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McGOWAN GOVERNMENT — FINANCIAL PLAN 
Motion 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Leader of the Opposition) [5.31 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the McGowan government for not having a credible financial plan to pay for 
$5 billion of unaffordable election promises and now forcing households to pay for them through new 
taxes, increases in fees and charges and cuts to frontline services.  

To some extent, this motion follows on from other debates we have had. The key issue is that we are now almost 
four months into a new government and we are increasingly seeing a government that is abandoning its major 
claims. I return to the election when the Labor Party issued a range of commitments. A press release put out by 
Ben Wyatt, the then shadow Treasurer and now Treasurer, stated that Labor’s financial plan was given a tick of 
approval by independent experts. It put together a financial plan. It said that it was the most robust and thorough 
plan that an opposition had ever presented. It sent the plan to some leading experts for verification, who gave the 
tick that it was all funded and all costed. The Labor Party said that it could return the budget to surplus by 2019–20, 
it could pay off debt like a mortgage over time and cap debt, it could increase spending by $5 billion and keep 
wages to the forward estimates, which is 1.5 per cent, and it could keep the cost of electricity and water and 
other fees and charges to the forward estimates—seven per cent for electricity and six per cent and declining for 
water. The Labor Party also made claims that it would not impose any additional taxes on Western Australians or 
raise taxes, except for the tax on some properties that it proposed to put on foreign owners, the details of which 
we have not seen. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Members, please take conversations outside so that Hansard can 
hear the debate. The conversation level is getting a bit high.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: However, since the election, the Labor Party has been backtracking on those claims. 
Tomorrow we will see a major announcement. The Treasurer hinted that it relates to fees and charges. It has also 
flagged and has floated balloons relating to increases in tax—a strange $270 tax on house owners of some sort. 
We do not know the details. If it exists, that will probably be in the budget. There have also been flags to 
changes to the Seniors Card, so a range of things have been floated.  

In the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement, the Labor Party committed to $750 million worth of 
additional efficiencies in the public sector. That was a central part of its commitment. As part of that, it has come 
up with a new wages policy, which differs quite significantly from the one in the forward estimates. That is 
$1 000 for each public servant for four years. For those earning over $70 000 a year, that is an increase of less 
than 1.5 per cent. That is the government’s policy. I do not want to talk about that too much; I have already 
spoken on it. I think it is a good policy. I am impressed that the government can do it, because the unions never 
allowed us to do something similar. 

Mr P.C. Tinley: Don’t be sad. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Let us be sad. 

The government came up with a policy to implement reform of the public sector. It likes to say that it inherited 
a position of near out-of-control expenditure in health and other areas, saying that it was completely out of 
control. The reality is—this was verified by the government—that on 6 April 2016, Treasury released 
a document entitled “Economic and Fiscal Outlook”, which updated the budget forecast. It is a very interesting 
document, and one that I know very well. One thing it pointed out in the forward estimates that the government 
inherited and which it is using as the starting point is that it has inbuilt $5 billion worth of expenditure 
reductions, so $5 billion worth of reforms are already built into the budget. These reforms include a workforce 
renewal policy worth $1.7 billion, a voluntary severance scheme worth $1.3 billion, a wages policy, which the 
government is stepping up, a cumulative efficiency dividend worth $473 million and an agency expenditure 
review tranche 3 worth $442 million. In other words, the government has $5 billion worth of reforms. The 
approach is already in place but the government has to carry these through. To put that in context, that is out of 
a recurrent budget of about $27 billion. It has an effort of just under 20 per cent of efficiencies in one year over 
that four-year period. That is a phenomenal task to achieve. We were confident that we were going to do it. The 
government has to do it. On top of that, it now has to find other revenue—other expenditure—to meet its 
additional $5 billion worth of election commitments. 
This document shows a large cumulative impact on some key delivery areas. It shows that inbuilt into the budget 
over the forward estimates is a 1.9 per cent reduction in overall education spending, a 2.6 per cent reduction in 
health, a 4.4 per cent reduction in police services, an eight per cent reduction in child protection and a reduction 
of nearly 10 per cent in corrective services. In other words, the big ticket items—the major essential services—
have substantial reforms underway. The government is already budgeting for low levels of expenditure growth 
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against the forward estimates. That is the government’s task. It should have known about this. This was no 
secret. These were put in place in successive budgets over the last three or four years, highlighted in the mid-year 
review and highlighted by Treasury repeatedly. The government inherited a situation that required phenomenal 
efficiencies. Now it is doing some other things.  
Let me speak about two of those in particular—first, the workforce renewal program. The unions were not very 
enamoured with it; in fact, they screamed bloody murder about it. During the boom times, the public sector, like 
the private sector, had to appoint people at higher levels in order to get teachers, nurses and police, whether that 
meant appointing them at higher levels or paying above-level wages. That is what we had to do during those 
times. We had a policy. We implemented it by allowing the directors general to decide what to do. We just 
adjusted the budget so that when a person voluntarily left the public sector, their position was appointed at 
a lower level. It is actually up to the department whether or not it does that, but the money is not there no matter 
what it does. The funding level is reduced accordingly. 
Then we have the agency expenditure review, which we did for most departments. In this one we were going to 
do the remaining, I think, 55 different agencies. We got directors general, along with an outside person and 
Treasury, to sit down and go to a zero-based budget. We looked at every program the agency had and decided 
whether to continue it. If we decided not to, we would cut it; if we continued it, we were going to look at making 
efficiencies. Overall, there was $442 million in the budget going forward; before, there was, I think, about 
$350 million already achieved. In other words, we had already gone through or were going through a zero-based 
budgeting of every department in the public sector. 
Most of the focus was on driving down the administrative costs of those departments. Part of that was that in the 
last three years of the term of our government 5 000 people exited from the public sector through voluntary 
redundancy, and at the same time we turned around and hired 5 000 more people for frontline services—police, 
nurses, doctors, education assistants and others. My point is that the driving force for these reforms was 
purposely designed to be the director general or the CEO of that agency, because that person needs to own it. If 
agency heads do not lead the reform, it does not happen; or, if it happens, the reforms and changes often prove to 
be temporary. We co-opted the directors general or CEOs into this, and we got them to lead and own it. One of 
the troubles is that Labor has—as it did when Geoff Gallop became Premier in 2001—looked at the public sector 
and had a wholesale exit of some of the most crucial directors general in the departments, at the very time when 
their involvement in reform is absolutely crucial. Indeed, many of the people who have left were in the most 
crucial departments and had actually been the highest performing people in the public sector. 
When Geoff Gallop came in, he held a review of the public sector; I think it was run by John Langoulant. The 
number of departments or agencies was reduced and they were combined into super-departments. As a result, 
59 senior directors general and CEOs exited the public sector, including the head of the Department of Industry 
and Resources and a whole slab of people from TAFE, the Department of Planning and Infrastructure, the 
Department of Education, the Environmental Protection Authority and the Department of Health. A whole range 
of DGs were forced out. The rhetoric to the public was that the government was reducing the number of 
departments, needing fewer people; the truth was that they went through and tried to find anybody who they 
thought might be aligned to the Liberal Party, and that person was exited. That was under Geoff Gallop, and it 
was difficult and led to chaos and lack of decision-making for some years. But its impact was not overwhelming 
because it was not during a period of major reforms. The public sector that the Gallop government inherited from 
Richard Court was more of a stable stay. It was actually the lowest cost public sector in the country at the time. 

But this time the Labor government has inherited a public sector that has undertaken, needed and was subject to 
substantial ongoing reform. It was probably the most intensive reform agenda ever, except perhaps by 
Richard Court in 1993–94—ever. Therefore, the directors general are absolutely important—vital—to leading 
that. I will go through some of the people who have left or are going. One of our most difficult areas is child 
protection—an area in which demand is growing very rapidly. A report put out by Treasury on 6 April this year 
contains a graph that shows the agencies facing the most significant increase in demand, and at the top is the 
Department for Child Protection and Family Support. We exempted child protection from the zero-based budget 
agency expenditure review because we knew it had done great work, faced huge challenges with demand and 
had undertaken reforms to deliver those increasing demands efficiently. It was a really well run department. By 
the way, we increased expenditure to it to 120 per cent. So it was really challenging. Emma White, the director 
general who has spent 30 years in child protection and social work, knows that agency intimately. She was just 
a first-rate DG; she is gone. Why would a government force out the director general of its most pressing 
department in terms of demand and cost during a period of reform? 
The second one in terms of demand for government services is the adult prison population—that is, the 
Department of Corrective Services. It is under immense pressure. As we have heard in this place, we have an ice 
epidemic in this state, we have growth in crime, and we have, at least on this side, an agreement to crack down 
on crime and put people in prison. If they do the crimes, they go to prison, and we tightened up parole on our 
watch. The prison population has grown significantly, but it is costly. Over the last three to four years, yes, we 
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have expanded the prison population, but we have also expanded the capacity of the prison population with 
a number of new prisons—another will be needed. But we have been able to reduce the cost per prison per day; 
it has declined. That was brought about by a whole range of reforms, including the contracting out of some 
services and other activities. That was led by Mr James McMahon. He was brought in from the outside—he was 
a former head of the Special Air Service and a former head of a merchant bank, and a person with impeccable 
qualifications—and he has gone. He was one of the first people to leave. Why would a government force out 
a person of that quality — 
Ms S.F. McGurk: Why are you saying that people were forced out? Where is the evidence that people were 
forced out? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, it did! 
Ms S.F. McGurk: Who forced anyone out? You are making it up! 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am not making this up! 
Ms S.F. McGurk: Who says that Emma White was forced out? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: At this time why would the government lose a person of his quality in an area in which he 
was producing the goods? 
People will leave from some other areas, but the government is not forcing them out. Nonetheless, it is a worry 
that their departure is on; it would worry anybody. Karl O’Callaghan is going—his time is up, and that is fair 
enough. The police have a whole range of issues. Also, Wayne Gregson is leaving the Department of Fire and 
Emergency Services. That was not the government’s choice; he has decided not to seek an extended term. These 
are major departments, and the government is losing those people. I put these in the context that the government 
is losing so many other people. So many other people have gone. 
We know the government is doing a so-called sustainable health review. By the way, what the government is 
planning to do was done two years ago. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: So it was sustainable? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes; I will go through some of the data. 
Some of this data came up during question time. The Minister for Health was not really across his portfolio, 
obviously. Two years ago we brought over the former head of the Victorian Department of Health and Human 
Services to do a review of the health department. She came over and did a root-and-branch review and report of 
hospitals and Department of Health. She made a whole range of recommendations, and some were set up in 
some of those areas. We also gave the boards actual responsibility for financial management for the first time. 
The Department of Health, particularly the hospitals, has been going through the final stage of implementing the 
Reid review after putting $7.5 billion into rebuilding the hospital system. We were in the final throes of 
allocating people across that system. 
It is a very difficult process and there is a great deal of change. I might add that the government said, “Woe is us; 
we’ve inherited a health system with expenditure completely out of control, and if we don’t do something it will 
eat up the total budget.” Looking at the actual health expenditure in the health system going forward we see the 
point I made in question time that the government really controls appropriation—how much of our own money 
we spend. The commonwealth spends a hell of a lot through our hospital system, some $3 billion a year, but we 
neither control it nor will we make efficiencies in that, because we will just have to give it back to the 
commonwealth. If we look at the appropriations going forward from 2006–07 to 2019–20, which is the latest 
date we have, the average annual growth of appropriation spent in health per year is 1.3 per cent. That is about 
the inflation rate and the rate of growth of population. If we put that into context, the consumer price index 
shows that the inflation rate overall of health expenditure is seven per cent, so by all measures 1.3 per cent is 
a very modest rate of growth. What is the rhetoric from the people opposite? Why are they saying that it is going 
to eat up the whole public sector? A figure of 1.3 per cent is not going to eat up the public sector. In other words, 
I do not think the government has a clue. 

The Labor Party made a statement during the election campaign wanting to paint the picture of a health system 
that is totally financially unsustainable, and committed to a sustainable—using that word again—review of it. 
The government got someone from New South Wales, just like we got someone from Victoria. If the 
government is able to maintain the efficiencies we did in the health system, it will be doing a wonder. I think the 
government will fail miserably and I will give an example. One of the biggest issues we have when building new 
hospitals—let us say a new children’s hospital—and moving, in this case, from an old hospital to a new hospital 
is that it requires a complete change in a whole range of allocations to the workforce in the new hospital. There 
are different units, there are different demands and there is a different skill base. The whole objective of the 
Reid review was to get people, demand and services out of the hub, which is the new children’s hospital, to the 
spokes, which is to the other hospitals, for paediatrics and child health. That is what the people who had been 
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running the Child and Adolescent Health Service had been struggling with for a period of time, and there have 
been stops and starts. When we were in government, the Department of Health hired Frank Daly to lead that. He 
was doing an absolutely magnificent job of implementing government policy—of implementing the Reid review 
and the reforms the government and the health department identified, particularly in the move from the old 
hospital to the new hospital. What happened last week? He got pushed under a truck; he got fired. That sends 
a signal to everybody in the health department not to undertake reform because the government of the day will 
not support them; indeed, it will ruin their careers. 

Today we heard that the person running King Edward Memorial Hospital for Women and that health system has 
left. He was also a sterling health administrator. Good health administrators are rare because the task is huge. 
David Russell-Weisz, the director general of Health, quite rightly says that we are going through an inordinate 
period of change for all staff within the Western Australian health system. That is true. The health system has 
been subject to the most significant change in recent times, if not ever. There have been major shifts of people, 
major changes of resources and the bedding down of new investment. We are losing health professionals like 
this and the government is undertaking another review with two of its major managers of the adolescent and 
women’s health system gone. This is an exercise in chaos. Let me go through some other public servants who 
have gone. We heard from the Minister for Energy that the government is thinking about major reforms to the 
energy system, particularly Synergy, and going for full competition. That will require major changes to Synergy 
and the energy market, and with that deal of uncertainty if the government does not get it right, costs and 
subsidies will blow out. A major person advising the government, Ray Challen, the head of the Public Utilities 
Office is going. Another area that requires major reforms, and links with high schools in particular, is TAFE, and 
the woman in charge of that, Ruth Shean, one of our most experienced public servants, has gone. We are also 
trying to decide on the form of the National Disability Insurance Scheme that we move to, whether it is the 
national version or the state-based derivative of it. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: I think we will go with the national one. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The government has to make the choice. Ron Chalmers, the director general of the 
Disability Services Commission has gone. Why would the government fire someone of that experience in this 
important area at this time? It is ridiculous; it is stupid. The public sector and the government are going to suffer 
the consequences. Jason Banks of the Department of Environment Regulation has gone. Jim Sharp of the 
Department of Parks and Wildlife has gone. Paul Andrew, the former CEO of Lotterywest, was brought in two 
and a half years ago. Lotterywest is a very important agency for the government and it is under extensive 
challenge due to competition in the gambling market. It is also a major funder of health, schools and a vast range 
of community groups. Paul Andrew undertook major reform to lower Lotterywest’s operating costs and increase 
its productivity. He sought to ensure that the cost of operating Lotterywest was lower so it could give more 
money to the various good causes it gives money to. He has gone. He had two and a half years remaining on his 
contract and he had already met all of his key performance indicators; I saw the report before we lost 
government. It was a magnificent performance. Lotterywest is vital to a whole range of community groups and 
that CEO has gone. If a business or a major corporation saw this many members of its senior management go 
out, its share price would collapse and its CEO would be fired. This is not the way to run a business and this is 
not the way to run a social enterprise called government, especially in the context of the challenge that this 
government faces to drive efficiencies and reallocate resources, the reform agenda it inherited and the need to 
find $5 billion to fund additional expenditure. On top of this, the government is cutting the number of its 
departments by half and shifting things all over the place. People on this side, in four years the fruits of this 
chaos will be obvious to all. 

Another person who is going is Ron Alexander. He is still there and I wish him well—I will not say very 
much—but he has been and is playing a crucial role in the final throes of negotiating the outcomes for the new 
stadium. Very few things could be as important as that, yet the government is seeing him go. Why would it do 
that? Whether it is due to pure incompetence, pigheadedness or the fact that the government thinks it can do 
things itself, I do not know, but this is not the way to run a government. This is not the way to get $750 million 
worth of savings. Over the next three years the government will see the fruits of its chaos borne out through 
higher costs, poorer services and, indeed, a demoralised and dysfunctional public sector. Yes, the government 
can take this to the public. No-one really likes senior bureaucrats; they think they are fat cats. But a wise 
government knows it needs to limit their number but have the best. The government has to have the best people 
in the public sector running its enterprises, because those enterprises are vital. The government has not done that; 
it has scared out many of the best. We, the consumers, are going to pay for the consequences and the government 
will have no chance whatsoever of achieving the efficiencies locked into the budget now, or the efficiencies it is 
aiming to get in the future. 
MR D.C. NALDER (Bateman) [5.59 pm]: I stand in support of the motion moved by the Leader of the 
Opposition — 
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That this house condemns the McGowan government for not having a credible financial plan to pay for 
$5 billion of unaffordable election promises and now forcing households to pay for them through new 
taxes, increases in fees and charges and cuts to frontline services. 

A lot was talked about this during the election. There was concern about the commitments that were being made. 
The concern was that a lot of it would be rhetoric that could not be followed through on. I have to express some 
surprise at how quickly the cracks have appeared in the facade of the current government when it comes to 
managing the financial affairs of the state. I want to touch on a few points, go through them and have a closer 
look at them. 
The first point is that there are still no Treasury costings or any transparency around the $5 billion in 
commitments that were made by the Labor Party during the election campaign. I refer back to what occurred in 
the previous two elections. There is no indication from the government that it is going to pay down debt like 
a mortgage, and a pretty strong commitment was made on that throughout the election campaign. There has been 
misleading commentary on the state of the current financials, and I will go into that a little more forensically. 
I reiterate what the opposition has said for some time—that it is impossible to deliver on the government’s 
election mandate, namely: $5 billion in election promises; no new taxes or tax increases; and paying down debt 
like a mortgage. Something has to give because it is not realistic. You can fool some of the people some of the 
time, but you cannot fool all the people all of the time. I feel for the people of Western Australia who have 
bought into the Labor Party’s promises, because they are going to be let down horribly, and they are going to see 
that very quickly. 
With regard to the first point about the lack of Treasury costings and lack of transparency around the $5 billion, 
we have heard over and over for the last 12 months to two years about gold-plated transparency. The Premier, 
when he was Leader of the Opposition, said that if the Labor Party were to form government, it would herald in 
a new order of transparency. Over the first hundred days of the new government we have seen very little 
transparency. We went to the election with the Labor opposition at the time making commitments of $5 billion in 
its costings. I am a bit concerned that we will find it is a lot higher than that, particularly with the Metronet plan, 
because I think that is grossly understated. 
Before I talk about that I would like to again compare, for the benefit of the house, what occurred in 2008 with 
what occurred in 2013. I have heard the Treasurer claim that the Liberal Party when in opposition in 2008 did 
not provide its costings to Treasury. 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I heard the Treasurer say that the Liberal Party did not provide its commitments to Treasury 
for costing. I have a copy of those costings and its wording and I have a copy of the costings for the Labor Party 
for 2008. I have a copy of the costings by Treasury for both Liberal Party and Labor Party promises for the 
2013 election, the same as 2008, and the wording and conditions around them are exactly the same. I have the 
Liberal Party costings undertaken by Treasury for the 2017 election, but we do not have the Labor Party’s 
costings for that election. 
Part of the Labor Party’s concerns was that it felt it had been ripped off in 2013 because Troy Buswell got some 
of the details and embarrassed the Labor Party; that is its argument for not putting its costings forward. We are 
now 100 days into a new government and the $5 billion in election promises still have not been submitted for 
costing and Treasury analysis so that we can understand their impact on the financials and net debt. We have 
a government that now claims it is going to pay down debt like a mortgage. I have been looking at the financials 
and the government’s commitments and watching some of its actions in recent days, and I cannot see how it is 
going to go about it. I get a sense that it is waiting to pull a rabbit out of a hat and is waiting for the magic white 
horse or a Lotto win to come in to get it out of trouble. I am concerned that it has not been honest with the people 
of Western Australia and that it has not been transparent in its financials. I cannot see that there is any argument 
about the commitments made before the last election being put forward in the name of transparency to be costed 
so that we can understand their financial impact. It is going to be interesting, come September, to see what their 
impact will be on the budget, but I do not believe there is any reason why the government needs to continue to 
hide that from the people of Western Australia. 
I have mentioned that there is no indication that the government is going to pay down debt like a mortgage. In 
the first sitting of Parliament we witnessed a new line of credit. As I have said in this house before, this line of 
credit that has increased by nearly 50 per cent in the general public sector is a record level to have been put 
through this house. If I were committed to not increasing levels of debt and paying down debt like a mortgage, 
I would find it difficult to sit there and justify how we needed to increase the credit limit by just short of 
50 per cent. In the general public sector we have seen the line of credit move from $23 billion to $34 billion. We 
talk about total net debt across the total public sector increasing the total limit up to $41.1 billion, as was in the 
Pre-election Financial Projections Statement. As I said, the Liberal Party went to the election and made 
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a commitment that we were going to reduce debt and get on top of it. We had them costed by Treasury, which 
showed that we would reduce the total net debt down to $29 billion. The Labor Party has put through the line of 
credit for the next four years, which takes the limit up to $41.1 billion, and there is no indication that it is going 
to look at trying to pay down debt. 
We have seen some activity just in the last 48 hours. There has been an increase in the number of education 
assistants in our education system of 300, at a time when we are talking about tight financial circumstances. 
When quizzed on radio yesterday, the Premier indicated that it was only $45 million; it was nothing. But it is 
$45 million a year, which means we are talking $180 million over the forward estimates. Yet the government 
spruiked about the reduction in senior management ranks, which was going to save $20 million a year, and that 
was a big saving. We are already starting to see some actions the result of which in the education system we 
have, it is my understanding, the lowest ratio of students to education assistants. 
Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: We have the best in Australia on the number of students per education assistant. 
Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Madam Deputy Speaker, I seek your support! 
We know for a fact that the member for Collie–Preston has never once put in a grievance about the quality of the 
Coalfields Highway; never once in this Parliament, as long as he has been sitting there. Did members know that 
the former Court government spent $20 million upgrading it and had $20 million in the forward estimates? 
Then when — 
Mr M.P. Murray interjected.  
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Excuse me, member for Collie–Preston, you do not have the call, so please do not 
interject. I do think that you invited interjections, member. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: No; I am talking about what he did. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: You did invite an interjection earlier, so please speak to the Chair. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I will touch on this point, because during the time of the former Gallop and Carpenter 
governments, not one cent was spent on Coalfields Highway. It took a change of government before we saw the 
upgrade of Coalfields Highway. In 2010, the then shadow Minister for Transport admitted that the former Labor 
government had dropped the ball on Coalfields Highway. I refer the member to the article from the former 
transport minister. 
In talking about the financial state of affairs, the current government has been misleading the state. In some 
ways, it is typical of any new government; it is trying to blame the previous administration for everything, but it 
will come back on the government. 
Mr M.P. Murray: When is your next challenge to be leader going to be? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: The member for Collie–Preston is funny! 
Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Collie–Preston, it is getting late in the sitting day. I am sure that you 
want to go home a little early, but I would prefer not to have you removed from the chamber, so please stop 
yelling across the chamber. 
Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: And the member for Willagee! 

Mr D.C. NALDER: As I have said in this house, there has been misleading information about the state of 
affairs. 

Mr M.P. Murray: You’re really setting the world on fire. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Go for your life, member for Collie–Preston. I apologise; I am only encouraging him. 

There has been misleading commentary on the state of the financials in that members opposite have talked about 
how the financial situation is deteriorating. I draw people’s attention to what iron ore prices have done over the 
last two years and their impact on iron ore royalties and to the GST. We hear about it, but I am suggesting that 
the financials are in a better position than they were 12 months earlier. We have seen an increase of 31 per cent 
in iron ore royalties in the nine months to the end of March. We were told that they had deteriorated over the last 
couple of months. Yes, they have gone back down to $53 to $55, but it is still higher than the average in the 
corresponding nine months in the year before, which was $40, and we saw it drop below $40 under the previous 
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administration. If the current government is relying on iron ore prices to remain at $70, $80 or $90 to help justify 
its $5 billion in election promises, it is definitely of concern. If it does not understand the volatility in the 
commodities market, it will have some serious problems around administering the financial affairs of this state. 
Certain ministers give me very little confidence that they have any idea how to manage a dollar. 

We have said, and we are on record as saying, that the best chance we have of resolving the GST issue is if we 
take a bipartisan approach. It has to be a bipartisan approach at the state and federal levels. That is what we need 
if we are to get a true resolution of this matter. Let me point out that the financials are not worse now due to the 
GST than they were over the previous two years. When government members say that they are surprised that the 
financials are deteriorating, I can tell them that the financials due to the GST have not deteriorated one cent 
relative to what they were. They have been appalling for three years, but they are not worse by one cent. 

When we talk about the state of the current economy, we hear the news that employment is picking up. Yes, 
payroll tax is off; we understand that. We understand that other components are off, but we have been saying that 
for some time. These are tight financial times. Everything was transparent. When it suits the Treasurer, he uses 
the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement and when it does not suit him, he does not use it. We are saying 
that the financials were transparent. We said for some time that it was tough and that we had challenges ahead. 
The Leader of the Opposition said it when he was the Treasurer and the work was being undertaken. Now the 
government is in play and it is saying that it is not fair. Do members know why it is not fair? It is probably 
because this is the first time that a government has inherited office when there has been a downturn in the 
economy. The government is complaining that it is not its fault, that things are bad and that it is all the other 
side’s fault, and it is looking for a magic pudding. 

Mr M.P. Murray: If you were a football team, you wouldn’t be allowed on the field because you don’t have 
enough members! 

Mr D.C. NALDER: When we see hubris of this sort, we know where they are tracking. Arrogance breeds 
complacency. Madam Acting Speaker, as I have said for a long time — 

Point of Order 

Mrs J.M.C. STOJKOVSKI: I believe the member should refer to you as Deputy Speaker. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I am sorry; I missed that entirely, but thank you for your contribution. I do not think 
I will uphold that point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I appreciate the member’s striking contribution. 

I reiterate that it is impossible for the government to deliver on the election commitments it has made. It 
disappoints me that I have not heard an apology from one minister or one member in the government for 
breaking those promises. That is the most disappointing element with this government. Members are so arrogant 
that they can break election promises. They can act high and mighty, yet they cannot apologise. 

As I have said, something has to give, because the McGowan government has misled the Western Australian 
people. It cannot deliver $5 billion in election promises, pay down debt like a mortgage and have no new taxes 
and no tax increases. It cannot do the whole three; it will not work, and we have said that for some time. We 
have had indications that power prices are going to change, and I look forward to that announcement. It is 
rumoured to be tomorrow, so it will be interesting. We have heard members say that the Liberal Party had 
increases in the forward estimates. I assure members that there were increases in the forward estimates over the 
last four years, but to a far greater extent than we ever applied. In fact, over the last four years, there were, on 
average, four per cent increases in power prices. Members should remember this when they see it come through. 
The increases were four per cent, yet they invariably were around seven per cent for the four-year forward 
estimates period. We never applied those increases because every time we set the budget, we took into 
consideration the state of the economy and the impact an increase would have on people. We took that into 
account. Obviously, those increases were higher, because we believe in the move towards total reflective pricing 
so that it reflects the cost of generation. We have said that; it is our policy position. We have had the glide path, 
but we take into consideration the state of the economy. I remind people that the government has talked about 
our power price increases in 2009–10 and 2010–11, and that is exactly what we remembered when we 
considered what had been going on for the previous four years. Any power price increase that is made today will 
have a compound effect on previous power price increases. Members can talk about the 25 per cent or 
17.5 per cent power price increases in 2009–10 or 2010–11, but whatever the government does will have 
a compound effect on those price increases. If members did not like them back then—they did not even like the 
three per cent increase that we introduced last year, when they called the government mean-spirited—please 
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remember that whatever decision is taken on the increase to impose on the people of Western Australia will have 
a compound effect on what has occurred in the past. 

With that, I will wrap up by saying that I think the first 100 days of this government have been disappointing. 
I have been surprised that the action is not matching the rhetoric, and I have seen a government that is far more 
interested in politics than in the reality of running government. It has been challenged, and it will continue to be 
exposed as not being able to deliver what it has promised the people of Western Australia. Members opposite are 
in the driver’s seat now; they have won the election, and now they must put their actions where their mouths are 
and actually deliver what they promised to the people of Western Australia. That is what we are looking for, that 
is what we expect, and that is what we will continue to prosecute. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [6.21 pm]: It is always 
entertaining to listen to the same debate week in, week out. I am looking forward to the Liberal Party deciding to 
debate something new. It is true that the last 100 days have been quite disappointing. The big disappointment has 
been in the quality of the opposition. Again, where is the apology for ruining the state’s finances? Where is the 
humility for the fact that members opposite ran the worst government in our history? 

Mr J.E. McGrath: We had a solution. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member for South Perth, whom I forgive because he was not a cabinet minister in 
the last government, interjects that they had a solution. Their solution was to sell Western Power and then use the 
money to build new infrastructure. Let me make it clear: that was not going to reduce the underlying budget 
deficit. There was no deficit reduction in doing that. There was no reduction in the planned amount of money 
that would be spent by taxpayers on debt servicing. I not surprised that the former Treasurer, the Leader of the 
Opposition, is running from the chamber. I would run from that sort of record. This is the Pre-election Financial 
Projections Statement. It states that, under the Liberal Party, net debt as at 30 June 2020 was expected to be 
$41.113 billion. The Labor Party said during the election campaign that it would make promises and other 
decisions that meant that that figure would not reach the figure shown in the Pre-election Financial Projections 
Statement. That is what our election commitments were based on. I do not understand—perhaps it is because 
members opposite did not understand what they were doing when they were in government—that the opposition 
never appreciated the point we were making. We set out in detail in our financial management plan the 
commitments we were making and how we were going to fund those commitments. The plan was that on 
30 June 2020 the state would be better off than it would have been had the Liberal Party continued in office. 
That is the position. I do not understand why the opposition does not see that. 

One of the commitments we made was that we were going to reduce the number of government departments. On 
12 March 2017, the state of Western Australia had 45 government departments. South Australia has 20; Victoria 
has seven. We will reduce the number of departments from 45 to 25. Then the Leader of the Opposition said that 
some directors general would not be directors general anymore. Of course—that is the whole purpose of the 
reduction in the number of agencies from 45 to 25. One of the many purposes of doing that was to have fewer 
directors general. Of course directors general will be leaving their jobs. That is axiomatic in reducing the number 
of departments. Members opposite say, “Oh my God, that means this good person is not going to be doing the 
job they did.” Of course—that is called reform. I know that the previous government loved talking about reform 
but it could not get its head around it. As has been put to me by people in the private sector, every fortnight they 
would wake up and there would be another government agency. The way the Liberals solved the problems of the 
previous government was to create another agency. Instead of trying to get innovation in the public sector to 
deliver better services for the community, the previous government just created new agencies. We have been 
there before. The former Gallop government inherited a declining state. Remember that the Richard Court 
government ran five budget deficits in eight years. The idea that the Gallop government inherited a boom in 
revenue is completely wrong; it is a fabrication. 

I want to address another issue that keeps getting raised by the member for Bateman: this idea that the 
Liberal Party had its costings done by Treasury in 2005 and 2008. I know a bit about those two elections because 
I was the state secretary of the Labor Party for both of them. I won in 2005 and I lost in 2008. I put that on the 
table as well. I remember what happened. It is not true that the costings for the Liberal Party were done by the 
Treasury. They were done by Hendry Rae and Court, the accounting firm of the late former Premier Sir Charles 
Court. The Liberals then submitted those costings to Treasury, saying, “These are our commitments. What is the 
effect on the net debt?” They did not get Treasury to do the costings. No opposition ever does, except for us in 
2013 when we submitted Metronet to the government for costing. Hon Troy Buswell, in his capacity as 
Treasurer, put an official from his office—a personal staffer, not a Treasury official—into the costing meetings, 
so they were leaking out the side. Let us remember something about that election, because that was the famous 
red-stamped, “fully funded, fully costed” election by the Liberal Party. After the election, because the 
government had its “fully funded, fully costed” stamp, the airport rail line and the Metro Area Express light rail 
project, The West Australian newspaper put in a freedom of information request for the costings. Of course, it 
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was refused on the basis that the costings were the property of the Liberal Party. Think about that—how could it 
have been Treasury doing the costings if the pieces of paper belonged to the Liberal Party? There was 
a falsehood at that election. 
Mr B. Urban: They smelled a rat. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Indeed. Let us be honest. The Liberal Party was in government, and it did not have its 
costings done by Treasury. It is crazy. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: You didn’t have your costings done by Treasury. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, I know, but we were in opposition. Members opposite were in government and 
they did not get it done. I know the member is new here, but at some time he must learn some stories. Instead of 
getting the grammar wrong on stupid questions that do not take him anywhere, he will have to get used to this. It 
is extraordinary that a government did not allow its own costings to be done by Treasury. If they had been done 
by Treasury, the FOI documents would have been given to The West Australian newspaper. Members opposite 
cannot have this both ways. That is the problem here. They come in here and bleat about the fact that the 
Labor Party did not get its 2017 costings done by Treasury. I have been involved in state politics in 
Western Australia since 1989, and I do not know of a single opposition in that entire period, except for the 
Labor Party in 2013, that has ever had Treasury costings done. 
In 2005, there was the famous “far canal” election—the canal from the Kimberley to Perth! 
Ms S.E. Winton: Was that fully costed? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is a good question, member. 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange: That’s very unparliamentary. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: It is “f-a-r c-a-n-a-l”—far canal. The Liberal Party refused to have it costed by its people on 
the basis that it was too far into the future. The only thing included in the costings was for about $30 million—
I wish the member for West Swan was here because she knows the exact figure—for the office of canal 
development. The member for West Swan got T-shirts printed that said “Office of Canal Development”. 
Mr M. Hughes: I suppose he was taking a punt on that one! 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Recently, a column in The West Australian lauded the fact that we had bipartisan 
support for water policy. I remind members that the Liberal Party thought that in the lead-up to us announcing 
the first desalination plant that we were going to tap the Yarragadee in the south west. The Liberal Party ran 
a massive campaign in the south west to stir up landholders about “our” water going to Perth, but of course we 
had a plan to introduce a desalination plant based on the Appleyard review. The Liberal Party ran its campaigns, 
saying “Stop the Yarragadee being tapped”; but when we announced the desalination plant, that messed up its 
campaign. It then came out and opposed the desalination plant. Indeed, in 2008, when the member for Cottesloe 
thought he was retiring, he gave a speech in which he said how a canal from the Kimberley would be the only 
way of securing the future of water for Perth. Remember the Court government running TV ads celebrating the 
fact that Mundaring Weir had overflowed? However, it did not point out that it was only one dam that had 
overflowed and that there was still not enough water in metropolitan Perth. The message went around the 
community that everything was okay and people started using their sprinklers again. When we came to power in 
2001, we had to solve not only a water problem; we had to solve a crisis. Believe it or not, when the Labor 
government won in 2001, water authorities recommended that all the trees in the hills be cut down and that 
asphalt be put in to increase run-off into the dams. That is how bad the water situation in Western Australia was 
in 2001. Every time we tried to do something to solve water problems, the Liberal Party opposed us. When it got 
into government, right up to the election in 2008, it adopted all of our decisions, and now we are supposed to say 
it is not good that there has been bipartisanship on water. 
Ms S.F. McGurk: Are you saying that they did not droughtproof Perth? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: They did not droughtproof Perth; and, let me be honest, Perth is still not droughtproofed. 
There is so much rewriting of history. I am sure that the member for Bateman is a nice guy. I knew him as 
a chair of a committee and we got on fine. I knew him when he ran ANZ here in Western Australia. We got on 
fine when I was state secretary of the ALP. But the facts still remain the facts: no political party in 
Western Australia’s modern political history had Treasury do their costings when they were in opposition—
none. Guess what? The Labor Party did not do it at this election. What a shock! What we did have was 
a thorough independent review of our costings, as was done by the Liberal Party and the Labor Party at previous 
elections, to make sure our costings were fair and reasonable. That is what happened. That is not a shock, 
because that is what oppositions always do. 
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I remember at the 2001 election the member for Cottesloe again complaining about the organisation that we had 
chosen to do our review. He said it was a “one guy at a fax machine.” I still remember it; it was a great slag. But 
the point is that those costings were not done by Treasury in 2001, nor did Treasury do it for the Liberal Party in 
2005. Apart from Metronet, Treasury did not do it for us in 2013 when we were in opposition, and Treasury 
certainly did not do it in 2017. Build a bridge and get over it! No opposition does it. All governments complain 
about this, but that is just the way the system works. What we do know is that the government is going to be 
100 per cent accountable and transparent on all the decisions it makes, because not only will its decisions be 
made through the cabinet processes of government and be presented to the Parliament in the budget, but also 
every member of this chamber will get an opportunity to interrogate the budget assumptions through the 
estimates process. 
I have a suggestion for the Liberal Party. As the Deputy Speaker knows, because she is involved, estimates are 
always a struggle. There are three solid days, in two chambers, of questioning. It is a lot of hard work. We had 
21 members; this opposition has 13. Think about it. Opposition members are going to have to start doing some 
work, because if they do not, instead of wasting time asking about the colour of pencils in members’ offices, 
they will have to start thinking about questions. It has only next week. 
Mr R.S. Love: Start forming the questions now; it’s in September. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No. The point is opposition members only have another week to get their questions in. 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange: Zak’s onto it! 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Member for Churchlands, the problem is that Zak’s questions are irrelevant and they do 
not take us anywhere. Opposition members have to ask forensic questions that set them up, so they have the 
information ready for when they get to the estimates. That is the problem. At the moment, the opposition is 
showing no signs of being ready, because the estimates provide the opposition the opportunity to hold the 
government to account. The opposition has it and it knows it. 
Ms J.J. Shaw: Let them keep going. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Indeed. The point I am getting to is that this rubbish about accountability is a fabrication 
made of the 100 days of desperation of the Liberal Party—the 100 days of realisation that it had the worst defeat 
ever and there is still no apology or contrition. I say again, I have no idea what the result of the election is going 
to be in four years’ time—none at all—but between now and then the Liberal Party has to do the work to earn 
the respect of the community. At the moment it does not have the respect of the community. We know that 
because the Liberal Party got smashed. 
The member for Bateman was so confident about the election he would not run for the seat of Bicton. The 
Liberal Party had a 13 per cent margin in a seat and he was too scared to run in that seat. He was wise because 
our quality member smashed it and won that seat. Why did that happen? The member for Bicton sits on the 
Labor side for a number of reasons. The first is that it had a quality community candidate, just as I said in my 
remarks earlier about the member for Pilbara, who reflects the values of the community she seeks to represent, 
and she had a wise and well-structured campaign that talked about things of importance. Remember that the seat 
of Bicton was one of those seats that the Liberal Party thought that its favourite road would deliver them. It said 
that Roe Highway stage 8 was going to deliver that seat. It said everybody in the southern suburbs wanted that 
road. What happened? There was a massive swing to the Labor Party because we were in touch with the 
community through the now member for Bicton and the other candidates in the southern suburbs and the 
extensive network that we have to deliver what is important to the community there. 
Ms S.F. McGurk: Their plan was so flawed you could drive a truck through it! 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is very droll, member for Fremantle. Remember that their plan was for 100 000 trucks 
to head north on Stirling Highway through the electorate of Cottesloe. It was a bizarre plan. I have never before 
seen a Liberal Party plan to put trucks into their own electorates, yet that was part of the plan. No wonder we had 
large swings, even in those blue ribbon Liberal areas. 
Ms S.F. McGurk: We won North Fremantle. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: We won in the North Fremantle booth. There was a huge swing in Nedlands. 
At some point, some contrition from the Liberal Party would be appreciated by the community. I remind members 
that that is exactly what the Labor Party did after the 2013 election. We acknowledged that we had lost the election. 
We went out and talked to people and we kept in touch. We also held the government to account for its false 
promises, its fully funded, fully costed promise of no increased taxes and its fully funded Metro Area Express 
light rail. 
Let us make it clear that our financial plan at the election campaign was effectively a “do no harm” promise. 
Yes, we introduced new expenditures but we balanced that by new revenue sources and reprioritisation. That is 
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a tough way to make decisions but that is what we said. We said it in advance of the election so that nobody 
could say that we were tricky. A number of changes have been made to parameters. They are worth $2.6 million. 
That is nothing to do with our election commitments; that is about changes advised to us by Treasury. 
I have the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement in my hand. That PFPS increased the revenue from 
royalties by $1.3 billion over the forward estimates. There was an increase in expected revenue because the 
government increased the expected out years for the price of iron ore. That is detailed on page 3 of the PFPS. So 
$1.3 billion was added to the forward estimates; sorry, at Christmas in the Government Mid-year Financial 
Projections Statement but obviously still reflected in the PFPS. 
Mr R.S. Love: At what price? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It was $70 and something. A total of $1.3 billion was put into the budget—additional 
revenue—at the time of the mid-year review, which is reflected in the PFPS. 
Mr R.S. Love: Is that Treasury’s best guesstimate? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Who cares? They are just the facts. It is $1.3 billion of additional revenue. 
Unfortunately, that prediction was wrong and has had to be unwound by Treasury. In addition, Treasury got the 
estimate of property tax, stamp duty and payroll tax wrong. Let us understand that the average wage in 
Western Australia has fallen over the last 12 months. It has gone down. The total number of full-time employees 
has fallen as the number of part-time employees has risen. That has had a massive impact on payroll tax. That is 
not in the PFPS; that has occurred since the PFPS. All these parameter changes have reduced the income of 
government over the forward estimates by $2.6 billion. This has nothing to do with meeting our election 
commitments. Sadly, we have to find an additional $2.6 billion unless we want debt to blow out even further 
than the $41 billion planned by the Liberal Party. We do not want to do that because it would be a bad decision. 
That is why we are working hard to find additional savings that we did not take to the election. Unfortunately, 
that is the outcome of the cards that we have been dealt. 
If it was the case, like it was back in 2008, that we were left a $3 billion surplus—in other words, $12 billion 
over four years—in the budget papers, like the Liberal government was left with in 2008, we could 
accommodate this situation. But that is not what we were left. We were left with the reverse. We were left with 
a $3 billion deficit. Our starting point is not plus $3 billion; it is minus $3 billion. Unless we are prepared to take 
that to minus $5 billion, we have to make tough decisions. One of those, which I am pleased the Liberal Party 
supports, is the decision to amend the wages policy to a flat $1 000 increase. I make the point that the 
Liberal Party, through the member for Hillarys, has said that ordinary workers in the community should not even 
receive $1 000. He says that the state wage decision, which is for a lower amount than is being offered to public 
sector workers, is too much. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: I have not. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member did. I have his press release. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: I referred to the state wage decision. That is not the case at all. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member said it about the national wage case and he said that the state wage case 
should be for lower than that. He said it should be only one per cent. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: You said it should be higher. You criticised it too. You said it should be around 
inflation. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I said it should be $18 and a bit but it ended up to be $16 and a bit. It is basically what 
I asked for. It is within cooee. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: Basically! That is just a rounding error of a few billion dollars. It does not matter to you. 
It is just a few bucks. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Sometimes even the member for Hillarys exceeds himself. As I have said to him before, 
he should not let anyone tell him he was drunk when he made that phone call to Rob Johnson at two o’clock in 
the morning. He was stone cold sober. There is no question about that. There is no way in the world that I would 
ever believe that he was not sober when he made that phone call. It does not matter what anybody else says; I bet 
him $100 he was sober. 
I just make the point that I think it is good that the Leader of the Opposition has agreed with us on the figure of 
$1 000. I think it is very good that the Leader of the Opposition and the Liberal Party endorsed our decision to 
offer only $1 000 to workers in the public sector. I just hope that they tell all the unions, which represent all the 
different workers, that that is the Liberal Party’s decision and when individual unions come calling to them, they 
do not provide false comfort to those unions because I know the way these things work. The Liberal Party is in 
lock step with the government on the question of $1 000. 
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As I have said before, the real test of government is to look your friends in the eye and tell them they cannot 
have what they asked for. That is what we are doing with our wages policy. It is not something that pleases us. It 
is not something that we want to do. It is something that we have to do. If we had a choice, we would take it. We 
have done that and we are pleased that the Liberal Party agrees with us. When the unions come calling, the 
Liberal Party has to tell them the truth. The one that is calling at the moment is the Western Australian Police 
Union. I have great respect for the police union. When I was state secretary of the Labor Party, I had a lot to do 
with the police union. These days I do not have so much to do with it. As we know, because we have a number 
of former police officers on our side of the chamber, police work is a tough job. Indeed, the member for 
Kalgoorlie is a former police officer. It is tough work. It is not a job that I would choose to do because I do not 
think I am cut out for it. My good friend the member for Girrawheen worked closely with police officers at the 
National Crime Authority. People should read her inaugural speech in which she outlined the problems that 
undercover officers have. She outlined in detail some very interesting issues that arise for those people. There is 
no question of the importance of the work of police officers. 
Unfortunately, as the Leader of the Opposition has agreed, we are not able to offer a wage increase of more than 
$1 000. I know that is a controversial issue but I am pleased that the Leader of the Opposition, the Liberal Party 
and the member for Hillarys et cetera all agree that that is all that the state government of Western Australia is 
able to offer. I am pleased that I have that support. It is going to be tough. There are other things that we can 
negotiate but that is the cash offer that we can make. I am very pleased that the member for Hillarys and the 
Leader of the Opposition support the government in that tough request. It is not something that any of us want to 
do; it is just what we find ourselves having to do. If we had been left with a $3 billion surplus, things would be 
different and we would be able to accommodate a $2.6 billion writedown within that surplus. But we do not have 
a surplus; we have a $3 billion deficit. The problem for us is that if we do not work hard to accommodate that 
revenue writedown, we will either have to make even tougher decisions or we will have even larger total debt. 
I make the point again that selling a government asset and then using that money for other purposes is not a debt 
reduction strategy. That is why we know the Liberal Party did not go to the election with a debt reduction 
strategy. The only way we can get a debt reduction strategy is to run cash surpluses. I remind members that in 
the 1990s, the Court Liberal government sold a whole lot of assets. It sold Alinta, the Dampier to Bunbury gas 
pipeline and Westrail Freight, yet debt went up afterwards. Selling assets is not a debt reduction strategy. The 
only way to reduce debt is to run a cash surplus. By definition we get debt by running a cash deficit. Paying off 
debt slowly over time, like paying off a mortgage, is exactly that. It is about over time, which we know will not 
be in the next four years because in opposition we adopted the no-harm financial policy—we basically adopted 
the projections of the former government and made sure that our promises did not exceed our revenue and 
reprioritisations—moving towards our cash surplus. Once we have a cash surplus, we can start paying down 
debt. That is the only way to do it. Any other way is simply rubbish; it is not true. If we could pay off debt by 
selling assets, how come the Court government made all those asset sales and debt went up? It is not of itself 
a debt reduction strategy; it is what a government does with the underlying budget. Governments have to do 
these things or they will not repay any debt. That is exactly what we promised to do, it is what we plan to do and 
it is what we will do. 
The speeches of the Leader of the Opposition and the member for Bateman reminded me of a speech made by 
the member for Cottesloe in 2001. He gave a speech in this chamber in which he talked about the debt future of 
the state and the then incoming Labor government’s debt profile. He talked about all the things that would go 
wrong and said that debt would become uncontrollable. Of course, he was proved wrong there. That is the point 
I am making here, too. It is easy for the opposition having run the worst financial management in the history of 
Australia—not just Western Australia, but the entire country—to lecture us about financial management. It is 
unbelievable that they would even think to do that and I am really looking forward to some contrition from them. 
I note that the member for Churchlands is next up to speak in the debate, and I invite him to get up and begin 
with an apology for having sat at the table of the cabinet that managed the state’s finances in the worst manner 
ever in the history of the state. 
Ms A. Sanderson: To us and our future generations. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is exactly right; to us and to our future generations, as the member for Morley 
contributed. 
We are aware of the difficulties of being in government; we were aware of them when we were in opposition. 
Sadly, it was not reflected in the former Liberal government’s behaviour, and that is why we have to come in and 
clean up the mess. We have to get the broom and the mop out and clean up what has been left behind. It would 
be good if all we had to do was clean up the mess that we know about because, of course, there are all the black 
holes of unfunded commitments and commitments that the community thought were ongoing that were funded 
for only 12 months. The range of commitments that the former government did not include in the forward 
estimates and that it funded for only 12 months at a time is remarkable. We heard from the Minister for Fisheries 
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that the shark patrols are funded for only 12 months at a time. The member for Scarborough interjected on the 
minister and said that of course they would have continued the patrols. Where is the funding for them in the 
budget? That is the problem. The former Premier, the member for Cottesloe, always said that the forward 
estimates never arrive; actually, they do, and we are living in them. We are living in the forward estimates, and 
that is our problem: we have to clean up the mess that has been left behind. 

It is remarkable that even the Department of Mines and Petroleum has a $6 million cash deficit in the current 
financial year for which I had to seek a top-up and there is $10 million deficit in the account for the mines 
resource inspectorate. The expenditure has gone on, but there has been no income, so it has ended up with 
a $10 million deficit. That is just two examples out of the mines portfolio; do not get me started on commerce. 

These are all problems that we as ministers are trying to overcome. It is great to have the strong leadership of 
Premier Mark McGowan to ensure that we act as a cohesive team, which I understand is a bit of a novelty for the 
government of Western Australia because in the last eight years there have been two cabinets, two budget 
processes and two separate sets of accounts. If a minister put up a matter to the Economic and Expenditure 
Reform Committee and it was not accepted, the minister would then see if the National Party would fund it out 
of royalties for regions. If government thought that the project was not a priority, it would then get funded 
anyway out of a side bucket of money that did not go through the normal procedures of government, which is 
just bizarre. 

Mr R.S. Love: Of course it went through the normal procedures of government. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: A normal procedure of government is to get cabinet approval. 

Mr R.S. Love: It went through the cabinet process. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, they did not. That is just not true. 

Mr R.S. Love: Yes, they did. Every dollar went through cabinet. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, they did not. That is just rubbish; it is not true. The member is wrong. 

Mr R.S. Love: You point to the dollars that didn’t go through cabinet. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Most of the royalties for regions money never went through cabinet. 

Mr R.S. Love: All the royalties for regions money went through cabinet. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, all that happened was that they gave a global approval of the total amount. 

Mr R.S. Love: No, that’s not true. Project by project went through cabinet. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is just a statement of fact. 

Mr R.S. Love: It would have been easier had it gone through in a global sense—much less work for all 
concerned—but it didn’t do that. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Well, the member is wrong. We see constantly these figures that have never been to 
cabinet that are funded by government. 

Mr R.S. Love: Well, I think you were being misled by some people’s recollection because that is not the case. 
You are making misleading statements, minister. I am going to pick you up on them. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am not misleading. Let me make it clear: the budget management of the National Party 
through royalties for regions was a shambles. Nobody knew what was happening and many of the decisions were 
not properly recorded by cabinet—let me make that clear. 

Mr R.S. Love: You point to some. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am happy to do so. 

Mr R.S. Love: Well, I would like you to try to. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I will—it is all right. We had that fractured government in which ministers would leave 
cabinet and argue against cabinet decisions—that was bizarre. Fundamental to the whole idea of Westminster is 
that ministers can argue in cabinet, but whatever is decided is supported by everyone. If a minister does not 
support it, they resign. That is the Westminster tradition, but not for the former government. We had ministers 
standing on the steps of Parliament House telling the media why they did not agree with cabinet decisions and 
why they were going to vote against them in the Parliament before they told the Premier what they were doing. 
The idea that they could just swan in and swan out of cabinet was ridiculous and undermined the responsibilities 
required of cabinet ministers. It is a fundamental protection in our system so that bad decisions are not made and 
everybody is tied into the decisions that get made; yet, the former government did not think that that was 
important. Its ministers thought that it was okay to stand on the steps of Parliament House. Indeed, the echo of 
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“Brendon, Brendon” keeps coming back. Brendon Grylls gave a press conference to say that the member for 
Cottesloe was not a suitable person to run the state of Western Australia, until he joined the cabinet and then he 
did not say it again—it was bizarre! No wonder the people of Western Australia rejected the Liberal and 
National Parties. As I say, I do not know what will happen at the next election, but at some time the Liberal Party 
is going to have to show some contrition, apologise and admit that it got things wrong. It will have to say that 
Roe 8 and the sale of Western Power were bad ideas. It will have to admit that breaking the Metro Area Express 
light rail promise was a bad decision. It will have to get these things off its chest. It has to admit to the people of 
Western Australia that the “airport west” train station is in Redcliffe, and it has to admit that the “Forrestfield” 
train station is in High Wycombe. I remember the laugh we had in here when I asked a simple question of the 
former Minister for Transport, the member for Bateman. I asked, “How far is it from the airport west train 
station to the domestic terminal?” He would not tell me. Now we know that it is a bus ride away.  

Mr R.S. Love: How far is it? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: A kilometre. 

Mr R.S. Love: It’s just a short walk. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Let me show the member the Liberal Party ads on the topic—it is ridiculous. It is very 
good to see the Liberal Party and the National Party not listening to the community. We are the largest party in 
regional Western Australia, and not by accident. We are the largest representative in regional Western Australia 
because that is what the community wanted. There is not a single Liberal member of Parliament in the 
East Metropolitan Region. Do members remember when the member for Cottesloe used to come in here — 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: What about Hon Donna Faragher? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, in this house. I remember when the member for Cottesloe used to come in here and 
lecture us about the eastern suburbs—now look at it! There is not a single Liberal member in the whole of 
East Metro, and the member for Dawesville says, “Oh no, that’s not right; we won one seat in six in the upper 
house. We tied with One Nation in the upper house.” 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 
__________ 
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