
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 1 June 2005] 

 p2586b-2597a 
Mr Matt Birney; Mr John Day; Mr Eric Ripper; Acting Speaker; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Tony McRae 

 [1] 

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 1) 2005 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 2) 2005 

Second Reading - Cognate Debate 

Resumed from 31 May. 

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [12.44 pm]:  The greatest revelation to come from 
the 2005-06 Gallop Labor government budget is that next year state debt will blow out by $1.4 billion.  That is 
the largest annual state debt blow-out in the history of Western Australia since comparable figures have been 
kept.  The second largest annual state debt blow-out was in 1990-91, when the current Premier, Hon Geoff 
Gallop, was the Minister Assisting the Treasurer.  He has form, and I intend to deal with that matter at length 
later during my speech.   

I have been a company director and business proprietor for probably the best part of the past 14 years.  When I 
look at this budget with my businessman’s hat on, all I can do is shake my head.  It is evident that this budget has 
been produced by somebody with very little understanding of how to run a business.  We see expense blow-outs 
that would cause the chief executive officer of a major company to be sacked.  We have seen departmental 
overruns that would result in the installation of new departmental managers.  We have seen squandered revenue 
windfalls that would raise the ire of shareholders of any major corporation.  In short, this budget represents 
appalling mismanagement and incompetence.  Members should not just take my word for it; I will spell it out 
over the next 40 or 50 minutes.   

The Labor Party has taxed us like we have never been taxed before.  It has spent the lot, and a bit more, and it 
has blown state debt out to WA Inc levels.  The Labor Party is back all right, but it is back in the red; quite 
contrary to what the Treasurer had us believe when he delivered his budget speech.  It was reported that evening 
on the news that the Treasurer said that we are back in the black.  That was factually incorrect; we are back in 
the red, in the same way that we were in the red during the WA Inc era, when the now Premier was the Minister 
assisting the Treasurer.  We all know that when a minister assisting is appointed, that minister is responsible for 
the portfolio.  We need only consider the current situation with water resources in Western Australia.  The 
Premier is officially the Minister for Water Resources, but he has no control over the department; that control 
has been given to the Minister Assisting the Minister for Water Resources.  In the same way, control was given 
to Geoff Gallop back in 1990, as the Minister assisting the Treasurer.  Those were the days when we had 
ridiculous debt blow-outs and levels of debt.  Guess what - they are back.  The Premier has form, and I will deal 
with that later.  

The government blew its budget this year by $681 million.  I am not quite sure how it could have blown the 
budget by $681 million; nevertheless, the Labor Party did that.  It predicted that in this year, 2004-05, expenses 
would be $12.477 billion.  In fact, spending will be $13.158 billion - an expense blow-out of $681 million.  It is 
interesting to see where these expense blow-outs have come from.  Members would be well aware of the very 
difficult time the former Minister for Education and Training has given in this place to the Minister for 
Education in the previous government, the member for Cottesloe, about overspending his budget.  I am quite 
sure that members would love to be made aware of the fact that the former Minister for Education and Training 
blew the education budget this year by $103 million.  The government predicted at the beginning of the financial 
year that it would spend $2.622 billion on education.  In fact, it will spend $2.725 billion.  That is a budget blow-
out of $103 million from the man who has the hide to berate opposition members for overspending their budget 
in the very same portfolio.  Once again, that smacks of hypocrisy.  Thankfully for the former Minister for 
Education and Training, he is not the only one to have blown his budget.  The Department of Health overspent 
its budget by $74 million; the Department of Conservation and Land Management overspent by $14.7 million; 
the Department of Industry and Resources overspent by $115 million; the Department of Culture and the Arts 
overspent by $8.99 million; the Western Australian Tourism Commission overspent by $18.3 million; the 
Department of Justice overspent by $21.2 million; and the Department for Planning and Infrastructure overspent 
by $17 million.  The next one is a bit of an anomaly that I am sure the Treasurer would like to sort out for me.  
According to the budget figures, the Treasurer’s own department blew its budget by nearly half a billion dollars.  
I understand that some kind of debt reduction might have been associated with that department, in the order of 
about $400 million. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  $480 million. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  An amount of $480 million.  I thank the Treasurer.  That means that the Treasurer has 
blown his budget by some $80 million.  The Treasurer of the state blew his budget by $80 million.  What hope 
do we have when the state Treasurer blows his own departmental budget by $80 million?  That is extraordinary.  
As I said, budget blow-outs of this nature would see the chief executive officer of a major company sacked at the 
next shareholders’ meeting.  There is no doubt about it.  The CEO would be down the road.  In fact, he would 
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not even front up to the next shareholders’ meeting because he would be well and truly aware of the fate that lay 
in wait for him.  A budget blow-out of $681 million for the year is quite extraordinary by any measure.  In fact, 
the 2004-05 financial year has the biggest expenditure blow-out in a decade.  It represents about a 10 per cent 
blow-out in expenditure.  Therefore, it is clear that the Labor Party people, who have no real understanding of 
business, cannot manage a business of the size of the state of Western Australia.  The broom would be put 
through them if they were accountable to shareholders, as CEOs of public companies must be.  The Labor 
Party’s own wages policy of three per cent is in absolute tatters.  It has often run around saying that it has a 
wages policy of three per cent and that it factors it into the budget.  However, year after year after year it blows 
that wages policy. 

The Australian Bureau of Statistics has told us that some 129 500 public servants, on average, seasonally 
adjusted, were working for the Western Australian government in 2004.  The Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry of Western Australia has told me that that is the largest ever number of public servants to work for the 
Western Australian government.  We have a very fat public service that is getting ever-increasing pay rises.  Put 
simply, there is no skill involved in managing the budget when the government is simply prepared to throw 
money at it and to accede to every single request that comes before it.  No skill is involved.   

It is just as well that the government also dramatically underestimated its revenue.  If it had not underestimated 
its revenue, and if we did not have all manner of revenue windfalls, we would be looking at very dark times 
indeed in this state.  In fact, this year alone the government underestimated its revenue - wait for it - by 
$1.07 billion.  How could the government get it that wrong?  This state has been going through boom times for 
the past three or four years.  Coincidentally, the mining industry really took off as a result of the boom in China 
at the same time as the Labor Party came to power, and the government underestimated its revenue this year by 
$1 billion.  If the revenue prediction that it made for this year, which was in fact $12.719 billion, was correct, 
and if it blew its budget by $681 million, we would be looking at a deficit budget.  We would be looking down 
the barrel of a deficit budget in this state if the Labor Party had not in fact underestimated its revenue.  I will 
clarify one matter for members.  When I talk about this year, I am obviously talking about the financial year 
2004-05, and when I talk about next year, I am obviously talking about the financial year 2005-06.  For next 
year, the Labor Party has also underestimated its revenue by $1.162 billion.  Therefore, we are talking about a 
net revenue windfall for this year and next in excess of $2 billion.  That is quite an extraordinary figure when we 
consider that state debt has just blown out by the largest annual amount in the history of Western Australia; that 
is, since comparable figures have been compiled.  What if the government did not underestimate the revenue 
windfall by $2 billion?  Our debt would be out of control.  Somebody would have to step in and rescue the state 
government from itself, because that would clearly be necessary.  Every year the Labor Party underestimates not 
only its expenditure but also its revenue.  It just cannot get it right.  It cannot even come close to getting it right.  
It is extraordinary to look at the graphs.  In the Labor Party’s first budget, in 2001-02, it predicted that 
expenditure would increase from $10.661 billion in that year to $11.303 billion in 2004-05.  That is a reasonable 
increase in expenditure, accounting for inflation and other matters.  In fact, the $11.3 billion that the government 
predicted it would spend this year is now $13.158 billion.  The government has had a blow-out in expenditure 
over four years of $1.855 billion.  I am sure that the Speaker is sitting there thinking that these are extraordinary 
figures, the likes of which we have not seen since the days of WA Inc.  The Speaker would be correct to think 
that, because that is certainly the case. 

Members can think about where the government has spent its money and whether it has spent it wisely.  
Certainly, it has not spent it wisely on government advertising.  Who besides me is getting heartily sick of seeing 
advertisements appearing on television for no good reason, while of course noticing the by-line at the bottom 
“Sponsored by the state government”?  I intend to get some figures from the government on its advertising bill, 
because I suspect that it has gone through the roof as well.  We have seen all that stuff with the crime ads.  The 
poor old police commissioner has been put on the television to try to get people to think that the Labor Party has 
done something about crime.  I am sure that the commissioner was not too happy about having to do that.  We 
have also seen all the stuff about Ningaloo, and what a ridiculous full-page ad we saw recently in The West 
Australian about the taxes that were meant to be abolished following the introduction of the goods and services 
tax.  The Labor Party knew that it was on a hiding to nothing from the public of Western Australia about not 
abolishing the taxes that should have gone following the introduction of the GST.  Therefore, the government 
took out a full-page ad in The West Australian.  I do not know what that would have cost.  Does anybody know?  
It might have been about $7 000 or $8 000.  Perhaps the member for South Perth would know.   

Mr J.H.D. Day:  More like $12 000.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The member for Darling Range has suggested that it could be $12 000.  For what reason 
was the ad taken out?  To try to claw back the minuscule amount of ground that the government lost during the 
GST tax debate.  That is a reckless use of taxpayers’ funds.  Indeed, putting the Commissioner of Police on the 
television to tell people that we now have new DNA laws is a reckless use of taxpayers’ funds.  The only people 
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who listened to that ad were the crooks, and they now know that they must wear gloves when they break into our 
houses, because the Labor Party told them.  The government propped up the poor old commissioner and paid 
thousands and thousands of dollars to put him on the television just to warn the crooks that they now must wear 
gloves when they break into our houses.  Once again, it was an ill-informed decision and a complete and utter 
waste of your money, Mr Speaker, and mine.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Are you critical of the commissioner’s decision to participate in the campaign? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I am critical of the Labor Party for engaging in that campaign for two reasons.  The first 
reason is that it was a complete and utter waste of money, and the second reason is that the government has 
tipped off all the crooks to start wearing gloves, to clean up the blood that they leave behind them and to take 
bits of hair out of the doorjamb.  In fact, the crooks are now doing the job of the police.  They are removing the 
bits of hair that they left on the windowsill when they got in through the window, and they are cleaning up the 
blood that they spilt when they smashed a window to get into a house, because they now know that the 
government has DNA laws.  That is exactly what the forensic police officers would have done.  As a result of the 
Labor Party’s advertising campaign, the crooks are doing the job for them.  Quite frankly, it is unbelievable.   

Mr M.J. Cowper:  Dead right. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Dead right, says the member for Murray, a former senior sergeant of police.   

Of course, the Department of the Premier and Cabinet has ballooned.  I think the last time I looked, which was 
some time ago, the Premier had about 200 staff members in his department.  He started out with about 100 staff 
members.  Even though he has put another couple of portfolios in there, it is, once again, just a padding of the 
Premier’s department.   

Given that the state has received a revenue windfall for 2005-06 of a bit over $2 billion, and notwithstanding the 
$1.4 billion debt blow-out, we would expect the government to cut some taxes.  When people run a big business, 
and they happen to make additional sales and have a revenue windfall - that is, money they did not expect to 
receive - the first thing they do is give some of that money back to their shareholders.  That is not rocket science.  
That is just what happens in business.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  If we improve mental health services, is that not a gift to the shareholders?   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Notwithstanding that the Treasurer is bumping his gums, I will outline some of the so-
called tax cuts that have been put forward by the Labor Party.  I will talk first about new real tax cuts.  A new tax 
cut is a tax cut that has not previously been announced, either in the heat of the election campaign or last year.  A 
new real tax cut is a tax cut that is the result of a reduction in the tax take by the state government.  Page 18 of 
budget paper No 3, Economic and Fiscal Outlook, indicates that the policy decisions that the government has 
made have resulted in a drop in revenue of $104.5 million.  Even if all those tax cuts are correct, it is still a 
woeful number.  The state will have a revenue windfall in 2004-05 of $2 billion, yet the government is giving 
back only $104.5 million in tax cuts.  One would not even get out of bed for that.  I will drive the sword further 
through that $104.5 million, because $13 million of that figure is for the extension of water restrictions.  Punters 
might be forgiven for thinking there is a $13 million reduction in taxes, but in fact what the government is 
talking about is an extension of water restrictions.  The government will restrict water use again, and in doing so 
it will forgo about $13 million worth of revenue that it otherwise would have received.  We cannot even come 
close to calling that a tax cut.  The government is forgoing that revenue only because it is putting the screws on 
people with regard to the use of water.  Therefore, that $13 million must be taken off the $104.5 million.   

We then get to the item that is described as adjustment to land tax scale.  That amounts to minus $54.5 million.  
One might be forgiven for thinking that the community will get back $54.5 million as a result of the cuts in land 
tax.  However, there is actually an increase in land tax.  I am sure members will be devastated to learn that next 
year the government will take $5 million more in land tax than it took this year.  All the government is doing is 
increasing the marginal land tax rates slightly to keep up with the increase in property values.  Some people will 
pay a bit less, and some people will pay a bit more.  The only winner will be the government, because next year 
it will get an extra $5 million in land tax.  Therefore, this is little more than a sleight of hand by an amateur.  
There is no net reduction in land tax for the people of Western Australia.  The minus $54.5 million figure is 
misleading and disgraceful.  As I have said, it has been put forward by an amateur.   

We are talking about new real tax cuts.  There is also a figure of minus $3.5 million for fees and charges.  I am 
happy to accept that that is a real reduction in fees and charges.  However, it is not a real reduction in taxation.  
The Treasurer seemed to be a bit confused yesterday during question time.  For some strange reason, the 
Treasurer of Western Australia does not understand the difference between a fee and a charge, and a tax.  When 
the Treasurer rambled on about my saying the state was giving back a certain level of taxation, of course he was 
talking about some fees and charges.  I am happy to sit down with the Treasurer and explain what a tax is and 
what a fee and a charge is.   
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Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do it right now!  What is the difference?  Give me your definition!  Leave your written notes 
and give me your definition! 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I will go through it with the Treasurer.  Does the Treasurer want me to read out the taxes?  
The Treasurer does not even know what a tax is!  I am going to get to the taxes.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Come on!  Give it to me right now! 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I am doing it.  I will get to the taxes.  The first is mortgage duty relief. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do it right now! 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I am doing it!  If the Treasurer would open his ears a bit and close his mouth, he would 
retain a bit more; it would not all come out!  The government has a figure for mortgage duty relief of minus 
$6.2 million.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You are not doing it!  You said you were doing it, but you are not!  You are a pretty poor 
teacher.  You would never be found competent if you were in a government school if that is the way you start 
your lesson! 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I am doing it.  The Treasurer has not given me an opportunity yet.  For the benefit of the 
Treasurer, that is a new real tax cut.  It totals $6.2 million.  Do not forget about the $2 billion revenue windfall.  
The line above it refers to a 50 per cent caravan park exemption for land tax totalling $1 million.  For the benefit 
of the Treasurer, that is a new real tax cut.  However, sadly for the Treasurer, that is where the new real tax cuts 
stop - $7.2 million worth of new real tax cuts in a state budget that is worth in the order of $14 billion.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  So you do not count land tax? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The government will be taking $5 million more!  It will go from $315 million to 
$320 million!   

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected.  

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The Treasurer has lifted the marginal land tax rates in order to make people think -  

Point of Order 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Mr Acting Speaker, when the Treasurer delivered his speech on this bill he was heard in 
silence.  The same courtesy should be extended to the Leader of the Opposition, particularly when he is trying to 
continue his speech.  The continual barrage from the Treasurer needs to be halted.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If a speaker in this house invites interjections, it is traditional to take them.  It is not 
parliamentary behaviour to invite an injection and then have a colleague seek the protection of the Speaker when 
an interjection is given. 

Mr M.J. Birney interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order!  Will members please stop interjecting so that I can hear 
what the point of order is. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Mr Acting Speaker, I distinctly recall telling the Treasurer to close his mouth and open his 
ears so that he might retain more.  I certainly did not invite his interjections.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  On that point of order, all interjections are disorderly.  If the Leader of the 
Opposition will address his comments through the Chair, there probably will not be so many interjections.  If the 
Leader of the Opposition wants the protection of the Chair, he can ask for it, but if he continues to engage the 
other members in a debate, he will have to suffer the consequences.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I am sorry, Mr Acting Speaker, but I just cannot help it, because we have very good 
arguments here, and I am very interested to hear the view of members opposite.  However, notwithstanding that, 
I will accept your advice. 

I start with the $104.5 million of so-called new real tax cuts in this budget.  The $3.5 million reduction in fees 
and charges is not a new real tax cut.  The $13 million for the extension of water restrictions does not even come 
close to being a new real tax cut.  The $6.2 million in mortgage duty relief is a new real tax cut.  The $1 million 
for the 50 per cent caravan park exemption is a new real tax cut.  The $54.5 million for the adjustment to the land 
tax marginal rate scales is not.  We then move into the area of fees and charges, and concessions.  There is a real 
concession of $26.3 million in the budget, which is listed as an increase in family concession on motor vehicle 
registration.  I will deal with these one at a time.  We are getting back $7.2 million in new real tax cuts.  That is 
an extraordinary figure.  I do not know why the government even did it.  Actually, I tell a lie.  I do know why the 
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government did it.  The $6.2 million relates to what the government is calling mortgage duty relief.  Members 
will recall the goods and services taxation debate.  Of course the GST was never meant to be a new tax.  It was 
meant to abolish existing taxes.  One of the existing taxes that was meant to be abolished in 2005 was mortgage 
duty.  I had been saying so for the best part of the past month.  I said that the government should at least get rid 
of mortgage duty.  I put out a press release to that effect; in fact, I think I released two.  I said that the 
government should get rid of mortgage duty because it was one of the taxes listed in the original GST agreement 
to go by 2005.  That would have cost the government about $100 million.  Once again, in a sneaky, tricky little 
move perpetrated by an amateur, the Treasurer has given mortgage duty relief only if a mortgage is being 
refinanced.  That has nothing to do with taking out a home mortgage and not having to pay mortgage duty.  It is 
only if a mortgage is being refinanced.  Why did the Treasurer not use the word “refinancing” at page 18 of 
budget paper No 3?  It is listed as “mortgage duty relief”, which is exactly what I have been calling for.  I have 
been calling for all mortgage duty to go.  In order to head me off at the pass, the Treasurer has included the 
words “mortgage duty relief” in the budget papers.  It was not a tax that was going to be included; it was not a 
tax that the government had for a long time thought was onerous on the finances of Western Australia.  It was a 
dirty trick that cost us all $6.2 million.  It was so that the Labor Party could play politics.  When I go on radio 
and say that the Labor Party failed to abolish mortgage duty as a result of its obligations under the GST 
agreement, the Labor Party will point to page 18 where mortgage duty relief is listed.  The Labor Party will not 
to say that it applies only when a mortgage is refinanced.  I invite an interjection from the Treasurer.  How many 
people have been beating a path to the Treasurer’s door asking for refinancing mortgage duty relief?  Has there 
been somebody of note? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I am surprised that the Leader of the Opposition will take interjections.  He does it only when 
he thinks he is on a winner.  He does not have the courage to take an interjection when he does not think he is on 
a winner!  I will answer the question.  The CCI has specifically argued that mortgage duty on refinancing is a 
particular burden for small business. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  It has argued for mortgage duty relief - full stop.  The Treasurer has just misled the house.  
He has done it again.  It is a slippery, tricky way of putting forward an argument.  In fact, the Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry of Western Australia wanted mortgage duty to be abolished, as did I and as does Peter 
Costello.  In a grubby little trick the government has thrown in mortgage duty relief on refinancing, and called it 
mortgage duty relief.  I would like to spend another half an hour on this because it is fun, but I know members 
are very keen to move on. 

I mentioned fees and charges concessions.  Motor vehicle registrations have been decreased, which will 
represent a real decrease of $26.3 million.  Reductions in other fees and charges represent a decrease of 
$3.5 million.  When those decreases are added to tax cuts, it totals approximately $40 million.  The government 
has given back $40 million.  Western Australian taxpayers will have a collective reduction of $40 million for the 
year as a result of those policy decisions, notwithstanding the $2 billion revenue windfall from this year to next.  
It is absolutely ridiculous.  I would be embarrassed to put that forward.  In fact, I would have said that the budget 
was too hard and that there were no tax cuts.  It is embarrassing putting forward tax cuts in the order of 
$7.2 million. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  What about the 50c school bus policy? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I think the government got that wrong.  I read the pre-election statement that costed the 50c 
school bus policy at about $1.5 million; yet the budget papers have a figure of about $11 million.  Will the 
minister explain what was the total cost? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  I will certainly get that clarified during the estimates for the member. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Good.  I look forward to that.  I hope the minister was not being tricky once again.  The 
members opposite have form!   

Another interesting issue is the way in which the government underestimated the revenue in the pre-election 
statement.  The pre-election statement is a statement made available to the opposition.  The opposition then has 
to mould its policies based on the pre-election statement.  The statement tells us what the revenue and 
expenditure is expected to be and what the surplus is expected to be.  Is it not extraordinary that since the pre-
election financial statement that was issued in February, we have found there is an additional $684 million in 
revenue?  The government has found $684 million in revenue that it did not tell us about prior to the election.  
Sadly, we can operate only on the figures given to us by the government during the election.  If we had an 
inkling that there would be an additional $684 million, it might have affected the way we made our election 
promises and the sorts of promises we made.  It might have affected our long-term debt projections; it might 
have affected our long-term figures.  I find it extraordinary that in the three to four months since the election, the 
government has looked under a rock and found another $684 million!  It was not there before the election but it 
has suddenly popped up.  Was the government briefed to the effect that this might happen?  Was it told that 
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things might be okay - with a wink and a nudge - and that, although the final figures had not been done, Eric 
should not worry too much about the forward estimates because the $684 million will take care of that? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order!  The Leader of the Opposition must refer to the 
Treasurer by his title and not his first name. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  We did not know that there would be an additional $684 million in revenue.  If we did 
know, I suspect it would have changed the way in which we fought the last election.  The real question is: how 
much did the Labor Party know about the prediction of $684 million? 

The government has referred to receiving revenue from public corporations.  That is obviously the Water 
Corporation and Western Power.  From the day of the election - only three or four months ago - until the end of 
the year, public corporations will plough an additional $57 million in profit into the government in windfall 
revenue.  We did not know about that.  If we did, we may well have adjusted our thinking at the election.  From 
February until the end of the year, mining royalties will increase by $376 million.  The government cannot tell 
me it did not see that coming between February and now.  There is no way known.  I want to know whether the 
Labor Party was told that mining royalties would probably save it and that it should not worry much about its 
debt predictions. 

North West Shelf gas royalties represent an additional $69.1 million.  This is the kicker: between February, when 
the election was held, and the end of this financial year, the government will receive an additional $182 million 
in taxation that it did not think it was going to get!  The Treasurer cannot tell me that he got it wrong by 
$182 million just prior to the state election.  If we had known of the $182 million, it would have changed the 
way in which we forecast our election proposals.  Quite simply, I am very concerned about the figure of 
$684 million.  Notwithstanding the $376 million increase in mining royalties based on the pre-election statement, 
in 2006-07 the royalties will be an additional $397 million, and in 2007-08 they will be an additional 
$248 million.  The mining industry is driving the Labor Party like it has never been driven before.  The mining 
industry is propping up the Labor Party like it has never been propped up before.  What is its answer to the 
mining industry?  The Labor Party wants to increase royalties.  That is its answer to the mining industry, which 
is driving our economy like it has never been driven before.  It wants to increase mining royalties; the Treasurer 
admitted as much the other day, as did the Minister for State Development.  I might just read out a question I 
posed to the Minister for State Development last week in this house.  I try not to quote myself.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Are you aware of your government’s decision in 1995? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  My government?  I have never been in government, my friend.  What is he talking about.  
He is delusional.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order! 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  For the record, I have no interest in what the previous government that I never was part of 
might or might not have done.  I get paid to hold the current government to account.  That is exactly what I 
intend to do by reading my question asked last week in question time.  It reads -  

Has the minister - 

That being the Minister for State Development - 

considered or discussed increasing royalty rates for any resource companies operating in Western 
Australia that are currently covered by state agreement acts?  

The Minister for State Development replied -  

We are in discussion and have been for some time with companies on the issue of royalties. 

That is political speak for, “Yes, we are trying to jam it up ‘em.”  That is effectively what that is.  It means, “We 
are in discussions about whacking up the mining royalties.”  It is an extraordinary thing to do, particularly in 
light of the windfalls.  From the last election until now, there has been a $376 million windfall.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  Have you done any research?  I know it is a word you are not familiar with, but have 
you looked at the Auditor General’s report? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  What is the minister talking about?  It might come as a surprise to the minister, but the 
Auditor General tables, I would imagine, scores of reports.  The minister does not mention which report she 
wants me to read.  She is on another planet. 

The Minister for State Development’s response was interesting.  I put it to him that it was the shortest answer he 
had given in this Parliament.  He stood up and said, “We are in discussion and have been for some time with 
companies on the issue of royalties” and then he sat down.  Has anybody ever seen the former Minister for 
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Education and Training sit down after uttering one sentence during question time?  Nobody has ever seen him sit 
down after such a short time.  Everybody wishes that he would, but nobody has ever seen him do that.  The 
reason is that he ran for cover.  I had uncovered the government’s little plot to stick it up the mining industry.  
When somebody from The West Australian contacted me afterwards and I put it to him that he should put the 
question directly to the Minister for State Development, the minister would not talk.  He said that he had said 
everything he was going to say in Parliament.  Effectively, he has confirmed that he is trying to increase mining 
royalties in Western Australia at a time when his government has been saved by the mining industry.  It is 
unbelievable, quite frankly.   

The state has received massive windfalls from not only mining royalties but also the goods and services tax.  The 
Australian cites the windfalls of GST payments to Western Australia; that is, the amount of money that Western 
Australia is getting under the terms of the GST agreement in addition to those it would have received had the 
GST never come in.  In 2005-06 Western Australia will receive an additional $234 million under the terms of the 
GST agreement in comparison with what it would have received had the GST never come in.  In 2006-07 it will 
be $315 million, in 2007-08 it will be $431 million, in 2008-09 it will be $547 million and in 2009-10 it will be 
$678 million.   

I might just take this opportunity to speak a little about the GST agreement that was signed in 1999 by all state 
Premiers and the Prime Minister.  In 1999 all the then state Premiers got together; in fact, Richard Court tells me 
that Peter Beattie and Bob Carr almost knocked him over as they ran through the door to sign the agreement.  He 
told me that they bumped him out of the way because they could not get their pen on the paper quick enough to 
sign the deal.   

For those members who are not fully across the GST agreement, I will give a brief outline.  The idea was that a 
whole range of taxes would be abolished in return for the GST, the simple point being that the GST was never 
meant to be a new tax but was always meant to replace existing taxes according to a particular time frame.  The 
three taxes that were meant to be abolished in 2005 were mortgage duty - there is that phrase again - of about 
$100 million; stamp duty on the hire of goods of about $30 million, although I might be corrected; and stamp 
duty on business conveyancing of somewhere in the order of $300 million.  Those taxes were specifically listed 
in the GST agreement.  Under the first GST agreement that was signed, they were to be abolished in that time 
frame.  Of course, it is now a matter of history that the GST legislation did not get through the Senate.  The 
Australian Democrats, for whatever reason, wanted to take GST off fresh food, which took a big chunk out of 
the GST take.  The state Premiers got nervous.  They went back to Canberra and said that they were a little 
concerned that they had locked themselves into abolishing those taxes within a time frame and asked what if the 
GST moneys that the federal government said they would get did not actually materialise.   

A second GST agreement was struck.  They got rid of the word “abolish” and they put in the word “review”.  
Therefore, by 2005 those three taxes were due to be reviewed.  The clear inference was that they would be 
abolished if the GST revenue was adequate by 2005.  The GST revenue is more than adequate.  I have just told 
members that we have received not only what the federal government anticipated we would receive in 2005 but 
also an additional $234 million in 2005-06.  Even if we had not got the $234 million, the GST revenue is 
adequate to warrant abolishing those taxes listed in that agreement.  However, the Treasurer and “Dr Debt” want 
to keep the GST and keep the taxes it was meant to abolish.  If the GST revenue was not such by 2005 that those 
taxes could be abolished, we could understand the Labor Party’s view on this matter.  Not only is the GST 
revenue adequate but also we have seen windfall after windfall after windfall.  It still refuses to abolish those 
three taxes.  Do you know why, Mr Acting Speaker?  It is because the net beneficiaries of the removal of those 
three taxes, notwithstanding home mortgages, would be those in the business community.  The Labor Party has 
an aversion to the business community.  It has a Minister for Small Business in name only; the Labor Party does 
not particularly care about small business.  It has no interest in small business, and that is why it has steadfastly 
refused to abolish the taxes that were listed in the GST agreement.   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  You would not know what a small business was. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I will not even respond to that. 

An opposition member:  He ran one, and a very successful one too. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  More than one, my friend.  Geoff Gallop, the Premier, said of the GST on 26 August 1998, 
posturing as he likes to do, that the great threat, of course, was that our core services, such as health, education 
and police, which had been under enormous pressure over the preceding couple of years, would be under even 
more pressure under that agreement that Richard Court signed up to with John Howard.  That is what he said.  In 
other words, he was saying that we would lose so much money under the GST agreement that health, education 
and police would be under threat.  Of course, that was not the case and continues not to be the case. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  It was for the first couple of years. 
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Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  For the first couple of years the gap was plugged by the federal government.  It never cost 
the state a cent.  The minister knows it, and that was a silly little comment.   

Six of the other state and territory Treasurers have agreed to abolish the remaining taxes that were meant to be 
replaced under the terms of the GST agreement.  They have all said that they accept that those taxes should go.  
More importantly, they have said that they accept that the GST revenue is sufficient and that they will abolish 
those taxes.  The only person who will not get rid of them is “Dr Debt” and the Treasurer for Western Australia.  
We must ask ourselves why and, indeed, how they would justify it.  Richard Court recently made the interesting 
comment that there was never any legal obligation to abolish those taxes, so he did not see why there was a need 
to seek legal opinion on that matter - I will deal with that in a minute - but that there was definitely a moral 
obligation. 

Point of Order 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I have been reflecting on the member’s use of the term “Dr Debt”.  Although I personally 
would be quite happy for this sort of characterisation on both sides to be used, the Speaker has ruled that 
referring to anyone by other than the name of their seat or their title is not parliamentary.  Consequently, when I 
used to refer to the previous Leader of the Opposition in a particular way, it was ruled out of order.  I indicate 
that the phrase ruled out of order was “Windimurra man” as a description of the then Leader of the Opposition.  I 
would regard “Dr Debt” as being in a similar category.  I would be quite happy if both terms were allowed, but 
the Speaker has made a ruling, and it needs to be applied consistently. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  My point is very simple, Mr Acting Speaker: I have not heard the Leader of 
the Opposition indicate to whom he referred as “Dr Debt”.  Perhaps the Treasurer could indicate whether he 
thinks he or the Premier is “Dr Debt”.  Clearly, it was an indirect description.  I did not hear the Leader of the 
Opposition be prescriptive at all in the nomenclature. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  That is correct.  I did not indicate to whom I was talking when I said “Dr Debt”.  I do not 
know whether members opposite have a guilty conscience about debt, but I certainly did not indicate to whom I 
was referring. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  I was of the opinion that the Leader of the Opposition was 
referring to the Treasurer as he was talking to the Treasurer at the time he said it; that is, he was talking on the 
budget and looking at the Treasurer and calling the Treasurer.  Standing Order 93 reads - 

 A member will refer to other members by their title of office or by the name of their electorate.   

I wish members to continue to follow that standing order.  If I hear the member use the other name previously 
used to describe the Treasurer, I will call the Leader of the Opposition to order. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  By way of clarification, the phrase was “Dr Debt and the Treasurer”.  I am not sure how 
that could mean I was referring to the Treasurer.  I cannot say that it was the Treasurer and the Treasurer.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I have made my ruling on this matter.  In my opinion, the Leader of the Opposition 
was referring to the Treasurer.  If the member says it again, I will call him to order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Certainly, Mr Acting Speaker.   

The only people in this country who refused to abolish those taxes are “Dr Debt” and the Treasurer. 

Point of Order 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Mr Acting Speaker, I believe that not only is the Leader of the Opposition now ignoring the 
advice you have given regarding appropriate terms being used towards members in this place, but also, without 
directly canvassing your ruling, he is attempting to make a distinction between the Treasurer and the only other 
person to whom members know he was referring; that is, the Premier, Dr Geoff Gallop.  By inference, he is 
using that description to describe the Premier. 

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Excuse me, members! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  In light of your ruling and the Speaker’s ruling, use of the term in that way is also out of 
order. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  How does any member in here know to whom the Leader of the Opposition 
was referring?  He clearly stated “Dr Debt and the Treasurer”.  He is obviously not implying it is the Treasurer.  
The Treasurer might have a pet dog called Dr Debt; I do not know!  If the member for Riverton has some idea -  
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Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Members, we are here to listen to the Leader of the Opposition’s reply to the budget 
speech.  The opposition leader is sailing close to the wind.  He heard my decision about using the term he used.  
He should not be smart and try to get around it.  If he does, I will call him to order. 

Debate Resumed 

MR M.J. BIRNEY:  Thank you very much , Mr Acting Speaker.  I am very pleased that we have cleared that 
up.  If it helps you at all, I admit that I was referring to the Premier, and I will not do it again. 

I was quoting Richard Court when I was interrupted.  He stated that there was never any legal obligation to 
abolish these taxes, so he did not see a need to seek legal opinion on this matter, but he stated there was 
definitely a moral obligation to work towards abolishing these duties if the GST collections were performed 
well.  This is Richard Court speaking, of course.  He also stated that there was concern at the time that the GST’s 
introduction may have been difficult and its collection may not have been as forecast.  He also outlined that, as it 
turned out, the growth of GST revenues was strong and the state had the ability to start addressing some of the 
other stamp duties.  That comment was made by the person who signed the original GST agreement; namely, 
Richard Court, the Premier of the state at the time.  He knew that the taxes should have been abolished by 2005, 
and he also knew that the state would have the capacity to abolish the taxes in 2005.  The question put to the 
Public Accounts Committee was whether the state was legally obliged to abolish those taxes.  That was a 
politically motivated question that was deliberately narrow so that the Public Accounts Committee could make 
only one finding.  All members know that agreements made between state and federal governments on many 
occasions are not legally binding, as they are simply framework agreements designed to set out clearly the 
obligations on both parties.  The obligation on the Western Australian government in 2005 is to abolish three 
taxes.  However, the state government made only a token gesture in abolishing the duty on refinanced 
mortgages.  Interestingly, the Treasurer recently announced what he called a review of Western Australia’s 
taxes; of course, that is the review a government has when it is not cutting taxes.  When people looked at the 
budget papers, their bottom lip dropped upon realising that only seven million bucks of new tax cuts were to be 
made.  They opened the newspaper the next day to see that the Labor Party will conduct a review of state taxes, 
and people thought, “Phew!  I thought we were to have this high-taxing regime forever.”  The Treasure does not 
tell people whether it will be a revenue neutral review.  I suspect it will be the case.  This is another example of 
the sleight of hand used by the Labor Party to wriggle out of a difficult position.  The upshot is that the GST was 
never intended to be a new tax, as it was always intended to replace existing taxes.  The Labor Party intends to 
keep the GST and keep the taxes it was meant to replace.   
It is important to place on the record the three biggest windfalls the state will receive this year and next year 
based on the predictions of the 2004-05 budget.  The government predicted that the state would receive 
$846 million in stamp duty during that financial year.  That figure will increase to $1.11 billion, which represents 
a windfall of no less than $264 million.  To put it in layman’s terms, at the start of the financial year, the Labor 
Party thought $846 million would be raised in stamp duty on property sales, but $1.11 billion will be collected.  
The government could have given $264 million back in tax relief, which would have been quite a considerable 
amount.  The government did not originally budget for that $264 million, which was not in the 2004-05 budget.  
It was also predicted in the 2004-05 budget that $886 million would be raised in stamp duty on the sale of 
properties in the next financial year.  That figure will be $1.002 billion, which is a windfall of $116 million from 
the property market in 2005-06.  That amount could have been given as tax relief.  I have dealt with mining 
royalties, but I go one step further.  In 2004-05, the Labor government predicted when it struck its budget that 
$736 million would be raised through mining royalties, but that figure will be $847 million, which represents a 
$111 million windfall.  The Labor Party predicted in 2004-05 that $767 million in mining royalties would be 
raised in 2005-06, but $1.14 billion will be raised in that financial year.  That is a windfall of $380-odd million 
of unexpected revenue.  The government could have given that money back by way of tax cuts, but the Labor 
Party could not do that.  How many times have members heard the Premier berate the federal Liberal 
government?  He tells anyone who will listen that the commonwealth never does anything for Western Australia 
and that it is our mortal enemy.  When we struck the 2004-05 budget, we predicted that this year we would get 
$3.496 billion in goods and services tax.  In actual fact, we will get $3.639 billion - a GST windfall of 
$143 million this year.  That is $143 million that we did not count on getting, and the government will not give it 
back to anybody.  When we struck the 2004-05 budget, we predicted that in 2005-06 we would get 
$3.629 billion in GST.  It is now likely that that figure will be $3.82 billion - a GST windfall of $191 million in 
2005-06.  Still the government will not give it back.  This year and next year the windfall revenues just from the 
GST, property stamp duty and mining royalties will be $1.209 billion, and there is a host of other areas that we 
have underestimated as well.  Again I am using the royal “we”.  I would hate members to think I was that 
incompetent.  Of course, the total revenue windfall for 2004-05 will be $1.07 billion.  The total revenue windfall 
for 2005-06 will be $1.162 billion.  Put together, the total amount of revenue for 2004-05 and 2005-06 that was 
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not predicted is $2.232 billion.  I do not think we have ever in the history of this state looked down the barrel of 
a $2.2 billion revenue windfall.  What does the government give us back?  It gives us $7.2 million in real new 
tax cuts.  That is unbelievable.  How could it happen?  How could things get out of control so much?  We know 
that expenses have blown out by $681 million in 2004-05.  We know that in 2005-06 expenses will blow out by 
$865 million.  We now know that we will spend $865 million more next year than was predicted in this year’s 
budget.  Expenses are blowing out, revenue is blowing out, tax cuts are coming down, debt is at the highest level 
in the history of the state since comparable figures have been kept and we have nothing to show for it, apart from 
a Labor Party front bench that has no clue about how to run a big business.  That is the key point.   

To summarise, the revenue windfall for this year and next is $2.232 billion, the expenditure blow-out for this 
year and next is $1.154 billion and real new tax cuts - wait for it - total $7.2 million.  Yet the government has the 
hide to increase Transperth standard and concession fares and water, sewerage and drainage charges.  Can 
members believe it?  The government has increased those charges and fares and it has a $2.2 billion revenue 
windfall, but it will not give us anything back in tax cuts.  I can see that some members think I have something 
wrong and that it cannot be the case.  These figures will stand up to scrutiny by anybody.  The Treasurer will no 
doubt put his own spin on it, but they will stand up to scrutiny.  Before members opposite start to jump up and 
down, I tell them that most of those figures have come from the Under Treasurer.  I checked with the Under 
Treasurer when I looked at next year’s forecast debt blow-out of $1.4 billion.  I asked the Under Treasurer 
whether he could confirm that that was the largest debt blow-out in the history of Western Australia.  There was 
a bit of silence for a while, because I think he suddenly realised the gravity of what I had asked him.  He was of 
course forced to confirm that it was the greatest annual debt blow-out in the history of Western Australia since 
comparable records have been kept.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  In dollar terms or percentage of GST?  

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I will deal with that.  It is the greatest debt blow-out in dollar terms.  Even if the debt blow-
out of the WA Inc days, when the Premier was the Minister assisting the Treasurer, were indexed for this year, it 
would still be nowhere near $1.4 billion.  It is an extraordinary blow-out in anybody’s books, and it has been 
confirmed by Treasury itself.  The Premier has form.  On the graph that I am holding up, the next biggest debt 
blow-out was last year, and it was $1 billion.  The next biggest debt blow-out was in 1991, and it was 
$460 million.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Who was the minister assisting then?   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  That is a good question.  The then Minister assisting the Treasurer was Hon Geoff Gallop.  
It was the same fellow, and he is back to wreak havoc on the state.  He was not happy enough with the debts that 
he racked up during the WA Inc era as the Minister assisting the Treasurer; he is back to wreak havoc on us 
again with the greatest debt blow-out in the history of Western Australia since comparable figures have been 
kept.  He is an absolute disaster in financial terms.  In fact, I will hold up the graph for members to see.  I will 
show my members first because they will get a chuckle out of it, and then I will show it to other members of the 
house.  This bit of the graph shows the WA Inc era, this bit shows the Liberal Party era and this bit shows the 
projected debt of the new Labor Party era.  We are in all sorts of trouble.  If the Chinese economy blinks, we are 
finished, because we cannot sustain that sort of expenditure growth.  The Premier is clearly incapable of running 
a business of this size.  He is out of his depth, as is the Treasurer.  The Premier does have form.  If members will 
indulge me for a minute, I will go back in history to the WA Inc days when the Premier, Hon Geoff Gallop, was 
the Minister assisting the Treasurer.  That means that he was the Treasurer.  I have a letter from Mr R.E. Cohen - 

Mr A.D. McRae:  The Minister assisting the Treasurer was the Treasurer?   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Exactly.  It is just like water resources today.  The Leader of the House is the Minister for 
Water Resources.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It is in the same category as the pope’s partner.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  That is all members opposite can respond with.   

I will read a letter written in 1993 by Mr R.E. Cohen, the then Chairman of the State Government Insurance 
Commission.  The letter was to Richard Court, as the new Premier of the day.  It states that, as at that date - that 
is, 30 June 1988 - the SGIC had net assets of $184 million, and that, as at 30 June 1993, SGIC expected that its 
net asset position would deteriorate further to a shortfall of $392 million.  In short, that is a loss in the order of 
$500 million.  Guess who was the minister responsible for the SGIC at that time?  It was the person whom you, 
Mr Acting Speaker, have asked me not to refer to as “Dr Debt”, so I shall refer to him as the Premier.  
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  I call the Leader of the Opposition to order for the first time.  I 
have given him enough warnings.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  History records that the current Premier of Western Australia was responsible for the SGIC 
in the WA Inc days when it lost in the order of $500 million.  He was the person responsible for the massive debt 
blow-out during WA Inc and he is the person responsible for the massive debt blow-out that we see today.  
Members should not just take my word for it; they should take the word of the editor of The West Australian, 
that august newspaper, which has particularly sharp news reporters.  Nothing gets past the reporters or the editor.  
I am not sure who the editor was in 1991; I am sure that somebody might be able to tell me.  Obviously, he was a 
clever fellow because he wrote an editorial entitled “Action needed on SGIC bias”.  It states in part that Carmen 
Lawrence should immediately demand the resignations of health minister Keith Wilson and micro-economic 
reform minister Geoff Gallop for their outrageous featherbedding of the SGIC.  It also states that both men had 
failed to live up to the standards of competence required for ministerial office.  It goes on to state that Geoff 
Gallop’s explanation of the SGIC featherbedding showed appalling ignorance of the competitive forces of a free 
market.  Nothing has changed.  The editor of The West Australian in 1991 picked this bloke.  It is only now that 
Geoff Gallop has returned to wreak havoc upon us.  I am sure that the person who was editor of The West 
Australian in 1991 would love to see the debt blow-out that is occurring today.  It is extraordinary, to say the 
least.   

I will deal with the debt-to-revenue ratio.  The government runs around town saying that it has a self-imposed 
debt-to-revenue ceiling of 47 per cent.  Provided the debt-to-revenue ratio does not go above 47 per cent, it says 
that it is doing pretty well.  This is a self-imposed ratio!  I decided that figure seemed a bit high, so I looked at 
the debt-to-revenue ratios of the other states.  The debt-to-revenue ratio in New South Wales is 25.57 per cent, in 
Victoria it is 19.13 per cent, in Queensland it is minus 13.18 per cent - I can only assume that means that 
Queensland is in the black - in South Australia it is 19.67 per cent and in Tasmania it is 30.7 per cent.  Western 
Australia has the highest debt-to-revenue ratio of any state in Australia, at 36.8 per cent.  That figure is predicted 
to blow-out to 43 per cent by 2007-08.  What does the Labor Party say about that?  It says that it is okay, because 
it has set the ceiling at 47 per cent.  It says that it is not a problem and that everything is fine.  It will not say that 
Victoria has a debt-to-revenue ratio of 19 per cent or that Queensland is in the black.  The reality is that our state 
debt is spiralling out of control, because the government cannot manage it.   

The government should not try to argue that it is spending its revenue windfall on capital works, because that is 
utter rubbish.  A great infrastructure lie is being perpetrated around the halls of Parliament and in the press 
gallery.  Contrary to the Treasurer’s press release, $4.7 billion will not be spent on capital works infrastructure.  
That was the figure that was announced on budget day.  Of course, everybody was busy on that day and nobody 
had an opportunity to check that figure.  I have now had the opportunity to do that, and will share the outcome 
with members.  The Economic and Fiscal Outlook outlines on page 32 that the amount funded for the purchase 
of fixed assets - that is, capital works - for the total public sector is not $4.7 billion but $3.626 billion, which is 
$1 billion less than the Treasurer said would be spent on capital works.  Members of Parliament cannot tell 
blatant lies, because one tends to get caught out.   

I wondered what possible spin the Treasurer could be putting on that figure, because the budget accounts list 
$3.626 billion as the amount to be expended on capital works.  When we want to work out how much is coming 
out of the state bank account for capital works, we go to the Budget Statements.  I was pleased to stumble across 
the table on page 32 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook, which outlines where the Treasurer got the figure of 
$4.746 billion.  Members will be interested to learn that the Treasurer has included in the capital works program 
an amount of $651 million for Keystart home lending loans.  The government only guarantees those loans.  Not 
one cent of that $651 million will be spent on capital works.  When people on lower incomes toddle to the bank 
to borrow money to buy a house, they often do not have the collateral to guarantee their loan, so the government 
guarantees it.  The Treasurer has included that amount of $651 million in the capital works program.  That is 
almost economic fraud.  It is utterly ridiculous.   

Another figure of $102 million has been included in the capital works program.  The redevelopment authorities 
will use that $102 million to purchase land, and the Treasurer and the Labor Party calls that capital works.  Of 
course, the public might be forgiven for thinking that the government would spend that money to do up schools 
and hospitals and to build police stations, but it is not; instead, it will use $651 million to guarantee Keystart 
loans and $102 million to buy some land.  That hardly represents capital works infrastructure.   

A further figure is interesting.  One line item of the table on page 32 refers to the expensed capital works 
program, and provides an amount of $348 million.  Effectively, that program involves the government giving 
money to outside organisations.  For instance, the money might be used as a grant to a netball association to 
build a new netball court.  Some money has been set aside for Members Equity Stadium and those sorts of 
things.  At the very least, it does not represent capital expenditure on government assets.   
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When the Treasurer said that $4.7 billion would be spent on capital works, we got the impression that we would 
get much better schools, hospitals and everything else.  People will be very disappointed to learn that that figure 
is not correct.  That is a real problem for me.  It is a $1.1 billion infrastructure lie.  I cannot put it any other way.  
We were told that that $1.1 billion would be spent on capital works, but it will not be.   

Interestingly, in 2003-04 the amount spent on the purchase of non-financial assets - that is, capital works - was 
$2.502 billion.  In 2004-05 the amount was $3.327 billion, an increase of $825 million, but state debt increased 
by $970 million.  The government cannot tell us that it is putting all its revenue windfall into capital works, 
because it is funding those works with debt.  Anybody can spend money if he or she is prepared to borrow it.  
What is important is the point at which one stops.  The budget estimate for capital works in 2005-06 is 
$3.626 billion, an increase of just $299 million on the previous year.  Debt will increase at the same time.  State 
debt is somewhere in the order of $1.4 billion and is getting worse.   

This great infrastructure lie has now been exposed.  The government is not spending $4.7 billion to build 
hospitals, schools and police stations.  It is spending $3.6 billion.  It cannot include guarantees for Keystart home 
loans in the figure for capital works.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  So Richard Court had it wrong when he did that, did he?   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I have already said that I am not here to defend the practices of past governments; I am paid 
to hold this government to account.  I will not get involved in what did or did not happen under a previous 
government of which I was never a part.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Will you rewrite all the economic definitions on the back of that?   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The minister does not know what he is talking about.  Has he seen the accounts?  One need 
only look at the accounts to realise that $3.6 billion will be spent on capital works.  The rest is just add-ons, and 
should not be included in that figure. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You redefine it when you are having a few beers, and that changes the whole economic 
theory.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  No, all I can do is to look at the accounts, which show that $3.6 billion will be spent on the 
capital works program, whereas the Treasurer’s press release said that $4.7 billion would be spent.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  He’s right and you’re wrong.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  There is clearly a big difference.  Does the minister think that the government’s 
guaranteeing of Keystart home loans represents spending on schools, police stations and hospitals?   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Accounting definitions are involved in these matters, and we are sticking to the same 
accounting definitions.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The minister cannot answer the question.  An amount of $651 million will be used to 
guarantee Keystart home loans.  Not one cent of that $651 million will come out of the bank account and be used 
to build one school or one hospital, but the minister is trying to convince me that it will be spent on capital 
works. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Yes. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The minister needs to go back to school, because the guaranteeing of Keystart loans is not a 
capital work.  He does not have a clue.  Every time I hear the Treasurer say on radio that the government is 
spending $4.7 billion on capital works, I will be his worst nightmare because I will phone whichever radio 
station is involved and tell Howard Sattler, Paul Murray, Liam Bartlett or Russell Woolf that the government is 
not spending $4.7 billion; it is $3.6 billion and the so-called balance is an economic lie, padded out to make the 
budget look good. 

The government said that it intends to spend $488 million worth of additional funds on power.  One of the 
greatest problems for electricity in Western Australia is that Western Power’s powerlines and power poles are 
constantly being blown over. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 2604.] 
 


