of nonsense; it is not a plan. He has got to the point at which “The wallet’s 
empty and we need to look around for someone we can hit up for some money.” That has been going on for 
a long time. It is not a plan for when we run out of money to turn to our mates or someone we know and hit them 
up for a few bucks to get us through the week. That is not a plan at all. 

As I pointed out earlier, I run a business and there are a few simple rules in business that I will run through for 
members opposite. I am using this example because it is visual and it is easy to explain to members opposite, 
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who clearly do not have a great grasp of economics. This is called a chequebook, which contains little pages that 
we fill in to transfer money from my account to someone else’s account. 

Hon Alyssa Hayden: Do you still use a chequebook? 

Hon DARREN WEST: I do still use a chequebook, honourable member. About 10 per cent of the organisations 
I donate to for school award prizes and various other causes I support, of which there are many, still ask me for 
a cheque. I will not belittle them for that if that is how they want me to pay them $30 for their high school award, 
$150 for a subscription, $500 for a Christmas hamper appeal, my membership of the Geraldton Turf Club or 
whatever the case may be. I am quite happy to hold a chequebook, albeit smaller than they used to be. When an 
amount of money is written on a cheque and made payable to the relevant school or organisation, I put it in the 
mail and post it to the organisation. The organisation then takes it to the bank and the bank debits my account 
with the amount I write on the cheque. I have to make sure there is more money in my account than the amount 
I have written on the cheque. That is my responsibility. 

Hon Alyssa Hayden interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Absolutely. Does anyone see where this is going? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: No. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I have to be fiscally responsible and disciplined enough to make sure there is enough 
money in my account to honour the donation or subscription I want to pay to the organisation. 

Hon Liz Behjat: Do you have an overdraft on your account? 

Hon DARREN WEST: Absolutely I have an overdraft, honourable member. I have to be fiscally diligent and 
disciplined enough to make sure I can meet the conditions of the overdraft. I cannot go and ask somebody else to 
prop me up. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order, members! Hon Darren West has the call. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I also have to take into account that in my farming business there might be a year of 
drought or a year of low prices. I have to factor that into my calculations when I am working out how much — 

Hon Peter Katsambanis interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Honourable member, I have got 10 minutes to go. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! The member has indicated that he has only a short time left. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I have taken interjections, but I will not take any more, otherwise I will need an 
extension. Members, it is true that at different times I have bought assets and I have been required to extend. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: It is true, but I have something to show for that extension and if I borrow extra money, 
I still have to factor in that I have to be able to service the extra money. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! There are too many people trying to interject. One person 
is speaking. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Mr Acting President. I have to service the extra interest that accumulates on 
that extension, but here comes the crunch. I have to pay back that money. This government has no concept of 
getting on top of its debt and financial obligations to the people of Western Australia. This government continues 
year on year, on behalf of all the people of Western Australia, to seek to extend the state’s debt without anything to 
show for it. There is nothing to show for the last three Loan Bills, remembering that Fiona Stanley Hospital, one of 
the largest pieces of infrastructure, was funded by the previous Labor government and there is not a lot for this 
government to show for all this debt. I cannot continue to extend my debt to a point at which I cannot service it and 
cannot pay it back. Members opposite cannot pay the debt back. They cannot repay the debt they have accumulated 
over the last eight years. The rating agencies agree with that, the public agree with it and the banking fraternity 
agree with it. Everyone knows that the government has no capacity to reduce this debt. It will soldier on until it is 
thrown out of office and leave it to somebody else. How fiscally irresponsible is that? It is a basic lesson in 
spending less than we earn, but a very pertinent lesson for the Barnett Liberal–National coalition government, so 
that members opposite need to understand that whatever comes their way, they are ready for it financially. Being 
ready financially does not mean having seven Treasurers over seven years. It does not mean that the government 
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can continually come back to Parliament to ask for more money and continually bring forward these 
multi-billion dollar loan bills. Never once has the government outlined a plan to pay back the money. 
The harebrained scam that the member for Pilbara, Hon Brendon Grylls, came up with the other day, 
metaphorically speaking, is as though he has been down to the pub, had a few bets, has run out of money, 
turned to his mate and wanted another 100 bucks. That is exactly what Hon Brendon Grylls’ plan is all about. 
He is expecting regional Western Australia to prop up his financial ineptitude. I do not think regional 
Western Australia will cop that and I certainly do not think the mining industry should cop that. It is not the 
mining industry’s fault; it is the fault of the Liberal–National government of Western Australia that we have 
got to where we are. That harebrained idea will cost jobs and drive investment out of Western Australia. 
There is no doubt about that. There is not an industry analyst who would not agree, except perhaps for David 
Flanagan, who is a little bit sore about not being able to use BHP’s railway line, and who, extraordinarily, 
gave support for Hon Brendon Grylls’ harebrained scheme. I do not believe he is in the industry any more. 
No-one other than David Flanagan has come out and said it is a good idea. I think we should stop talking 
about that because the word of this harebrained scheme will get to Brazil and other parts of the world such as 
the economic capitals of London and New York where investment decisions are made. This tax will be great 
news for Brazil as well as for South Australia and Tasmania. The states that we are down near the bottom of 
the ladder with will be very pleased. Does anyone opposite know about the GST formula? They should 
because they signed us up to it in 1999. The GST formula means that today 70c of every dollar of Mr Grylls’ 
harebrained scheme will go to South Australia and Tasmania. The list of people who will be gleeful about this 
tax are Brazil, South Australia and Tasmania and I think we can throw in Queensland, New South Wales and 
Victoria. It would not be good news for Western Australia. 
I had a lot more to talk about, but this is a time-limited debate. I wanted to talk about the malaise of the dairy 
industry, but I will talk about that soon. I wanted also to talk about privatisation and, in the next five minutes 
available to me, I will talk about the government’s privatisation agenda. As I said, the member for Pilbara has 
this harebrained scheme, which he sees as a solution to our woes. As I said, it is a little bit like someone 
finding their wallet empty and hitting up their mates for some money. But the other solution being thrown 
around by the government is privatisation of state government monopoly-owned assets that return a dividend 
to the people of Western Australia. We have debated in here at length and referred to the Standing Committee 
on Legislation the sale of the Utah Point port, the largest bulk export loading facility in Australia—that state 
government monopoly-owned asset. Of course, the Labor Party does not support selling people’s assets 
without first seeing what the people think. We have argued the case against that. We argued vehemently 
against the sale of Market City at Canning Vale. Fortunately, that was bought by industry, so there is some 
hope that it will be 20 years before it is developed into something else. It may even last a little longer. The 
Labor Party is adamant in its opposition to the sale of Fremantle port and the road to nowhere that goes to it, 
because that port will reach its capacity. We believe that monopoly, state-owned asset should remain owned 
by Western Australians. Further, the Labor Party stands with the people of Western Australia in opposing the 
sale of Western Power. 
What a debacle this is becoming. Today we read in the press that the mums and dads of Western Australia 
may get the opportunity to own a piece of Western Power! I put to it members that they already do. 
Western Australians already own Western Power. Every taxpayer in Western Australia owns Western Power. 
It is a state government–owned asset. To say that the answer is to let mums and dads buy what they already 
own really shows the government is a bit bereft of ideas. We saw this with the sell-off of Telstra. Mum-and-
dad investors paid over $8 for a Telstra share. They were left high and dry after being led up the garden path. 
The regions suffered terribly as a consequence of the sale of Telstra and the regions will suffer terribly as 
a consequence of the sale of Western Power. This is one of the most dangerous ideas that the government 
has had. 
Further, there is conjecture about the price. The Treasurer says that Western Power is worth in the order of 
$12 billion. I do not know how the Treasurer arrived at that figure. The people I speak to in the industry say it 
is worth more like $3 billion. Because it has an associated debt, its return on investment would suggest that 
$3 billion is more in the order of the value of Western Power. The poor old National Party does not have 
much when it comes to policy ideas. It generally takes its lead from the Liberals. The poor old president of the 
National Party says that half of Western Power is worth $10 billion. Industry people say that Western Power 
is worth $3 billion for 100 per cent, the Treasurer says that it is worth $12 billion for 100 per cent, and the 
poor old National Party says that it is worth $10 billion for 50 per cent. All those things clearly cannot be true. 
Until a business case is done and without all the information, how can anyone make an assessment about the 
sale of Western Power? Given that Western Power is a state-owned monopoly asset that returns about 
$350 million to the taxpayers of Western Australia and pays its way—albeit it is carrying debt; its chequebook 
can service it—it is a business. Western Power should be kept in public hands. The mums and dads of 
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Western Australia already own Western Power. There is a little concept that government members may have 
a bit of difficulty accepting—they already own Western Power! 

The government has privatised many services without success. This government has been a very poor 
government. The Labor Party will support the passage of the Loan Bill. It will do it for the people of 
Western Australia, because we are talking about their money. The Labor Party will not do it because the 
government is a good economic manager. The government is a very poor economic manager—the poorest there 
has ever been. I was heartened to hear that Hon Rick Mazza agrees with me that it is a very, very poor 
government. Nobody is in charge and everyone is running around spending money like there is no tomorrow on 
monuments and vanity projects. It has become a shambles and the community agrees. The community will make 
a judgement on this government’s performance in March next year. 

HON MARTIN PRITCHARD (North Metropolitan) [6.03 pm]: I just wanted to make sure that no other 
member wanted to make a contribution before me on the Loan Bill 2016. I will direct my contributions to you, 
Mr Acting President (Hon Brian Ellis). I rise to make my contribution to the latest loan bill. I must say that this 
bill has put me in a bit of a quandary. I am sure the National–Liberal government does not expect me to 
congratulate it for taking this state further into debt. Having said that, I feel responsible to the thousands of state 
employees—police, nurses and road workers—who do the best they can for Western Australia. I do not want 
them to pay for the budgetary mistakes of this government. It is incomprehensible to me that this government is 
again in the position that if this bill is not passed in this session of Parliament, in simple terms it will run out of 
money. It is truly astonishing to me that the government has gone through not only the money that it borrowed in 
the last loan bill, but also the $1.5 billion that it built into that last loan bill as a contingency. I repeat: it built in 
$1.5 billion as a contingency and it has spent all of that money. It did not intend to spend that money, but it has. 

One has to wonder what the books looked like when Labor handed them over after the 2008 state election. I was 
not in this place at that time. I have heard a lot of debate about what the books looked like at that time, but 
I thought that I had better do my own investigation so that when I put my contribution to the house, I could have 
confidence that my information was correct. I found minimal debt—about $3.6 billion. I found a very low public 
net-debt-to-revenue ratio and a once-in-a-lifetime boom. What went wrong? This will be the fourth time this 
government has demonstrably got the budget wrong and had to come back to this place to ask for additional lines 
of credit so that it can pay its bills. 

The next part of my contribution will be tedious for those on the other side because I am sure they have heard all 
of this before. I will also go over previous loan bills. In 2009 this National–Liberal government came to this 
house to ask for $8.3 billion. It won the 2008 election; congratulations on winning that election. In 2009 it came 
to this house and asked for $8.3 billion. That is a massive amount of money. If that was the only bill that was 
brought before this house, I could probably say that I understood. It was a new government; there was a new 
Premier and a new Treasurer who had minimal experience in managing the state but who were determined to 
make a big splash. The government had big plans and it had made lots of promises. I am not sure it has kept all 
of the promises that it made, but it certainly borrowed enough money to do so. During that time, 
Western Australia was in the midst of a mining boom. The royalties coming into state coffers were 
extraordinary. 

In 2010, the Treasurer changed. Another bright light in Christian Porter took on the responsibility for Treasury. 
But again in 2012 the government came before this house to ask for another $5 billion. I find I am less able to 
understand why it would have done that. The government was probably a little more panicked. It was desperate 
to retain office in 2013. It had succeeded in winning office in 2008 by making lots of promises. I believe the 
government wanted a bit of a war chest to make a lot more promises so it could hold government in 2013. In my 
view, the government made too many promises. 

I find it hard to believe that the government did not accept, or certainly the Premier did not accept, that the 
mining boom would end. I would like to read briefly from a policy paper that was commissioned for the 
Minerals Council of Australia. A recurring theme from the Premier is his disbelief that the mining boom would 
come to an end. The report states — 

Market participants’ own forecasts of minerals prices are very tightly held for commercial reasons, but 
investment bank and broker forecasts of commodity prices are better known. Throughout the peak 
years, broker consensus forecasts for long-run prices remained persistently below prices received in any 
one year, although above the pre-boom average … 

These forecasts recognised that iron ore prices were an unprecedented distance above historic levels, 
and were likely to return closer to previous levels. Over the last decade, the iron ore price peaked at 
5.6 times its average price from 1980 to 2005. At the same time, other commodities tripled or ‘only’ 
doubled in price relative to previous levels … 
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That should have been a warning bell. It continues — 

In all cases, views that prices would decline again have proved correct. The prices of all major 
commodities are now much closer to their long-run average. 

I come now to the important part of this quote, which is something that the government at the time should have 
taken note of, because it would have guided it better — 

Forecasts that prices will be sustained at levels substantially above long-term averages require very 
strong cases to be accepted. A reliance on an upward shift in demand, albeit a somewhat persistent one, 
is insufficient. Genuine shortages of minerals, or equivalently a persistent decline in the grade of 
mineral ores, are needed to make any such case. Long-run forecasters must also guard against the 
appearance of new technologies that can irreversibly improve the economics of mining and refining. 

If that information was available to me, it certainly would have been available to the government of the day and 
its advisers. 

As I have said, I find it difficult to understand why the government of the day asked for an extra $5 billion in 
2012 when it should have had an expectation that the royalties from mining would not continue. In more recent 
times, in 2015, this government again came before this house and asked for $8 billion. That included 
a $1.5 billion buffer. Again, the government intended to spend the money that it had borrowed and hold onto the 
buffer. However, the government spent the buffer as well—$1.5 billion. We were assured by the government at 
the time that that would be the last loan bill from this government and that would see us through to 2017. 

It is difficult to understand how the government and Treasury can get it so wrong. At that time, the government 
probably finally realised that the boom was over and panic set in. Unfortunately, the government is again before 
this house and is asking in this Loan Bill for a further $1.7 billion. I find these figures extraordinary. The figures 
that we are talking about here are beyond comprehension. The government has not come to Parliament and said that 
it got it wrong. The government has blamed outside influences. The government has said that it is not its fault. 

A total of $500 million of that $1.7 billion is for recurrent spending. As I understand it, recurrent spending is 
pretty much to cover the bills that the government would normally get and the wages that it would normally pay. 
It is extraordinary that the government would get even half a billion dollars wrong in that regard. The 
government is also asking within this Loan Bill for $1.2 million as a buffer, just in case. Does anybody believe 
that that buffer will not be spent? 

Another thing that I would like people to think about is that we are coming up for an election in March 2017. 
The government has demonstrated throughout its tenure that it is continuing to spend. The government says that 
it is spending on infrastructure. However, this government is a spending government. Does anyone believe that 
will change? If the government is successful in March in retaining office, does anyone believe that the 
government will all of a sudden change and become a responsible government? Will some magic switch occur 
on 11 March and all of a sudden we will be able to trust the government with the finances of this state? 
Personally, I think not. 

The government has got the sums wrong to the tune of $23 billion in just two terms. I am not talking about the 
debt, because that is another issue. I am talking about the sums that the government has done over those two 
terms. The government has got its sums wrong to the tune of $23 billion. That is extraordinary. Compare that 
with the single loan bill of $250 million that the last Labor government needed to bring before this house during 
its full seven-year tenure. I repeat: in seven years under the last Labor government, it got its sums wrong to the 
tune of $250 million. Compare that with this government’s slightly longer period in office, and this government 
has got it wrong to the tune of $23 billion on more than four occasions. It has taken the Liberal and 
National Parties slightly more than eight years to land this state with nearly $40 billion worth of debt. We are not 
talking about the government getting the sums wrong. We are talking about the spending. At the end of the 
current term of this government, this state will be in debt to the tune of $40 billion. That has occurred during 
a mining boom that we can only hope we will see again in our lifetime. 

I want to go back to that report to give members some flavour of that boom. It states — 
• Since 2005, total Pilbara revenue has grown five times—from A$14 billion to A$71 billion in 2014. 

• Investment both to expand and to maintain capacity totalled more than A$100 billion from 2005 to 
2014, nine times the total spent from 1995 to 2004. 

• Expenditure on operating that newly installed capacity also mushroomed—at an average of more than 
A$1.5 billion per year, every year. 

• Taxes and royalties paid to governments totalled almost A$100 billion from 2005 to 2014, more than 
10 times the A$9 billion paid from 1995 to 2004. 
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Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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