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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) RECURRENT 2014–15 BILL 2014 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) CAPITAL 2014–15 BILL 2014 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 13 May. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [12.30 pm]: I rise to speak to the 
Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent 2014–15 Bill 2014 and the Appropriation (Consolidated 
Account) Capital 2014–15 Bill 2014. The 2014–15 state budget will be known as the budget that bombed, the 
budget that tanked and the friendless budget. It came from a new Treasurer, and anyone having a look at it would 
have to say that it satisfies no-one in Western Australia. It stands for nothing and satisfied no-one across the 
Western Australian political spectrum. Once again it highlights—I will go into this later on—the dishonesty and 
dysfunctionality that is at the core of the Barnett Liberal–National government. The government tried to spin that 
this was the budget to get Western Australia back on track. This was in all of the newspaper commentary 
immediately before the budget and it was part of the budget commentary on the day. 

Some commentators wrote that this would be the budget to get Western Australia back on track and resecure the 
AAA credit rating that this government lost last year through its own actions. Some wrote that this was the way 
for the government to go as it desperately tries to resecure the AAA credit rating, so that on his departure the 
Premier can say, “I regained the AAA credit rating.” Increasing the state’s debt level in a single year by 
$2.9 billion is a funny way to do it. That is what this budget has done. From this financial year to the end of the 
next financial year, state debt will increase from $22 billion to $24.9 billion. This government is racking up 
$2.9 billion of extra debt. The Treasurer is somehow trying to spin it as an effort on the part of the government to 
regain its AAA credit rating—despite the reality. The government has dismally failed to control debt and has 
managed to hit mainstream Western Australia with massive cost-of-living increases as well as increases in debt. 
The government has achieved the rarely gained trifecta of raising debt, raising taxes and charges, and breaking 
promises; and it has achieved the quadrella by doing it at a time of record revenue. How has the government 
managed to do that? It is unique! It has achieved this quadrella through record revenues, record tax increases and 
record cost-of-living increases, and by breaking the most fundamental promises upon which it was elected. 

I will go into the reasons that this government has managed to achieve this rarely seen quadrella. We have had 
seven changes in the occupant of the Treasury portfolio in the last five and a half years—admittedly, 
four occupants in five and a half years. I doubt there has ever been a government in Australian history to achieve 
that. That lack of stability in the most important financial portfolio in the government has been stark. There has 
been no stability. Every morning Treasury officials must wake up and ask, “Who will be the Treasurer today?” 
We have had seven changes in the Treasury portfolio in five and a half years. The legacy of the government in 
light of that extraordinary dysfunction in what is the most important financial portfolio in the government will be 
the greatest and steepest increase in debt in the history of this state. We now have a Treasurer—the 
seventh occupant of the portfolio in five and a half years—who, when asked about this increase in debt, said that 
when the Liberal–National government came to office, debt was too low! This Treasurer defends this massive 
growth in liability, a legacy that will exist for decades, if not scores of years, because of this one short period of 
the Liberal–National government. The Treasurer says that debt was too low when the government came to 
office. According to the latest Treasurer, the view of members of the Liberal and National Parties is that debt 
was too low when they came to office and that is why, by 2017, they will blow debt out by 700 per cent. In the 
course of two terms of this government there will be a 700 per cent increase in state debt. That is the legacy that 
this government will leave for the people of Western Australia. 

We have a Treasurer who spent years writing little pieces in the business pages at the back of the newspaper, and 
I assume he was getting some sort of retainer for those pieces. They were not easy to read; they were a bit turgid. 
The general theme was that government should keep spending under control and taxes and debt down—
basically, to live within its means. I remember reading those articles written by the now Treasurer over those 
years and that was his theme. Now the Treasurer’s line is that debt was too low, and he has delivered a budget 
with a $2.9 billion increase in debt in the coming financial year. The Treasurer said one thing before getting into 
office and is saying another thing now. He is seen as a benign fellow—the Ned Flanders character of Western 
Australian politics. I can see the resemblance, but I think he is more Mr Burns—unprincipled and greedy. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: If members read what he said when he was writing those columns prior to his election to 
Parliament, it was completely different to what is going on now. That is the definition of unprincipled. If 
members looked at the amount of money being taken from those who can least afford it in Western Australia, 
they would have to say that there is an element of greed on the part of the government of Western Australia, of 
which he is the Treasurer. The greatest failure is not on the part of the Treasurer—the seventh holder of the 
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office—it is the Premier who has allowed this to take place. As opposition leader, this Premier was saying the 
same thing about taxes and charges: we have to keep them low and make sure families can afford to live in 
Western Australia. That was what he was saying back in the days before he became the Premier. In 2003, this 
Premier said — 

Anyone can increase taxes in order to deliver a budget surplus, if that is the criterion of good economic 
management. However, that is not my criterion. The way to balance the budget is not simply by taxing 
the community. 

That is the 2003 Colin Barnett. Today’s Colin Barnett is the biggest taxing, spending, charging and debt-creating 
Premier in the history of Western Australia. He is one thing in opposition and another in government. That is the 
legacy the history books will show for this period of government for this Premier—debt that will never be 
repaid, and debt that future generations will have to bear. I will talk about the interest payments on that shortly. 
That is what this Premier’s legacy will be. The failure is on the part of not only the Premier, even though he is 
the architect of it, but also his cabinet, which did not restrain him. The cabinet sat in some form of collective 
Stockholm syndrome, being subservient and supporting the Premier, who held them prisoner, and giving in and 
allowing this to occur. It was the cabinet and the Premier who have allowed this to occur over this time; the 
cabinet sat silent while this went on. The Premier can abuse me across the chamber as he does. I sat and listened 
to the Treasurer, but once again the Premier exercises different standards. Last night the Premier was out there 
giving in to Tony Abbott, and today here he is behaving inappropriately on the Leader of the Opposition’s 
response to the budget speech. That is what we are used to. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Here they go again. We sat and showed the respect that is deserved of a budget speech; 
government members do not. 

Let us turn to the issue of the cost of living in Western Australia. Over the course of this government, up until 
this point in time, the average increase in cost-of-living pressures per household is $2 500—a 52 per cent 
increase in the state government impost on the average family budget over the past five and a half to six years 
until the end of the next financial year. What has happened to cause this extraordinary growth of 52 per cent over 
the past five and a half years in cost-of-living pressures on the average family? Members may think that the 
excuse would be a massive drop-off in the revenues to the state—that would have to be the excuse for something 
of that nature taking place. Let us have a look at the 2007–08 final budget of the last Labor government. The 
revenue to the former Labor state government was $18.8 billion; the revenue to the current state government in 
the latest budget is $28.6 billion—roughly, a $10 billion increase in revenue to the state government. That is 
more than a 50 per cent increase in the revenue to the state government over the term of this government; yet, we 
are seeing a massive tearing away of cost-of-living pressures of money from ordinary families. Let us look at 
some of the examples of that. There is a 76.9 per cent increase in electricity prices over the term of this 
government; a 90 per cent increase in water costs; a 62 per cent increase to motor vehicle registrations; a 
61 per cent increase in the cost to the average family for the emergency services levy; and a 30 per cent increase 
in the cost to the average family for public transport. We all remember that the government promised it would 
not be so. During the last election campaign, the Premier himself said, “We will keep electricity prices at or 
around the rate of inflation.” In this budget they are going up by 4.5 per cent. Inflation is 2.57 per cent. That is 
64 per cent above the rate of inflation. The Premier made the promise to the people of Western Australia. He 
might not like the promise, and he might now regard it as irresponsible, but he made it and he made it in the 
forum of the leaders’ debate, the most watched event in the election campaign. He made that promise and now 
he has broken it. All of those cost-of-living pressures are there. 

If the Premier takes his own figures for the coming financial year, the average cost of a basket of goods and 
services is up by 6.6 per cent. That is the government’s figure—$324 per family. That is assuming that when a 
person uses public transport, they go only one way; that is not assuming a return journey. That is assuming the 
average household has only one car; not two or three, as many do. That is assuming that electricity consumption 
has declined in the past five years; whereas, for many people it has not. The reality is that it is a lot higher than 
$324 per family. The reality is it is more than $400 per family. If people have schoolkids who catch the bus to 
school, their fare was frozen. Raising kids is hard and expensive. When the Liberal Party arrived in office those 
schoolkids had a frozen fare and that has been lifted in this budget by 20 per cent. 

At page four of budget paper No 3 we see the other significant increases—the increases in other taxes, charges 
and levies. I want to take members to that. If members look at private motor vehicle registration fees, they will 
see that Labor put in a mechanism to return some affordability to families when registering their motor cars. Half 
of that was cut away last year and the last $36 is being cut away this year. All the affordability put in place by 
the former Labor government to help people run their motor vehicles, with registration, has been cut away in the 
last two budgets of this government. I love the government’s terminology: “estimated to save $189 million 
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across the forward estimates.” That is $189 million across the forward estimates that the government is saving 
and is being pulled out of motorists’ pockets. Remember, it did exactly the same last year. It pulled away the 
benefit given to families in Western Australia who run motor vehicles for its $189 million saving. 
Members should look at the first home buyer exemption, another mechanism put in place by Labor to help 
people who want to get into the housing market for the first time—who want to buy a house, who are generally 
in their twenties or thirties and who save up the money to buy a house. It was a mechanism to ensure that the 
massive impost of stamp duty, which they have to pay upfront, was removed for the vast and overwhelming 
majority of first home buyers. The government has put in place another “saving”, as it puts it. It has saved 
$222 million over the forward estimates by destroying that initiative and removing most of it from first home 
buyers. I support first home buyers. I support families who own motor vehicles. I support people who send their 
kids to school on buses. The government is removing the capacity and the financial support that was put in place 
to help those people. All three of them were put in place by former Labor governments and removed by Liberal–
National governments. That is the reality of what has gone on here. 
Then there is the landfill levy. Again, the landfill levy was put in place by a former Liberal government, if the 
truth be told, in 1998. Cheryl Edwardes put it in place. It was a small amount. In the current budget 
the government has lifted it now by $202 million across the four-year budget period. I was here in 1998 and the 
landfill levy, promised by Cheryl Edwardes, was put in place, firstly, to be a disincentive for people putting 
waste into landfill; and, secondly, so the proceeds could be used for initiatives to encourage recycling and the 
like. What did this government do? It used it as a revenue raiser. Of the $202 million raised, one-quarter will go 
back to dealing with recycling and trying to assist with those sorts of measures. The government is taking three-
quarters of that $202 million directly from the mums and dads who go to the tip on the weekend or order a skip 
bin to clean up the backyard. Three-quarters of that $202 million will not be used for the purpose for which that 
levy was established but used for its own purposes, because it has not been able to manage the finances over the 
past five years. 
Then we have the 10 per cent increase in land tax on top of last year’s 12.5 per cent increase in land tax. Just so 
everyone understands who pays land tax, landlords and, through them, their tenants pay land tax. Again, the 
government is ripping out another $334 million from landlords and tenants on top of a similar but higher 
increase last year. This is a high taxing, debt laden, charges raising government. That is what we have in Western 
Australia. We have it because the Treasurer failed to stand up to the Premier over the course of this government 
when he could have said no. When he could have had appropriate mechanisms in place to protect householders 
from this rapaciousness, he did not. 
The Perth parking levy is another increase on people driving cars. What does the Treasurer have against people 
driving their cars? We are going to have toll roads. The Perth parking management area fee has increased again, 
raising $73 million across the forward estimates. All those taxes and charges will rise. The fees and levies will 
also rise. That is why the budget is friendless. 
A couple of weekends ago, I did a press conference at a new housing estate on the basis that the government 
would reduce or remove the exemption for first home buyers put in place by the former government back in 
2007. The president of the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia came with me because he was outraged at 
the fact that the Liberal–National government would be hurting those people who buy a house for the first time. 
We were standing together in front of the TV cameras. Imagine my surprise. The real estate industry and the 
Property Council are angry about this. Do members know why? The government now argues that it is okay 
because it has only dropped the exemption to $430 000. When the exemption was put in place, the government 
put the threshold for not paying stamp duty at $500 000. The median price of a first home in Western Australia 
was $370 000. In other words, a home could be above the median price by $130 000 and would still not be liable 
for stamp duty. I think that was a fair system. Depending on where people lived and where they came from, they 
might be able to afford to buy in roughly the area that they were from. That is what it was about. Once again, it 
was about giving something back to ordinary Western Australians. First home buyers are struggling to raise the 
money for a deposit. I do not know whether members know what it was like. Those of us who are here are not in 
that category now. It was hard to save money for a deposit, and then we were hit with stamp duty as well. We 
said to those people that if they can raise the money for a deposit, the government will not hit them as well. That 
is what we did. When the government was elected, the median price for a house was $370 000 and the threshold 
for the exemption was up to $500 000, phasing out at $600 000. Guess what the median price is now? In March 
2014 the median price a first home buyer had to pay was $470 000. It has risen since 2007–08 by $100 000. 
What did the government do? It dropped the stamp duty exemption threshold to $430 000. Now the threshold is 
$40 000 below the median price that people pay for their first home. I have the figures straight off the 
Department of Treasury website. The government has ruled out enormous numbers of first home buyers from 
receiving the exemption. REIWA does not like it. It has been writing to all of us about this. It is unhappy. The 
Real Estate Institute of Western Australia is unhappy. Neville Pozzi, a top bloke, is unhappy about what the 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 14 May 2014] 

 p3336c-3348a 
Mr Mark McGowan; Ms Rita Saffioti 

 [4] 

government has done. I will quote what REIWA said. It is interesting. Members would be interested in this. I 
have a letter from David Airey, which states — 

The clear evidence from NSW where the first home buyer stamp duty concession was removed and 
from Victoria where the first home buyer grants were greatly reduced, is that first home buyer activity 
collapsed and has not recovered. 

The Treasurer himself said in his budget speech that construction activity in the mining sector is going 
downwards; it is cooling. We rely upon the housing industry. It relies enormously upon the first home buyer 
market—people who get out there and build a house. About 22 per cent of the entire market is people building a 
house for the first time. Nearly a quarter of the entire market is first home buyers, yet the government has ripped 
the rug out from under those people. The opportunity was put there by the last government. True to form, 
anything that Labor does in office, the Liberal Party tries to unravel. The Premier must go through the old 
budgets and say, “Alan Carpenter put that in place so we’ll tear that up. Geoff Gallop put in place 50c bus fares, 
so let’s tear that up.” He must go through the budgets looking for these opportunities to tear away support for 
ordinary people in Western Australia, especially if policies were put in place by a former Labor government. 

I turn to property taxes. I have the press release from Joe Lenzo, executive director of the Property Council of 
Australia’s WA division, which states — 

The Barnett Government has taken the lazy way to fix its Budget problem by slugging WA property 
owners for the second year in a row with a big increase in land tax and a massive hike in the CBD 
parking levy. 

That is what Joe Lenzo, the head of the Property Council, had to say about what the government has done with 
land tax. 

Because of this legacy of poor financial management, this legacy of the cabinet and party room not keeping 
control of the Premier and the collective Stockholm syndrome that took hold, we now see fees, taxes and charges 
going up for people who can least afford it—renters, first home buyers, kids catching the bus to school, mums 
and dads taking the rubbish to the tip, families paying registration fees for their cars. 

I want to talk about one other industry in Western Australia—that is, the mining industry. It would be fair to say 
that the mining industry is a big employer in Western Australia. It would also be fair to say that a number of the 
miners, aside from the iron ore miners in the Pilbara, are not doing as well as they could. We do not have to be 
Einstein to know that in the case of nickel, alumina, mineral sands and gold, many of the miners in Western 
Australia are struggling. We do not have to be Einstein—in fact I have had meetings with representatives of the 
mining industry—to know that some of them are on the edge. When we meet with them they say that if the 
government delivers on its commitment to put up royalties on those non-iron ore miners next year, some of those 
goldminers, in particular, will close. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Didn’t you support the mining tax? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have said that the mining tax should be given up. However, if the government is arguing 
for the federal government to give up the mining tax, why is it putting in place another mining tax at a state 
level? If that is the government’s argument, and I support the argument that the mining tax should be given up 
nationally, why—the government probably does not even know—is nearly $1 billion of additional royalty 
revenue scheduled in the forward estimates over the next four years? The government has said that that will not 
come from the iron ore miners. What does industry think? Industry’s view is that it is coming from gold—that 
there might be some other royalty rises on the non-iron ore miners as well. We do not know, because the 
government, with this fantastic piece of budgeting, has said that it has booked the money, but that a review will 
be done to see who pays for it. I quote from the Association of Mining and Exploration Companies. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We have had the real estate industry, we have had the Property Council of Australia, we 
have had AMEC and next thing we know we will have the 500 club coming here to say that the budget is no 
good! That is how it is going. This is what AMEC had to say — 

“The Forward Estimates include $180m in additional royalty revenues for 2015/16, $187m in 2016/17, 
and $193m in 2017/18. This is despite the fact that the current review of royalties is not due to be 
completed until December 2014. 

“This creates extreme uncertainty and apprehension for investment and business decisions in what is an 
increasingly more competitive international market. 
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That is what the mining industry has to say about what the government has done. The state government had 
better have a good hard look in the mirror, because I think there is a huge degree of hypocrisy. I have a piece of 
advice for the mining industry. The mining industry was successful in its campaign against the mining tax 
because it was public and loud. Here is a mining tax royalty lift on some of those miners that can least afford it at 
a state level and it is about time they got public and loud again. Do not rely just upon backroom lobbyists; do not 
just rely upon former Liberal ministers; get out there and be public and loud in order to be successful on this 
issue. If they want to be successful on this issue, they have to get out there and say something about this, 
because  once royalty increases are set, they are hard to take out. I will also say this about royalty increases: they 
are a sugar hit. With the GST deal signed by the Liberal Party—John Howard and the Liberal Party in 
Western Australia—every time royalties go up, GST revenues go down. Therefore, out of this we will see the 
government deliberately putting up royalties and then deliberately, because it signed the arrangement, putting 
down our GST take. That is what has happened; that is why our GST revenues have gone down. Our royalties 
have gone up, particularly in iron ore, which secures about 90 per cent of the state’s royalties, and our GST take 
has gone down. That was the formula put in place in 1999 when the conservative parties signed that deal. It was 
a continuation of the existing formula, that is true, but if there was ever an opportunity to deal with that problem, 
that was the opportunity and it was not taken. When the government puts up royalties, it drives goldminers out of 
business, but it secures that extra royalty revenue, and the government is consciously pushing down our future 
GST take as a state. 
Taxes are up and charges are up. Who would have thought that at the same time the government was doing that 
it could so fundamentally damage the state’s debt position? Who would have thought that that was actually 
achievable? Who would have thought that a state government could do that? It has; it lost the AAA credit rating 
last year. I remember that dark day on 18 September 2013. We had the AAA credit rating for 10 years and this 
government lost it. Standard and Poor’s said something quite prescient. I quote — 

The lowering of WA’s long-term issuer credit rating reflects our view that while the fiscal action plan 
announced in WA’s fiscal 2014 budget … improves the state’s path, in our view there is likely to be 
slippage, reflecting our view of limited political will, as evidenced by the early revision of some budget 
revenue and expenditure measures. 

Standard and Poor’s was not wrong. I remind members that this year’s budget has $2.9 billion in additional state 
debt. Standard and Poor’s was not wrong, but who is to blame? Unlike Joe Hockey, the government cannot 
blame the former government. It cannot go out there, as I saw Joe Hockey do, and say, “It wasn’t our fault.” 
There is one group of people whose fault it is, and it is this government. It inherited the lowest level of debt on 
state record—$3.6 billion. It was driven down over the course of the previous eight years to $3.6 billion, with 
what was then a record infrastructure spend. It was able to be achieved because large surpluses were run.. I have 
heard the abuse of surpluses by members of the Liberal Party, and especially members of the National Party, as 
though somehow the Treasurer puts them in his pocket, runs off and puts them in the bank, and they are just used 
for nothing. A surplus allows a government to run a big infrastructure program without driving up debt. That is 
the reality; that is economics 101 when it comes to state budgets. Big surpluses allow governments to run big 
infrastructure programs. When tiny surpluses run, debt blows out, and that is what this government has done. 
The big surplus was there, debt was kept down and there was a large infrastructure program in place. There is a 
small surplus that has now been achieved—a wafer-thin surplus—and we now have a massive growth in the debt 
burden for Western Australia. We have no idea when it will end. I asked the Premier yesterday when it would 
peak and he would not answer the question. He went into any area but answering that particular question. It is 
interesting, because he answered that question back in 2010 when he said the following in Hansard — 

I have stated that the objective of this government is to contain net debt to below $20 billion. I have 
discussed that with credit rating agencies. They see it as a good rule of thumb. 

I bet whenever those credit agencies see the Premier or the former Treasurer, they must shake their heads when 
they leave the room, because the former Treasurer arrived and said the state wanted to keep its AAA credit 
rating, and as soon as he left the room he lost it. The Premier in discussions with credit agencies said he wanted 
to keep the debt below $20 billion, but what does this budget say? It will be $29.9 billion. This budget shows 
that by the 2017 financial year, debt will be $29.9 billion. The Premier promised it would stay below 
$20 million, but look what has happened—it has not. On 17 May 2012, only the year before last, Hon Christian 
Porter, one of this government’s seven Treasurers—this was the budget for which he made the speech and then 
resigned—said — 

This Budget also shows net debt peaking in 2014–15, again at a level below previous estimates; and 
shows debt commencing its reduction in the final outyear 2015–16. 

If it was peaking, why is it now going to $30 billion? 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Why hasn’t it peaked? 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: It has not peaked. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: It’s still peaking; it’s on the lower part of the hill. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes. What; is it peaking on the way up the bell curve? How does it peak and then keep 
climbing? It is a false peak. Hon Christian Porter said it was going to peak in 2014 — 
Mr W.J. Johnston: And he underlined it. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, and he underlined “peaking”. He must have said it very loudly when he made the 
speech! 

The Premier said debt was going to stay below $20 billion; it is now going to $30 billion. We have had 
irresponsible government over the past four years; allowing that to happen is irresponsible. Now, the government 
will not even set a target. I asked the Premier yesterday, during the first question time after the budget, but he 
would not even set a target for what it might be. 

Budget paper No 3 makes for sobering reading. Buried away in tables on pages 65 to 68 are all the financial 
targets Treasury sets. My experience of being in government was that every single year every one of those 
financial targets were met. What do we have this year? Targets have been set like “Maintain a cash surplus from 
operating activities for the general government sector of at least 50% of infrastructure spend”. Has there been 
compliance? No. And, “Maintain TNPS net debt at or below 55% of revenue.” Has there been compliance? No. 
That is, this government’s own budget documents show that it is not even meeting its own targets. Despite 
record revenue, record tax increases and record increases in charges across Western Australia, the government is 
not even meeting the parameters it set. Then the government comes out with—this was a special from the 
Treasurer in his budget speech; I have seen it quoted in the press — 

… if wage outcomes exceed CPI growth, agencies will need to accommodate this within their approved 
salaries budgets, meaning that staffing levels will necessarily be lower than they would have been with 
a CPI wage outcome. 

That is, the government has slightly changed its wages policy. The government has said that if an agency does 
not meet the consumer price index target for its wages agreements, they have to reduce staff so that the overall 
salaries budget does not exceed what it otherwise would have been. We are currently in negotiation with police 
officers, and the government also made election promises about the number of police officers who will be in 
place in Western Australia. If the government does not meet the 2.75 per cent wages outcome, that, by matter of 
logic, means we will have fewer police officers and the government will not meet the commitment it made at the 
election. That is a fact. We will watch very carefully—I am sure all public servants will watch very carefully—
what happens with the government’s self-stated policy in relation to that matter. 

I want to talk about what all this debt means. The loss of the AAA credit rating meant an increase in the interest 
burden of around $25 million a year. It is very, very strongly symbolic—in particular to investors in 
Western Australia—when a government with strong revenue growth and the strong economy Western Australia 
has loses its AAA credit rating. But what does it mean in actual costs to taxpayers in Western Australia when a 
government blows debt in the way this government has? I will tell members what it means: it means a massive 
increase in interest payments. In 2007–08, the net interest paid by the taxpayers of Western Australia on the 
state’s then debt was $209 million. In the financial year coming it will be $962 million, and by 2017–18 the 
net interest will be $1.4 billion. The net interest in Labor’s final year of being in office was $200 million; the net 
interest in this government’s final year—2017–18—will be $1.4 billion. The government should think about that. 
Every year we are paying to our bankers the cost of a football stadium or children’s hospital or the like. That is 
what this means. 

My question is: where has it gone? According to the budget, there is a $7 billion infrastructure build for Health. 
I welcome that. I will not go through the arguments, but a lot of that was commenced, and at least funded, by 
former governments. Richard Court’s government built Armadale–Kelmscott hospital and Peel hospital, and the 
former Labor government rebuilt or built a number of health facilities around the state, and now we have a 
$7 billion build over eight or so years. That explains $7 billion of a $27 billion increase in debt. Whenever the 
Premier goes out there and says, “We’re rebuilding the hospital system”, great—there is $7 billion. Where has 
the other $20 billion gone? How has the government managed to spend another $20 billion? How has it managed 
to increase debt by another $20 billion? That is the question. Where is it? The Premier goes and points to 
Elizabeth Quay—okay, there is half a billion dollars. Where is the other $19.5 billion? The commonwealth 
government funds—or the former commonwealth government at least half-funded—a number of things; the 
commonwealth government funded the big increase in public housing. Where is the other $20 billion? Where has 
it gone? There has been an amazing increase in debt without enough to show for it. That is the truth of the 
matter. There has been a huge increase in debt without what we would expect to see for it. I expect most Western 
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Australians would prefer not to be paying $1 billion—the cost of a football stadium—every year in interest, and 
would prefer the government not to have run up debt in the way it has. 

The Premier said yesterday, again, that the government is going to privatise not millions but billions of dollars 
worth of assets—not millions, billions! Where are they? What are they? Last year the Premier was saying he was 
going to privatise desalination plants. Funnily enough, that has disappeared; maybe the Premier can provide an 
explanation for that one. Last year, and before the election, the Premier said that under no circumstances would 
he privatise the TAB—now that is on the list. The Minister for Sport and Recreation should resign. He is the one 
who said it would not happen; he is going to get rolled as well. Where are these billions of dollars worth of 
privatisations? Where are they? Not millions but billions was what the Premier said. We saw the government’s 
efforts at engaging the private sector at Fiona Stanley Hospital. I bet the private sector rubs its hands with glee 
when it sees this lot coming! It is a bit like the credit rating agencies scratching their heads when government 
members leave their office. The private sector sees this government coming and says, “You bewdy! We’ve got 
these blokes coming.” Look at Allia: it must think this is the best government in history—“We’ll just give them 
$8 million for doing nothing”! Look at the people who run the Chinese restaurant—they get to not operate a 
Chinese restaurant for the next 20 years and get paid $7.5 million. Look at Karara Mining—it gets a royalties 
holiday when it did not even ask for it! The builders of the Ritz–Carlton hotel get the land for nothing without a 
transparent process whilst other hotel operators have to pay for it. Crown Casino gets a $35 million reduction in 
return for land. Maybe James Packer and the Premier had a bingle over that one! The private sector sees the 
government coming, and look what happens: the government says that it will privatise billions of dollars. Look 
out, Western Australian taxpayers, when this mob does that. Finally, Serco will be paid to run a hospital with no 
patients. My goodness! Maybe Tony Abbott should call a royal commission into the government’s management 
of the state. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I want to talk about broken promises, which is the third element of the trifecta. We 
remember the election campaign and the claim that everything was fully funded and fully costed. Here is the 
stamp that was used; I am confident that that stamp will not appear on the government’s promises in the next 
election. It will have a new slogan by then, such as “making the tough decisions”. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr N.W. Morton): Members, I am trying to listen to the Leader of the Opposition 
and Hansard is also trying to record this. It is getting increasingly difficult with the noise from this side. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: “Fixing the mess!” 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The shadow Treasurer is correct; “fixing the mess” would be an appropriate slogan. 
Of course, as the Premier said, it is a new government. He has to fix the government of that old government run 
by that other fellow who looks somewhat like him. The fully funded, fully costed stamp was on everything. 
The Royal Perth Hospital upgrade was fully funded and fully costed. That was promised across two elections. I 
went on a tour of Royal Perth Hospital the other day. It is tired and it needs some money spent on it. But where 
is the money? It is not in the budget. Where is it? I am concerned about debt and taxes and the impact of the 
budget on families, but I am also concerned when governments are elected based on lies—twice! The MAX light 
rail is another broken promise. As we know, the member for Vasse drove out there and showed everyone a 
big map of the proposed MAX light rail network; it was to come into the city and go to Victoria Park and 
Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre and it was going to happen by 2018. It was no trouble as all the work had 
been done. I know that was true because I heard him say it on the television and I read it in the election promises. 
What happened immediately after the election? It was gone. Those people in the northern suburbs and Victoria 
Park and those people who work at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital were all misled on the MAX light rail. 

I turn to the royalties for regions scheme. I cannot wait to hear the National Party members all start bleating. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: They will clap again. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The funny thing about National Party members is that they clap at the oddest times. In the 
party room the National Party members sometimes clap when I do not think it is really appropriate. The 
Treasurer and the Leader of the National Party say it was never meant to be 25 per cent of royalties. How could 
we possibly say that? Twenty-five per cent of royalties being spent under this scheme is a ridiculous proposition! 
I mean, why would we say that when it is in the act, the second reading speech, National Party advertising, 
publicly funded advertising and promotional material sent to the electorates? The government’s reasons for the 
broken promise include that it is helping to manage the finances. That might be one of the government’s reasons, 
but do not go to the people of Western Australia before the election and say something different. That is a clear 
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broken promise to the people of Western Australia. What does it mean? According to page 199 of the Economic 
and Fiscal Outlook — 

On current budget estimates, this will mean that the appropriation to the Royalties for Regions Fund 
will decline below the current 25% of mining royalties across the forward estimates period, to as low as 
12.4% in 2016–17. 

I do not remember royalties for regions delivering 12.4 per cent of royalties to regional communities, but I do 
remember all those publicly funded ads. In December 2012, there I was in my hotel room in various country 
towns seeing the advert stating 25 per cent followed, funnily enough, by a National Party ad. That was a misuse 
of public money if ever I have seen one. 

An opposition member: They’re laughing. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: National Party members clap the evisceration of their own policy and they clap in the 
party room at the most inappropriate times, so why would they not laugh at this point? 

When we go through the budget in the estimates committees next week, we will expose other broken promises, 
but I will mention just a few. The Treasurer’s budget speech referred to $60 million for so-called local 
government reform. The Premier promised that there would not be forced amalgamations before the election. 
Now ratepayers and taxpayers will have to pay for something that they were promised would not happen. The 
member for South Perth described it as a con, or perhaps that was Hon Simon O’Brien. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: It wasn’t me. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: The member for South Perth said “deceptive”. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The member for South Perth described it as deceptive. Hon Simon O’Brien described it as 
a con and said that it was dishonest. This is his own Premier he is talking about. The government is divided, 
dysfunctional and dishonest. In light of this budget, why should it not be divided? They were elected as Liberal 
and National members. I know what the Premier went through life believing because I have read it. What the 
government is delivering is exactly the opposite of what its members think they were elected for. The local 
government changes, which will cost $60 million, are another broken promise. Do members remember hearing 
the government promise to move Scitech to Burswood? It is not in the budget. Where in the budget is an 
allocation for the proposed Midland university? The Premier drove out to Midland and thought, “There needs to 
be a university here.” Where is it? It is not in the budget. Remember the promise of a government department in 
Bunbury? Where is that? That is not in here.  

It cost $250 000 to look at it. Do members remember the Bunbury to Albany pipeline? Again, the Premier said 
that the government was going to build a pipeline from Bunbury to Albany. That was two elections ago. 
The government is now looking at a business case! That is how serious it is about that one! One after another, 
these promises that were made by the government have not been delivered. 

Members might say that it is inconsistent for me to say that the government is not spending money when I am 
talking about debt and cost-of-living increases. The context that I put it in is that when someone breaks their 
word, they are held to account for it. That is what oppositions do. That is what oppositions should do. We hold 
the government to account for the promises it makes at the election. We hold the government to account for the 
promises it comes up with when it is elected, exactly as is happening nationally now. Members will remember 
that the now Prime Minister said that there would be no cuts to health or education. That was his guarantee. 
Do members remember the big unity ticket he had with the then federal government and Kevin Rudd? An 
amount of $8 billion will be cut from Western Australia’s health and education budgets, and this Premier says 
that that is okay; in fact, last night on television he endorsed it. He said that he supports what the federal 
government is doing. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I support it in principle. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier is so good at rewriting history. He is a revisionist. Most revisionists wait 
decades before they rewrite history; the Premier waits until the next day! He is a historical revisionist. 

In this budget, taxes and charges are up, promises have been broken and there is record revenue. That is the 
story. The legacy for this state will be debt for as far as the eye can see, but the Premier will not mind because he 
will be gone. That is the truth of it. The Deputy Premier will not mind because he will be gone. It will be 
someone else’s problem. That is the truth of it. That is why they will not worry about these things. I see the 
member for Jandakot looking at me. Maybe he will be the next Premier. They will be issues for him and 
whoever comes after him. Leaving a problem for future generations is basically irresponsible, yet that is what the 
Premier has done in this case. 
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That is the record. That is the legacy. That is the story of this budget. As I said at the outset, it bombed, it tanked, 
and it sank without trace; and the reason it did so is that people recognised pretty quickly that they had been 
hoodwinked at the election campaign and will have to pay more out of their pockets, good initiatives such as the 
first home buyer scheme have been scuttled, taxes and charges have gone up for those who can least afford it and 
significant promises on which the government was elected have been broken. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [1.33 pm]: I rise to speak on the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 
2014–15 Bill 2014 and the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent 2014–15 Bill 2014. I will start by 
looking at the theme of this year’s budget. It is a budget for the times. What sort of times deserve this? What sort 
of times deserve a massive increase in tax of $1.1 billion? What sort of times deserve families being hit again? 
What sort of times deserve net debt being driven up to $30 billion? It has never been explained. What sort of 
times deserve massive increases in taxes, charges and debt? This is a budget with no vision and no plan for 
Western Australia. It is symptomatic of a government that has managed the finances in a chaotic and 
dysfunctional way, lurching from emergency budget management one day to emergency budget management the 
next. Remember, the government said, “Don’t buy any stationery for a couple of months. Don’t hire any staff for 
a few months.” Again and again over the past six years, the government has structurally undermined the integrity 
of the state budget. Frankly, the performance of the Treasurer both at budget time and yesterday shows that he 
should have continued to write pathetic pieces in the newspaper rather than try to manage the state’s finances. 
He continues to be an economic commentator. The interesting thing about the Treasurer—this self-confessed 
academic economic expert—is that he does not analyse the facts before him. All he says is “Labor bad. Liberal 
good.” We could put any information in front of him and he would not analyse it. He does not do the work that a 
Treasurer of the state is expected to do. He is an absolute joke. Compared with previous Treasurers, this guy has 
shown that he has no ability to do the work and analyse the budget situation. 

I want to talk about the structure of the budget because this is a key point. Yesterday, the Treasurer again said 
that the budget has changed structurally and that now there is a massive reliance on royalties. Yes, that has 
happened, but why has that happened? It has happened because of the government’s decision. When the 
government talks about the structural weakness of the state’s budget, it sounds as though the little budget fairy 
came in overnight and changed the structure of the budget and now it has been left with the consequences. It is 
the government that has changed and weakened the structural integrity of the budget. What are we seeing now? 
We are seeing massive increases in net debt, significant cash deficits and weak operating surpluses. We can 
compare that with the Labor budgets. There was no net debt increase and there were cash surpluses and strong 
operating surpluses. 

I want to talk about royalty income because this is a key focus. When this government came to power, it 
immediately went to royalty income. I thought at the time that this was, in a sense, an easy approach being taken 
by the government. I thought: why had we not thought of that? The government significantly increased royalty 
income. Royalty income has increased from $2.5 billion in 2007–08 to $6.2 billion in 2014–15. That has 
absolutely changed the income structure of the budget. Royalty income has gone from about six per cent of total 
revenue in 2000-01 to around 21 per cent in 2014–15. As I have said, that was not a consequence of other 
factors; it was a direct decision. The key point is that this is an example of how this government operates. It was 
an easy decision. It went to grab some royalty revenue. It knew its friends in the mining sector would not 
complain too much at the time, so it grabbed some royalty income from the mining sector. The key point—I am 
sure it would have been told to the government at the time, and it is in the budget papers—is that royalty income 
is okay in the short term, but in the longer term it will be redistributed. The 2011–12 budget papers state — 

… growth in iron ore royalties has provided a significant boost to State government revenue, it must be 
considered in the broader context of Australia’s system of Commonwealth–State financial relations. In 
the longer term, approximately 70% of these royalties will be redistributed to other States and 
Territories … 

The government grabbed this royalty revenue and put it in its budget, but it knew that the GST would be 
redistributed. Again, the Premier does not believe in the forward estimates, so he did not care then and he does 
not care today. He makes short-term decisions to try to prop up the finances. This budget forecasts a $5 million 
surplus next year. What sort of Treasurer with any sort of economic credibility would walk into this place and 
hand down a budget with a $5 million surplus? It is a rounding error. A $1 change in the exchange rate would 
wipe that out. Seriously! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Basically, the government came in and thought it was clever; it would go and grab some 
royalty revenue. I am sure, as it is described in the budget, that the Treasurer would have been saying at the same 
time, “You can do this, Premier, but short term”, because—do members know why?—in a couple of years it will 
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all be redistributed. When we think about it, those people would have been told that 70 per cent would be 
redistributed and 25 per cent would go to royalties for regions. So, the Premier and the Treasurer were making a 
decision that in the long term, it would secure five per cent. They made significant spending decisions based on 
that, too. 

I will go through those budget papers. They said that at that time—2011–12—royalty revenue would boost 
income by $378 million in 2012–13, and by more than $800 million per annum in the last two years of the 
budget period. That is not royalties coming from increased production; that is a policy decision to increase the 
rates. The government went in and made a massive cash grab in the mining sector, and then it lobbied against the 
mining tax. But it was a massive grab in the mining sector, and the government did it on the basis that it knew 
that money would be redistributed. So, the government went in immediately and completely jeopardised budget 
certainty, because there was not only the goods and services tax impact, but also a volatility impact. More of the 
income is subject to external forces such as changes in the iron ore price and changes to the dollar. First of all, 
the fact was that most of the income would be redistributed, and the government made the budget far more 
susceptible to external changes. The government created a massive weakness in the budget; that is what it did. 
Every day since then the government has been going around, cutting funding for stationery here and there—
making stupid decisions because it has not been able to budget properly. 

I want to quickly talk about wages. This has been canvassed many times in this place. Again, the Treasurer, who 
I think probably outstrips the Premier for making it up as he goes along — 

Mr R.H. Cook: That’s a big call. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There is this idea that he is no longer a commentator in the newspaper. He does it right, it 
gets printed, and that is it. We actually read what he says, we listen to what he says and we will counter what he 
says because he makes it up. Yesterday, there was talk about wages growth. The government said that it had to 
pay those wages because it had to match the wages in the private sector. No, the government did not pay those 
wages because it wanted to match wages in the private sector; it used wages policy as the most political tool in 
two elections to try to get elected. That is what it did. It did special deals, and as a result it created a precedent 
for what other public sector workers were offered. 

I also want to compare what the Treasurer said yesterday with what was contained in a document that Treasury 
gave us yesterday. This document shows that the wages paid by the public sector—the wage price index—
outstripped wages paid by the private sector. Yes, they outstripped wages paid by the private sector. They did not 
match them or follow them; they have outstripped wages in the private sector on two occasions since December 
2003. Can members believe when those two occasions were? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Tell us. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: They were December 2013—so just recently—and December 2009. Basically, we had a 
government saying that it was matching wages in the private sector. It was not matching wages in the private 
sector. The wage price index was well above what the private sector was offering at that time. The Treasurer 
then talked about interstate comparisons. That is funny, because Treasury handed out a pamphlet that completely 
contradicted again what the Treasurer said. Imagine being a Treasury officer trying to advise the two economic 
experts of the Treasurer and the Premier; imagine that. I suspect they would sit there and not listen to the 
Treasury officers at all. An amazing graph was prepared showing general government employee expenses from 
2008–09 to 2012–13. Employee expenses in Western Australia grew by 8.1 per cent. That outstripped the 
employee expenses in every other state. The closest was Queensland, at 6.4 per cent. Again, the government’s 
claim about wages is completely false. 

I want to touch on net debt and why it matters. Honestly, this government is basically bankrupting the state and 
not caring about it. It is laughing. It does not really care, and it does not even understand most of it. Why does it 
matter? It matters for three key reasons. There is the loss of the AAA credit rating. As we know, that damages 
this state’s credibility across the international investment market. I must note that the federal government—the 
one that is required to deal with a budget emergency—has not lost its AAA credit rating, but this state has lost its 
AAA credit rating. That impacts on how this state proceeds and also increases the cost. Members will remember 
that little future fund that the government created—that stunt that failed and went down in about a week. 

Mr P. Papalia: Did it take that long? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: How long did that last? It was less than a week. This is the massive future fund that the 
government is losing money on. I cannot believe that the government created a future fund and then it lost its 
AAA credit rating, so the costs are much more than we ever anticipated. 

The second reason is that it restricts future capacity. This is a key point. The Premier talks about the capital 
works as though they are a once-in-a-generation thing. Do members know what? In 10 or 20 years we will need 
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another hospital and schools. It is as though the government is doing everything that will suffice Western 
Australia for the next 20 or 30 years. It is as though there will not be capital works demands in 20 years. It is as 
though the Premier is making the decisions because in 20 years no-one is going to need a new hospital, shadow 
Minister for Health; no, no. No-one is going to need an expanded health system or more schools; no-one is going 
to need to expand our ports and no-one is going to need economic infrastructure to help fuel jobs for the next 
generation. The Premier is maxing out the credit card on the basis that no-one will need to spend any more 
money for the next 30 years because he has done it all. It is completely ridiculous to have the ego behind that 
sentiment. The Premier believes that he has the right to spend money—I know that some members on the other 
side have young children—basically for services and infrastructure for those children who this Premier is saying 
are not worthy, and that he is the only person who has the judgement or the ability to make those decisions for 
the next 30 years. He is denying key issues for future generations. 

I now want to talk about transport, which is another key issue. Net debt is climbing to $29.9 billion. What is 
included in public transport? There are the eight kilometres of roadway to Butler and the partial funding of the 
airport rail line. That is it. No-one could think that this growing city does not need more public transport over the 
next 10 years, given what is happening on our roads. This government is denying future generations the ability to 
have the lifestyle that the Premier’s generation has had—I am talking about congestion, liveability and all those 
issues. 

The other key issue, of course, is interest payments. The Leader of the Opposition outlined that there is 
$962 million in net debt payments each year. I want to go to the general government sector in particular. There 
is $328 million to be paid each year just for the general government sector. That is the pool of money that pays 
nurses and teachers. The first thing that this government has to do each year is find $328 million to pay the 
financiers. That is the first thing it has to do each year— find $328 million. I want to point out that in 2008, net 
debt for the general government sector was negative $3.4 billion; we were actually a net lender. Now it is 
$9.9 billion. That means that the government has increased general government debt at an extraordinary rate. 
I want to put something into context. If the government had not increased net debt over the past five years and it 
was starting from scratch—that is, if it had our net debt levels—over the next five years, automatically the net 
debt levels would be $1.2 billion better, because the surpluses would each be about $330 million better. The 
government has built into the budget $330 million on the operating account that it has to pay each year, and that 
will grow as general government debt increases over time. I heard some interjections from government members. 
It is as though everything is done. Does the government really think that is it? Does it really think that what it is 
providing is it? Does the government think people do not need more buses, more public housing and better 
public transport? All the people this government represents require services that cannot be funded under its 
management style. 

I will quickly talk about the revenue situation. This government has never faced a revenue problem. The 
Treasurer likes to talk about stamp duty. We talk about payroll tax and royalty revenue. The royalty revenue 
increase has been astronomical and has impacted the GST. I make the point: the actual taxation impact—the 
policy decisions of this budget—is worth $1.1 billion. That is on top of a significant amount from last year. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Being a bit of a history buff, I went through the previous Ripper budgets to see what the 
level of taxation was. I remember the outcry from the Liberal Party when taxation increased in the early years of 
the Ripper treasurership. What was the worst year of taxation increases? What was the four-year impact of the 
worst year? It was $700 million. Remember the budget that the then Gallop–Ripper government inherited? 
Four deficits in a row, five deficits in eight years, negative economic growth and a structurally unsound budget. 
The budget had to be structurally corrected. These guys inherited the best set of budget circumstances, and they 
have ruined it. Now the government is increasing these taxes. The forecast for 2015–16 is a $5 million surplus. 
We will be back here next year talking about increased taxes and charges. To all these Liberal members of 
Parliament who believed that being Liberal was enough to get elected last time, I am sorry—if they keep 
increasing taxes and charges, just having that Liberal logo will not be enough; they might have to try to win their 
seats properly. These increases will not stop here. On the household model, we saw that there was an increase of 
$324 per household this year. 

The government is very clear where it is going. It wants to fully cost recover electricity, but its decisions have 
worsened the subsidy under the leadership of this Treasurer. This is my criticism. It is okay to comment on the 
other side; we all do it, as that is what we are in the game for. But that is his only focus. The Treasurer’s only 
focus on electricity was to disaggregate a major government monopoly. Jeez, that was a radical economic idea! 
His only focus is Labor, Labor, Labor! He has no intention of fixing the crisis he created—no intention. It is 
getting worse. Decisions made by this government have made the situation far worse. The Treasurer sits there as 
a commentator. He has his chance. So far, we have seen a guy who wants to sit here and not be questioned or 
challenged, but just to write things as he sees fit. He says it in Parliament—“as I see fit”. It is as though he is still 
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the paid writer with The West Australian—if he was paid; I do not know. That is all it is. As I said, it is not as 
though the Liberal Party was elected yesterday. The focus on the other side happens; there is no doubt about it, 
but this government is six years in. It is two federal terms of Parliament in and the Treasurer is still so obsessed 
about Labor that he has no ability to move on. We will see it again today. We see it every day that he stands. 
He cannot deliver an answer without his vision and his plans, and “What net debt?” He is the Treasurer but 
he cannot tell us where net debt will peak. The former head of the Institute of Public Affairs cannot tell us where 
net debt is going to peak! It is just beyond imagination. 

A lot of people ask what I would do. I will go through what these guys have done to create this situation. 
This sort of financial mismanagement does not happen just by accident; it is by design. The design is the 
Premier’s and his short-term view of the world. A short-term view of the world cannot be better demonstrated 
than by his reaction to the fact that $80 million will be cut from health and education nationally, and $8 million 
will probably be cut from the state health and education budgets. His answer to that contained no sense of panic: 
“It’s all under control. It’s a few years away.” Remember, the Premier does not believe in forward estimates. 
Remember when Kevin Rudd tried to give us money? He tried to fund 50 per cent of hospitals—not 45 per cent. 
The Premier went around saying, “The sky is falling in! Oh, my goodness; the federal government wants to get 
involved in hospitals and give us more money!” We now have a federal government that wants to cut money to 
our hospitals and to make everyone who visits a hospital pay. That money does not stay in Western Australia; it 
will go to a fund. We are not sure how much of that WA will receive. WA patients will have to pay money to go 
somewhere where they did not have to pay before, and there is no guarantee that money will come to WA—
and it is all okay! When former Prime Minister Rudd wanted to give us money and create indicators of progress 
and some sort of administrative reforms, it was “commonwealth control over our hospitals”. Now we have a 
federal government that wants to take money away from our hospitals and introduce a new tax for every sick 
person visiting our hospitals with no guarantee that WA will receive a certain share of that new tax—but that is 
all okay! Federal Labor should not have offered more money, because obviously it is not something that the 
Premier wanted. He wants his health budget to be cut. The Premier answered, “No panic; it’s a few years away.” 
It is like when the previous Liberal government signed the GST agreement: “We’ll help you out next year, but 
longer term it doesn’t matter.” These short-term decisions continually cost Western Australia. This is why we are 
in this mess. Whether it was the decision to go hard on royalties that impacted on our GST, whatever the 
decision, it is always about the short term. 

Serco is another example. This government rushed in to sign a contract with Serco in June 2011 with obvious 
question marks about the cost and functioning of the hospital. Let us be clear about this: this model of hospital 
delivery has not been delivered in any other part of Western Australia, let alone the world. Take our flagship new 
tertiary hospital, Fiona Stanley Hospital, and trial this messy, costly model that could ultimately impact upon 
patient care. That shows this government is bereft of looking at things in the longer term. I do not know how the 
government signed this contract. I do not know how it happened. All the evidence I have seen so far is that it was 
a rushed decision that was not properly costed and the possible eventualities were not considered. When it was 
stated that risk would be transferred to the private sector, it was never going to be transferred to the private 
sector. It was a case of, “Let’s privatise facilities management.” The government may have had a beef with a 
particular union, and maybe that is what drove it — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr N.W. Morton): Members, can we keep the conversations down, please; we 
have only a couple of minutes to go. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Purely for political purposes, the government signed a 20-year contract at a cost of 
$4.3 billion with no guarantee that it would make any savings, that the risk had been transferred or that patient 
care would be improved. As we know, that contract for a hospital with no patients is costing more than $100 
million, so this is again an example of a bad, short-term decision that will cost the state millions of dollars in 
years to come. 

I will quickly touch on other contracts that have been rushed into. The Allia Venue Management contract of 
$8 million was entered into because at a soccer game the Premier shook hands with the head of Allia and said, 
“My bond is my word”. 

Several members interjected. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: My word is my bond. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sorry; my mistake—he said, “My word is my bond.” 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 3369.] 
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