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ACTUAL GOVERNMENT SPENDING AND BUDGET ESTIMATES 
Motion 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.17 pm]:  If the member for Bassendean 
keeps such performances up, he might move one seat to his right!  That is the most brilliant performance I have 
seen from him in the year and a bit I have been here.  I move - 

That this house calls on the Treasurer to ensure that actual government spending is in accordance with 
budget estimates.   

In moving this motion I thank the Treasurer and the Leader of the House in giving the opposition an opportunity 
this afternoon, albeit brief, to make a couple of points.  I know that the Treasurer is on a fairly tight time line.  I 
know that tomorrow is his moment in the sun.  He will turn up at Parliament House just before two o’clock in the 
afternoon in his government car.  The cameras will be there.  He will step out briskly and walk into the chamber.  
We have heard today that a photographer from The West Australian will capture the moment for posterity, so I 
assume that the Treasurer will need to get away early tonight for a tizzy up or some such thing. 
Ms J.A. Radisich:  I reckon he is looking pretty good! 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I reckon he is looking pretty good as well.  Enough indulgence.  Before I go on, I should 
point out to the Treasurer that there has been a rumour in the corridors of Parliament - 

Mr F.M. Logan:  About you! 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I am involved in it.  There is a rumour that members of Parliament should come together 
to create an MPs calendar for sale and distribution across Western Australia to raise funds for an identified 
charity.  It was put to me that perhaps the Treasurer and I could be the joint Mr Januarys in our Speedos or some 
such thing!  With that thought, as I do not want to put the Treasurer off sleeping tonight, I will move on.  There 
are a couple of serious matters -  

Mr M. McGowan:  Shane Warne style. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Yes, but will the bunny ears be up or down?  I will move on. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  I ask the member to move on to the substance of the debate. 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  It is a serious matter, and I appreciate the time the government has given the opposition 
to raise it.  The matter I will discuss on the eve of the budget is the government’s ability to forecast during the 
budgeting process the actual levels of government expenditure in the five budgets handed down by the Treasurer.  
I will also refer to taxation in Western Australia.  If we take the time to have a retrospective look back at how the 
government has performed -  
Ms J.A. Radisich:  Can you have a retrospective look forward? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  This is the member who asked a question earlier about bunny ears! 
If we take the opportunity to look back, we will see that in each year the Treasurer has come into this place and 
presented his budget papers -  
Mr F.M. Logan:  And he has done a very good job. 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  The commitments on the broad parameters of government expenditure and taxation given 
in the budget papers each year have not been fulfilled in any way, shape or form, Minister for Science and 
Innovation etc.  It is that matter that I will raise today, but, before I do so, I will again briefly touch on taxation 
and government expenditure.  I will not go over the matters we talked about earlier, but it is a fact that in the five 
years that the Treasurer has been in the saddle, the state tax take has increased by almost $2.1 billion, or 70 per 
cent.  It is a fact that, at a per capita level, the state tax take has increased by about 64 per cent, from about 
$2 800 to almost $5 000 per capita.  It is also a fact that when the government was elected, the Treasurer held up 
the per capita tax take as one of his guiding lights.  The member for Swan Hills recently asked the Treasurer a 
question about the changes in the tax competitiveness measures in Western Australia.  She asked why the 
Treasurer now uses tax as a percentage of gross state product. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Who said this?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  The member for Swan Hills asked the question on Thursday, 13 April.  It was one of 
those questions for which ministers are not prepared that government members ask!  She asked the Treasurer to 
tell the house how he had improved our measurement of tax competitiveness.  I think that the word “improved” 
from the Treasurer’s perspective means to come up with a better way to hide the truth.  Notwithstanding that, the 
member asked -  

Ms J.A. Radisich interjected. 
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I took notice of the question because of its sheer quality!  The Treasurer answered -  

It is important to measure our tax effort.  Taxes are important because they fund services.  However, 
taxes are also a drag on the economy, and it is important to measure how much of a drag on the 
economy and how that relates to the situation in other jurisdictions which may be competing with us.  
Therefore, we believe that the important measure is tax as a share of gross state product. 

That is an argument that the Treasurer has put before, and he knows that the opposition does not agree with it.  I 
was interested to read only a day or two after listening to that answer in the house a comment from the Chamber 
of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia about the Treasurer’s performance on tax as a percentage of 
gross state product.  It states -  

. . . highlight the significant deterioration in Western Australia’s taxation competitiveness.  While not 
discussed in the Issues Paper, tax as a percentage of GSP has increased substantially since the WA 
Government came to power, from 3.71 per cent in 2001-02 up to an estimated 4.29 per cent in 2005-
06 - an increase of over 15 per cent.  By comparison, the weighted average of the other states has gone 
from 4.64 per cent . . . to 4.5 per cent . . . - a fall of three per cent.   

The facts are that the Treasurer can change the way he measures state tax competitiveness and he can point out 
in this place the increases in gross state product, if indeed that is what he is talking about.  However, the fact is 
that even when tax competitiveness is measured as a percentage of GSP, WA is going backwards.  When it is 
measured on a per capita basis, WA has fallen behind.   

Mr F.M. Logan:  Those old per capita assessments!   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I am saying that it does not matter what type of measurement is used, we are going 
backwards on both of them.  This document illustrates as fact what I suspected when the Treasurer made those 
comments in his answer to the question.   

I now turn to the Treasurer’s performance on government spending.  I need not remind the Treasurer - I know he 
is aware of it - that when the government came to power, his target was to keep government spending at real per 
capita levels.  Only a little while ago I read the policy papers of the Conservative Party in Canada, which seems 
to have cottoned on to this idea as well.  The Treasurer might be interested to know that the new Canadian Prime 
Minister, Stephen Harper, has adopted the same fiscal management target for Canada.  I will be interested, as I 
am sure will the Treasurer, to see how he goes over the next few years.  Taxation per capita is the overarching 
fiscal measure that he uses.   

Let us look at what has happened to government expenditure in Western Australia.  It has gone from 
$10.4 billion to $14 billion, an increase of $3.6 billion or 35 per cent.  I will put it in the context of the 
Treasurer’s supposed target of there being no real increase in per capita expenditure in Western Australia.  If the 
Treasurer had kept to that target, the level of government expenditure in Western Australia in the 2005-06 
financial year would have been $12.9 billion; in other words, the government would have spent approximately 
$1.1 billion less in the soon to be concluded financial year.  If the figures for every year leading up to this year 
were added up, the government would have spent in the vicinity of $2.5 billion less.  I am often caused to 
wonder what we as a state could have done with that money if the government had spent $2.5 billion less.  I 
know that our debt position has improved, but how much better could it have been?  I know that our tax 
competitors have slipped out how much more competitive our state would be if the government’s expenditure 
had been contained within those broad parameters.  It is a tale of out-of-control government recurrent 
expenditure.  It is a tale of lost opportunities.  Not since the gold rush of the 1890s has Western Australia 
enjoyed such a sustained period of deep-seated economic growth and development.   

I will now move on to the Treasurer’s budget forecasting performance.  Since being elected to Parliament last 
year, I have noticed that the Treasurer brings charts into the chamber.  I must admit that I developed a form of 
chart envy over that period, so I have made some charts of my own, which I have with me.  I spent some time on 
Monday going through these charts with members of the press.  They were quite excited about my charts.  
Unfortunately, other events of a political nature unfolded on Monday and my poor old charts were all but pushed 
out of the news bulletins for that night.  However, these charts make interesting reading.  Not only are they in the 
colours of the Perth Football Club - I will show the member for South Perth -  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I regret that.  I am a supporter of the Perth Football Club.  How dare you use its colours in 
your chart? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I am sure that the Treasurer will be glad that it beat my team in the game at Mukinbudin. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt:  And a fine win it was too. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Yes, all in good time. 
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Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  It was.  I will move on.   

This chart is very interesting.  The black columns represent the percentage increases or decreases in total tax take 
that the Treasurer planned in the budget.  In 2001 the Treasurer forecast a decrease in the total tax take in 
Western Australia of about three per cent.  What did he deliver?  He delivered an increase in the total tax take of 
just under two per cent.  In the next year the Treasurer forecast an increase in the total tax take of 7.7 per cent.  
What did he deliver?  He delivered an increase in the total tax take of 15 per cent.  When the Treasurer brought 
down his budget in the following year, as he will do tomorrow, he told the people of Western Australia that he 
would raise the total tax take only by 8.8 per cent.  Do members know how much it went up by?  It went up by 
21.7 per cent.   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  It is a booming economy.  Of course taxes go up.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I have suggested to the member before that he should keep his mouth closed.  These are 
the very years that the former Premier apologised for in January last year before the election.  He has apologised 
for them and I am sure that if he were in this place today, he would apologise again, because the government 
made a conscious policy decision in those two years to raise tax rates in Western Australia.  It is a F-A-C-T fact.  
That is why tax rates went up by a huge percentage.  What happened in 2004-05?  When the Treasurer delivered 
the budget, he told the people that taxes would decrease by four per cent.  What happened?  They went up by 
4.6 per cent.  The Treasurer came into the house last year and said he would reduce the total tax take in Western 
Australia by 3.27 per cent.  We reckon it will be a 15 per cent increase in the total tax take this year.  This is the 
point of my argument today.  Each budget day the Treasurer outlines what he intends to do with the fiscal 
management of this state, be it tax take or government expenditure, and each time he has failed to deliver on 
what he said he would do.  The Treasurer said he would reduce the total tax take in three of the five budgets he 
has delivered.  He has not once delivered on that promise.  On average, in each of the five budgets he forecast a 
1.3 per cent increase in taxes.  The Treasurer has actually delivered an average 11.8 per cent increase in the 
government’s tax take in each of those years. 

Mr F.M. Logan:  Who did that chart for you? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I did it. 
There is a pressing demand for significant and sustainable tax relief in Western Australia.  But wait, there is 
more!  I will touch on government expenditure. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  This will be bigger. 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  It is very interesting.  I will explain the percentage increase in government expenditure.  
The column marked in black is budgeted government expenditure and the column marked in red is the actual 
government expenditure.  When the government was first elected, the Treasurer was not bad.  He was fired up by 
all the promises made in the “getting value for money” policy.  The Treasurer managed to keep a lid on 
government expenditure growth.  In 2000-01 the Treasurer said he would increase government expenditure by 
3.75 per cent, and it was increased by 3.92 per cent, which is a fair outcome.  What happened the following 
year?  The Treasurer said the government would increase total government expenditure by 1.78 per cent.  How 
much was it increased by?  It was increased by 6.27 per cent.  These are enormous blow-outs in the amount of 
money the government spent.  What happened the following year?  The Treasurer improved a little.  It is not 
about where the expenditure is cut from; it is about the discipline with which the government goes about the 
business of government. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Does the minister know what the government will do with the Busselton jetty?  It will 
make the Shire of Busselton sell public land to pay for the Busselton jetty.  The minister is saying it is the 
government’s money.  It is not about taking money from people; it is about how the money is spent. 

The years 2004 and 2005 are the lost regions.  When the Treasurer delivered the budget he promised that 
government expenditure would increase by 3.46 per cent, but he delivered a nine per cent increase in government 
expenditure, give or take a little.  In August last year the Treasurer was reported in a paper to have said that the 
government could not get near that figure again.  I will keep going until the Treasurer has all the information he 
needs.  This year the Treasurer promised to keep the increase in government expenditure to 4.1 per cent.  We 
estimate that it will be nine per cent.  This is a tale of a Treasurer who habitually comes into this Parliament each 
budget day and makes commitments through the budget papers and processes but who fails to deliver on those 
commitments. 
I will spend a minute examining one of the core drivers of the blow-out in government expenditure in Western 
Australia. 
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Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected. 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  That is on the capital side, and I am yet to get to that.  I am focusing on operating or 
recurrent expenditure.  The main driver of the growth in government expenditure in Western Australia is the 
growth in government employees’ expenses.  That accounts for almost 60 per cent of the growth in total 
government sector expenditure in Western Australia.  It has been sucked up in wages.  Why?  Because 18 000 
extra staff have been employed in the public sector up to June last year.  I do not know what they are doing.  
They are being sucked into the sponge that is the Western Australian public service, and they have pushed public 
sector expenses in this state to record levels.  In each of the Treasurer’s budgets he forecast a 4.4 per cent 
increase in employee expenses.  What has happened?  It has increased by 7.6 per cent.  The Treasurer has an 
inability to accurately forecast the tax take, and he has a serial inability to estimate the growth of government 
sector expenditure, which is largely driven by an uncontrollable blow-out in employee expenses.  In many ways 
that summarises many of the problems that this government faces.  I will be interested to see the nature of the 
budget the Treasurer brings down tomorrow, given those problems.  

If the Treasurer says tomorrow that he will spend $14 billion, which is probably about how much it will be, we 
can reasonably expect that the government will spend $14.5 billion at the end of the year.  Confidence in the 
Treasurer’s capacity to manage the budget and in the meaningfulness of his budgets has been eroded.  After I 
spoke with the Treasurer this morning, I took the time to review some of the midyear financial estimates and 
look at how much money the Treasurer commits outside the budget cycle.  It is a big problem for the Treasurer.  
We worked out that in those midyears - I include also the out years - the Treasurer has committed $2.9 billion in 
non-budgeted expenditure on policy decisions outside the budgetary cycle.  We went to each of the midyear 
estimates and added up the current years and out years.  We assumed that the out years were incorporated in the 
following year’s budget.  I grant the Treasurer that last year’s budget was an anomaly because for the first time a 
non-financial public sector group pushed up the figures.  However, according to the midyear estimate, it is 
$2.9 billion.  That is a major issue that reflects on the point I raised before about the difficulty the Treasurer 
faces in constraining the expenditure of his cabinet colleagues. 
I will conclude my remarks on four points that relate to what the opposition will look for in tomorrow’s budget.  
I figured this would be a good opportunity to flag some issues.  We have been doing it in the press for the past 
week also.  It is worth putting these matters on the public record so that the Treasurer knows what we will be 
looking for tomorrow.  The first matter is taxation.  The Treasurer faces a challenge regarding taxation.  I noticed 
him reading the wraparound from The Australian Financial Review, which detailed many of the tax benefits that 
Peter Costello has been able to deliver to Australians. 
This morning I was interested to hear Chris Richardson from Access Economics speaking about the federal 
budget.  He said that the economic conditions that are driven largely by China are conditions that can be found 
once in a generation.  He then corrected himself and said that we have a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to initiate 
a meaningful process of reform of the Australian tax system, and that the federal Treasurer has gone some way 
towards doing that.  The member for Avon became excited when he read about the taxation changes to 
superannuation.  Irrespective of what side of the political fence one sits on, there is no doubt that the federal 
Treasurer has delivered meaningful income tax relief, significant capital gains tax relief and tax relief to 
superannuation right across Australia.  It has been widely applauded.  I am the first to acknowledge that there is 
still a lot more work to be done on the tax scales, especially as they apply to PAYE employees.  Funnily enough, 
this Treasurer is in the same boat.  He has a once-in-a-lifetime set of economic opportunities in Western 
Australia.   
Dr J.M. Woollard:  Have you given the Treasurer the Liberal Party’s position on what tax cuts you would 
implement?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  No.  The Treasurer in Western Australia, probably in a more magnified way, has the 
same once-in-a-generation opportunity to embrace the need for meaningful tax reform.  I was very interested to 
read what the Treasurer said some time ago about the need for the commonwealth to introduce genuine tax 
reform.  I agree with what he said, except I think he missed one point.  He spoke about the need to address issues 
including the high effective marginal tax rates as people move off welfare into the workforce.  I agree.  I think 
this budget has gone a little way, but there is a long way to go.  He spoke about the vertical fiscal imbalance 
between the commonwealth and the states.  I think that is a very valid issue.  The Under Treasurer has offered to 
give me a very comprehensive briefing on that, and I appreciate that very much, and I hope the Treasurer agrees 
to that.   
The Treasurer talks about the sheer size and complexity of commonwealth tax legislation.  The topic he does not 
talk about that we love to talk about is the need to reform the tax scales that confront every wage and salary 
earner in Australia when the PAYE tax rates are reduced.  I feel that the federal Treasurer has gone a long way to 
addressing some of those problems, but there is a long way to go.  The Treasurer called Mr Costello’s five-week 
tax inquiry a Clayton’s inquiry.  Dick Warburton and Peter Hendy, two well-respected Australian business 
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figures, were given five weeks to write a report for the Treasurer.  I have read a lot of that report.  It is true that 
the report does not detail specific action that the Treasurer should take.  It flags a number of areas of concern that 
the federal Treasurer may like to take on board.  This is the federal Treasurer’s tax review, his Clayton’s inquiry, 
which the Treasurer said looks like a political stunt.  Two people worked for five weeks and produced an 
outcome that was partly the reason for the Australian Treasurer handing down the most significant tax cuts and 
tax relief that Australia has enjoyed for a long time.  It was the work of two people for five weeks.  Let us 
compare that with the Treasurer’s state tax review.  When did he announce that?  Let us say it was May last year.  
From memory, he appointed 26 people to the steering committee and he gave them 21 months to report back to 
him, which is March next year.  Peter Costello takes two people, gives them five weeks and produces a raft of 
outcomes that have been widely applauded across Australia.  To conduct this review, the Treasurer took 26 
people, gave them 21 months and they promised something in three years’ time.  We can make a comparison.  
Peter Costello is casting the light of his brilliance over the Treasurer and it is casting a very, very dark shadow.  
The Treasurer has an opportunity tomorrow to embrace taxation reform and, in part, to step out of that shadow.  
If he does not, he will be judged very, very harshly. 
I will quickly speak about a couple of other things before I wrap up.  Tomorrow the Treasurer has an opportunity 
to acknowledge the need to rein in the growth in government expenditure in this state.  If he does not, he knows 
as well as I do that ultimately his surplus will come under threat, as is New South Wales’ surplus, and he knows 
that he has no capacity to deliver meaningful tax relief.  He also knows full well that he is embedding into the 
Western Australian state government’s finances a structural imbalance that could at some stage in the future 
border on disastrous.   
I know the Treasurer will bump on tomorrow about infrastructure growth and spending, and I will look at that 
because I want to understand why he changed the way he measured infrastructure in 2003-04.  I want to know 
why he suddenly brought in Keystart home loans.  I do not accept that money given to people to buy or build a 
house is a state government infrastructure investment.  I do not accept that money given to local councils to build 
whatever they build is state government infrastructure expenditure.  The Treasurer has an infrastructure 
credibility gap within his definition of infrastructure.  We will look at that tomorrow. 
The last thing I want to look at in tomorrow’s budget is how the Treasurer chooses to treat households.  The 
opposition’s message to the Treasurer on the eve of the budget is that we will watch two things with interest.  
We will watch with interest to see the outcomes he delivers so that we can understand once again how much he 
has underestimated tax and government expenditure this financial year and to see whether he has seized the 
opportunity that the strength of the state’s economy has given his government to make meaningful reforms.   

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [4.45 pm]:  I note that the motion moved by the member for Vasse 
states - 

That this house calls on the Treasurer to ensure that actual government spending is in accordance with 
budget estimates. 

Essentially, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is calling on the government to make no financial decisions 
between the bringing down of this budget and the delivery of the next budget in May 2007.  What an unusual 
mechanism and an unusual position to advocate.  If he is asking us to ensure that actual government spending is 
in accordance with the budget estimates, he will have to tell every one of his shadow ministerial colleagues not 
to make statements in Parliament calling for the immediate injections of funds to solve particular problems.  He 
will have to make them stop asking questions that have the implication of support for additional expenditure.  He 
will have to stop press releases being issued from his shadow ministerial colleagues.  The stock in trade of every 
shadow minister is to call for urgent and immediate government action to fix a particular problem that they think 
they have identified.  By “urgent and immediate action”, they mean an injection of funds.  They do not accept 
that if the government reshuffles funds or provides more detail for an existing program, that is an answer.  The 
cry goes up, “It’s not new money.”  That is what they say.  If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition genuinely 
wants to adopt the approach that no more spending can be engaged in other than what is in the budget, he will 
have to shut down the opposition, otherwise opposition members will be guilty of daily hypocrisy.   

As I said earlier today, I do not think that there ought to be lots of government spending outside the budget 
process.  I think we get better government decision making on financial matters when those matters are 
determined in the budget.  The budget is a process that allows for priorities to be measured against each other 
right across the government.  The budget is a process that allows for portfolios to be compared with each other 
across government.  When there is a decision between budgets to add some expenditure, it is usually a decision 
on a particular, discrete issue shorn of the context of comparison with other competing priorities.  There is a risk 
with that type of decision making.  Nevertheless, if there is a flood tomorrow and some roads and bridges are 
wiped out, the community will not want the government to hang around and wait until the next budget to allocate 
the money so that the roads and bridges can be fixed.  If members of the business community come to the 
government and say, “We’ve actually got a skills shortage”, they might not be too happy if the government says, 
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“We’re not going to do anything about that skills shortage until the next budget.  We are going to wait until then, 
when we will compare it with the other priorities and then we might take some action, but we will not take any 
action immediately.”   

Clearly, the opposition’s motion is absurd.  The government has to remain responsive and it has to retain its 
capacity to deal with issues that emerge between budgets.  As usual, balance is required in this matter, as it is 
required in so many other matters.  We do not want too much expenditure and too much financial decision 
making between budgets.  On the other hand, we do not want the government to be stripped of its capacity to 
respond to urgent and immediate community needs.   

Let us look at some of the things that the government did outside the budget this financial year. Indeed, 
$50 million was spent on installing additional common user infrastructure at the Australian Marine Complex in 
Henderson.  The government could have put that matter off until the budget was delivered; however, had it done 
that, we might have missed the boat - literally - and lost naval maintenance work.  If we do not get infrastructure 
in place, we run the risk of Western Australia not being able to win the contracts that it is looking to win on the 
basis of its investments.  We have to think carefully about any motion that states that the government should not 
make that type of decision.   

The government also spent an extra $33 million on additional first home owner grants.  The first home owner 
grant scheme is a demand-driven scheme.  Those who are eligible front up and receive a $7 000 first home 
owner grant.  If we have a buoyant housing market and a lot of first home buyers are purchasing houses, we 
receive more applications and we need to spend more money.  The government allocated an additional 
$33 million to the first home owner grant scheme.  If the opposition’s motion were passed by Parliament and the 
government took it as a binding rule, halfway through the financial year we would reach the stage at which we 
would have to tell first home buyers, “Sorry, you’re eligible, but we are not allowed to spend any more money 
because it would take us beyond the budget estimate.  Therefore, you’re not going to get your first home owner 
grant”.  First, that would be illegal.  Second, that is a stupid position to be in.   

Likewise, if the Public Transport Authority came to the government and said that just as private motorists and 
households are feeling the pain of rising petrol prices, so too the Public Transport Authority is finding its fuel 
bills considerably higher than what it budgeted for, what is the government to do?  Should it say, “The 
opposition criticises any additional expenditure that we make and it criticises any expenditure that goes beyond 
what is in the budget; therefore, we will not increase your budget, so you had better stop running the buses”?  
Imagine what the opposition would say if we came into Parliament and said that we have cancelled buses to 
Belmont, Cottesloe and Joondalup because we have exceeded the fuel budget.   

Mr T.R. Buswell:  You raise a very interesting point.  If I were a householder who had $100 a week of 
discretionary expenditure, of which I spent $10 on fuel, and the price of fuel goes up and I have to spend $15 a 
week on fuel, I would still have only $100 a week to spend.  I would have to forgo expenditure in another area 
through the effective management of my household budget.  As a householder, I would not be able to find 
another $5 a week.  That is the issue that your simplistic argument fails to grasp.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am simply taking the opposition’s motion as it is stated.  

Mr T.R. Buswell:  What is your overdraft? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has made his speech; he can listen to me for a 
moment.  

I am simply taking the opposition’s motion as it stands and asking what the implications would be if the 
government adopted it as a policy.  The implication would be that when fuel prices rose and the fuel budget for 
the Public Transport Authority was reached, we would have to stop running the buses.  What sort of controversy 
would that cause?  I can imagine what the opposition would say if the government stopped the buses: “You’re 
getting more money from oil royalties, more money from stamp duty and more money from the strength of the 
economy so use that additional money to pay the extra fuel bill so that the Public Transport Authority can keep 
running the buses”.  That is what the opposition would argue, and that is exactly what the government has done.  
We have additional financial strength because of the economy and we have used that additional financial 
strength to meet the Public Transport Authority’s increased fuel costs.   

Earlier I mentioned the issue of skills shortages.  Skills shortages are an important factor that threatens to inhibit 
the growth of the state’s economy.  Everyone in business is saying that it is difficult to obtain people with the 
necessary skills.  When that sort of issue arises, the government has a responsibility to deal with it.  What would 
the opposition say if it were made aware of this problem, if it raised the issue in Parliament as something that the 
government needed to address and if the government said that it could not do anything because it wanted to 
preserve the rule about not making expenditure decisions between budgets and that it would wait until the next 
budget to decide what to do about the issue?  The opposition would say that the government was putting at risk 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 10 May 2006] 

 p2513b-2526a 
Mr Troy Buswell; Acting Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Max Trenorden; Dr Janet Woollard 

 [7] 

the economic development of the state.  The government is certainly not going to put at risk the economic 
development of the state.  Why would the government let skills shortages run on for six months and postpone 
ameliorative action when it has the financial capacity, because of the booming economy, to correct that problem?   

The same can be said about infrastructure.  One of the decisions we made outside the budget was to put more 
money into the Perth-Bunbury Highway and to put more money into the Albany ring road.  The member for 
Albany or, indeed, any opposition politician who wanted to be the member for Albany, would agree that that 
expenditure decision should have been made and not put off until the next budget.  The point is that the 
government has to keep governing.  It has to keep making decisions and respond to emerging community needs.  
The important question is: how well are the state’s finances managed, and what is the outcome?  The measure of 
the outcome is called the AAA credit rating.  This government has retained its AAA credit rating easily budget 
after budget after budget.  In the final years of the Court coalition government, the AAA credit rating was at risk.  
That was Treasury’s advice to the then government.  Not only have we retained the AAA credit rating, but also 
we have run good surpluses every budget.  Further, we have built billions of dollars worth of infrastructure and 
we have reduced debt to a record low.  I hold those three things up as a guarantee of the soundness of our 
finances.   

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition spoke about expense growth.  At a time of financial strength, the 
community expects us to deal with longstanding community problems.  We have to keep an eye on the 
sustainability of our finances, but we cannot say to the community, “Yes, the economy is very strong and, yes, 
the money is pouring into Treasury but, no, we will not deal with this problem that we all know has been around 
for a long time.  Despite the good times, we are going to turn our backs on that because the opposition says that 
we are not allowed to spend money between budgets and that our expense growth is too high”.  Of course, the 
government is going to respond to the community.  Of course, it is going to fix problems.  However, we are 
going to manage the finances in a way that is sustainable and that retains the state’s AAA credit rating, which is 
what delivers us the surplus.   

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Taxes!   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition mentioned taxes.  Has he not noticed that the 
government has cut taxes four times in the past two years?  We are now delivering tax relief of more than 
$690 million.   

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The phrase for the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is - “It’s the economy, stupid”.  The 
economy is delivering those revenues.  We have cut tax rates four times in two years.  The Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition referred to the former Premier apologising for a particular tax increase.  Yes, he did apologise for the 
tax increases made in 2003-04.  Had we known, at the beginning of the 2003-04 financial year, what the strength 
of the economy would be in that financial year, we would certainly not have increased taxes.  Those tax 
increases turned out to have been unnecessary, given the amazing strength of the economy.  However, I do not 
apologise for the tax increases in 2001-02 and 2002-03, because they were necessary to tidy up the financial 
mess left to us by the coalition predecessors of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.  When we came to office, 
we found $500 million of unfunded commitments that we had to meet.  For example, the member for Cottesloe, 
as Minister for Education, had signed off on an agreement that every teacher would receive a laptop computer.  
Was that provided for in the education budget?  Was it provided for anywhere else?  No, it was not.  In the 
Police Service, we found an unholy mess surrounding the Delta Communications and Information Technology 
and the computer aided dispatch and communications services information technology and communications 
projects.  The Police Service, as I recall, had engaged in the implementation of those projects on the strength, not 
of a budget decision or a budget commitment, but of a letter from the then Premier to the Commissioner of 
Police saying, “Go ahead.”  Was that letter ever tabled or included in the budget papers?  Was that a formal 
government decision?  No, it was a nod and a wink from Richard Court to the then Commissioner of Police 
telling him to go ahead with the project and the government would tidy it up later.  Unfortunately, Richard Court 
went out of office and the matter had to be tidied up by the incoming Gallop government.  

Dr K.D. Hames:  We would have done it. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The previous government would have done it, but we had to do it.  We had to find the 
money to fix up the previous government’s mess.  That is why taxes had to go up in 2001.  The truth of the 
matter is that our tax measures, taken as a whole, are now returning money to the community.  The community is 
in the black, if the totality of our tax measures is considered.  Yes, there were tax increases in years 1, 2 and 3, 
but there have now been four rounds of tax decreases, and the community is, according to an analysis by the 
Department of Treasury and Finance, better off as a result of the totality of the tax measures than it was when the 
present government came to office.  I have tabled that Treasury analysis before.  The new analysis has been done 
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as a result of the measures I have announced for this budget, and I would be very happy - enthusiastic, in fact - to 
offer that analysis to the opposition. 
I want now to consider two issues on which the opposition really needs to step up to the plate.  The Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition talked about controlling expenses.  Why, then, will he not support the government’s 
procurement reform program?  That program is delivering savings of more than $100 million a year, and we 
have yet to see an opposition statement of support for it.  This is a very successful reform program that controls 
expenses - which the opposition says it wants the government to do - and the opposition will not support it.  

Mr T.R. Buswell:  After I met the Under Treasurer recently, there were two outcomes I was going to write to 
you about.  One was a briefing on federal-state financial relations and the other was a briefing on procurement 
reform.  Rest assured that we will do our research and develop an informed opinion.  I do not think that it is fair 
to say, looking at me, that we do not support it.  I have never made a comment on it.  I am going to your 
department to get more information about it.  
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I welcome that comment because, on every previous occasion on which I have challenged 
the opposition to support procurement reform, it has refused to do so.  The opposition did not support 
procurement reform during the last election campaign.  I know that the savings from procurement reform are real 
and I believe that that will be confirmed by independent review in the not too far distant future.  We need 
parliamentary support for this procurement reform, which is a massive and a very successful reform program.   
I would also like to see support for the government’s corporate services reform.  We are still in the investment 
phase of that corporate services reform, but I expect that we will start to see the benefits of that program in the 
forthcoming financial year and thereafter.  That program is designed to save $55 million a year, but I have not 
heard any recognition of or support for the program from the opposition. 

The final point I want to deal with is the question of budget forecasting.  I noted the comments of the Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition comparing Treasury’s forecast with the actual outcomes.  It is true that on both the 
revenue and expenditure sides of the budget, Treasury has been underestimating the final outcome.  
Nevertheless, this government has always had a surplus and reductions in debt, and it has always kept the AAA 
credit rating.  While Treasury could improve its forecasting, the outcomes have been good from the point of 
view of the sustainability of the state’s finances.  My own view is that it is difficult for forecasters in state and 
federal Treasuries to accurately forecast the way in which the economy will perform.  For example, take the 
recent commonwealth budget.  In the 2005-06 commonwealth budget, the estimated surplus on a fiscal balance 
measure was $7.4 billion.  When the mid-year review came down six months later, that fiscal balance estimate 
was $10.398 billion.  When the 2006-07 budget was brought down, the fiscal balance was $15.9 billion.  In other 
words, the commonwealth’s surplus grew from $7.4 billion at budget time in 2005 to $15.9 billion at the time of 
the delivery of the following budget.  If the Department of Treasury and Finance in Western Australia has 
underestimated some of the aggregates, it is not alone.  The federal Treasurer, whom members opposite idolise, 
has been dealing with exactly the same issue.  By my calculation, the commonwealth surplus has more than 
doubled over the past financial year. 
Nevertheless, I regard forecasting as important.  In 2003-04 the government made decisions to raise taxes on the 
basis of the forecasts it had.  We do not quibble with or tweak those forecasts; we take the advice of our 
professional advisers in Treasury.  We do not say that we want a higher figure or a lower figure; we ask what 
their analysis is and what the figures are.  On the basis of that advice, we increased taxes in 2003-04, and when 
the final outcome was received it was apparent that there had been no necessity to do that.  Consequently, we 
began the four rounds of tax cuts that I have been talking about.  Two of those rounds occurred in 2004.  The 
Department of Treasury and Finance has been reviewing its forecasting methods.  The report from that review is 
on the department’s web site and I recommend that opposition members read it.  I can say that the government 
and the Treasury are adopting the recommendations of that report and that those recommendations will, to a 
large extent, be incorporated into the forecast estimates I will be revealing tomorrow in the 2006-07 budget.   
This motion should be roundly defeated.  It is a stupid motion, because if it was applied as it is worded, it would 
prevent the government from responding to emerging community needs, including emergencies.  It would also 
stop the government from responding to the representations that we get every day from members of Parliament, 
in particular those on the opposition benches.  Once again, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition should get his 
own house in order.  He should work out with his own team whether he is calling for increased government 
expenditure in totality or whether he is calling for reduced government expenditure in totality.  At the moment 
the member for Vasse is calling for reduced government expenditure, and every one of his colleagues is calling 
for increased government expenditure.   

Mr T.R. Buswell:  No-one is calling for reduced expenditure.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Let us see what happens tomorrow.  I put this challenge to the opposition.  When the budget 
comes down tomorrow, the opposition should follow a consistent line and work out whether it will be calling for 
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increased government expenditure or whether it will be calling for reduced government expenditure.  The first 
thing the Deputy Leader of the Opposition should do is talk to the member for Dawesville.  The member for 
Dawesville and the member for Vasse should work out between themselves whether they will be calling for 
increased health expenditure or whether they will be calling for reduced expenditure in total.  I have said enough.  
This is a silly motion, and it should be defeated roundly.   

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [5.11 pm]:  The Treasurer can leave the chamber whenever he likes, because 
I know he has a few things to do, so I do not expect him to stay here for my comments.  I congratulate the 
member for Vasse for his motion.  It has been put together very well.  It is good to have a debate on the budget 
before the budget comes down, as proposed in the motion moved by the member for Vasse.  The motion reads -  

That this house calls on the Treasurer to ensure that actual government spending is in accordance with 
budget estimates.   

Nowhere in the motion does it say “exactly”.  I congratulate the member for Vasse for a very good motion. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  Be careful - you will be back in the coalition if you continue to be nice to us like that!   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  The Liberal Party is not even in coalition with itself!   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Minister, we could take that on!  Members opposite are not in coalition with 
themselves either. Their backbench members sacked a minister yesterday!  That is a pretty remarkable event.  In 
20 years in this house I have never seen caucus sack a minister! Therefore, minister, I do not think today is the 
day to start saying that this side of the house is not working in coalition, because at this stage we are all marching 
out of step.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  Order, members!   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:   Let us get back to the motion.   

There are always two considerations in the lead-up to the budget.  The first is the political process.  However, the 
reality is that I have a great passion for Western Australia.  I have an even greater passion for my electorate.  I 
would like everyone in this state to do well.  Even though I am in opposition, the last thing I would want is for 
my electorate and my state to do badly.  In that process, we support the Treasurer.  Even though we may criticise 
the Treasurer for certain things, the government won the election fair and square, and it has the right to deliver 
four budgets.  However, we have the right to criticise those four budgets.  The motion does not do what the 
Treasurer said it does.  It does not mean that the transport authority cannot have petrol for buses.  What a 
ridiculous argument!  It does not mean that any argument that comes from the opposition cannot be supported.  
The political system has been that way for the past 400 or 500 years, and it will be that way until the system 
collapses - which I hope never happens.  The opposition has the right to put its view.  Most of the time that 
means we are stating that we have different priorities.  After the Treasurer’s budget speech tomorrow, the Leader 
of the Liberal Party will have the opportunity to speak during the budget debate and state what it would do if it 
were in government.   

However, that is not what I want to talk about today.  The charts that the member for Vasse brought in are very 
important.  They demonstrate why we should be concerned about the performance of the Treasurer.  To repeat 
the member for Vasse - I also heard this said during some of the television coverage of the federal budget last 
night - we now have the opportunity of a lifetime.  When we have the opportunity of a lifetime, we should not 
blow that opportunity.  I can give several examples of governments that have blown the opportunity of a 
lifetime.  However, one example in which the government concerned has had to have a good, hard look at itself 
is the province of Alberta in Canada.  It is reasonable to talk about the province of Alberta, because its political 
and financial system, and the pressures faced by that province, are similar to our own.  Alberta is a large 
province, with many mineral exploration and development opportunities.  When oil and gas were found in the 
province of Alberta, people got very excited, just as we are getting excited now.  However, when that period had 
passed and they looked back at their performance, they realised they had spent billions of dollars on issues that 
they thought were important at the time but that did not carry Alberta forward.  All the members of the political 
system in Alberta agreed with that point of view - not just the opposition and the governing party, but all the 
members.  Therefore, they had a discussion, and some years ago they set up a future fund, just like the one the 
federal Treasurer is talking about now, in case there was not another mineral exploration boom in Alberta.  
When we get a bit of extra money, what we all do is go out and buy something that we really want.  A good 
example of that is what the member for Vasse has said about the budget process.  The quality of a Treasurer is 
measured by the capacity of a Treasurer to go into cabinet and restrict the urges of ministers to spend money.  I 
am not saying those urges are unreasonable.  However, when things ease off, we may need to settle for 
something that is C grade or D grade as opposed to A grade.  That is the argument that the member for Vasse 
was putting to the Treasurer today.  The Treasurer did not respond to that argument, because he did not want to.  
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That is fair enough.  That is what happens in politics.  We all know that game.  However, the Treasurer did not 
go anywhere near that argument, because the Treasurer knows that he cannot answer it.  He has lost that 
argument 10-love.   

I now want to talk about some processes that concern me.  This is Max Trenorden speaking.  I am saying this 
straight from the shoulder, because my number one concern is this state.  I want to compare the coalition’s 
performance in government and in the health system with that of the current administration under Geoff Gallop.  
We cannot say anything about the Carpenter administration as yet, because we have not yet seen the Carpenter 
budget.  However, under the Gallop administration, expenditure in the health system was way out of control.  
When we were running the system, the Australian Labor Party sat on this side of the house and criticised us - 
quite legitimately - for our rampant expenditure in the health system, with no real improvement in the eyes of the 
public.  What has happened?  Five years have passed.  We are now sitting on this side of the house.  The current 
administration is also presiding over rampant expenditure in the health system, with no real improvement in the 
eyes of the public. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  One of the reasons is that there have never been any KPIs in place to measure how health is 
going.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I think that some members of the house know that I am visiting a range of 
academics and senior administrators in this state.  I will introduce into this house some alterations that I do not 
believe will be supported, but they should be because of the argument about key performance indicators.  We are 
also having an argument about outcome auditing.  I want to introduce those amendments for the better 
administration of this state and not for any political party.  Frankly, I am not interested in the political argument.  
I want to say that, as far as expenditure is concerned, all of us who sit in this chamber have a clear view of the 
programs - whether it is a small program or a massive program like health.  The reality is that, year in and year 
out, every time Treasury projects expenditure on health it says that it is about four per cent.  The reality is that it 
is eight or nine per cent.  It does not matter whether members opposite or we are in power; that is what happens.  
I will put myself in the firing line - although I am not wearing a flak jacket - by saying that I support the payment 
to Neale Fong of his half a million dollars a year or whatever it is he gets.  It is not because he is the Director 
General of Health in Western Australia; that is not the issue.  The issue is that he has been employed to bring in 
the recommendations of the Reid report.  If he brings them in properly, he will be worth every cent of that half a 
million dollars.  If he does not bring them in properly, his salary will then become an argument.  Unfortunately 
for the Minister for Health, the responsibility lies with him.  Just like the arguments of the past couple of days, if 
something does not work within a portfolio it is the minister’s responsibility.  If the argument about restraining 
health expenditure is not won, and the galloping recurrent costs - budget after budget - in health are not reined in, 
then all of us in this chamber should be very concerned.  It does not bring about a better quality of health.   

I took a long, hard look at the Reid report.  I am a supporter of the Reid report.  I am not a supporter of playing 
around with the Reid report.  I support the recommendations for two major teaching hospitals and for beds to be 
moved to regional hospitals.  In my view, the report will deliver a better recurrent outcome - 

Dr K.D. Hames:  But they are not going to do it. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am not arguing that.  I am just saying that I am a supporter of the proposal.  I agree 
that the government is not doing that.  That is an issue for the Minister for Health.  If the combination of the 
minister and Neale Fong - who has been employed to implement the process - does not work, it will be the 
minister’s responsibility.  I want it to work, not because I want to see members opposite stay in power, but 
because I want to see what is really a very good health system in this state continue to be a very good health 
system. 

I turn now to payroll tax.  For a number of years we have heard the Treasurer talk about reform in payroll tax; 
that is, a reduction in payroll tax.  What has happened?  Payroll tax has gone up by considerable amounts.  Many 
people who were meant to benefit from reform are in fact paying more.  I watched the federal experience on 
television last night.  The Labor Party spokespeople said that they were concerned about three things in the 
budget.  One was a blow-out due to the federal industrial relations legislation.  I thought that, if they want to 
throw that into the argument, the argument is the same here.  If there is a cost component in the industrial 
relations legislation, people should think about payroll tax.  There is no greater penalty on employment than 
payroll tax.  We are probably going to hear about a $2 billion surplus tomorrow.  What better time to bed in the 
situation so that the employment prospects of all Western Australians can come out better?  I hope that we will 
see some significant outcomes for payroll tax tomorrow.  However, I have heard the Treasurer say in recent 
weeks that that will not be the case.  I do not believe that a person can argue both sides of the argument.  It 
cannot be argued that the introduction of the new federal industrial relations laws will increase costs but that we 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 10 May 2006] 

 p2513b-2526a 
Mr Troy Buswell; Acting Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Max Trenorden; Dr Janet Woollard 

 [11] 

do not have to worry about payroll tax.  There is no logic or balance in that view.  What about the cost to 
individuals of fuel in the current climate?   

The member for Bassendean made a comment during the member for Vasse’s speech about revenue.  One 
cannot argue about revenue that is not received; the state either gets it or it does not.  If the benefits of the 
resources boom we are having are coming to the state, they are coming to the state.  The argument is that they 
are not; they are going to the federal government and we receive a minuscule amount in return.  A person cannot 
have it both ways: either the revenue process is blown out by revenues generated by royalties and those types of 
things or it comes from the standard tax base.  The reality is that it is coming from the standard tax base. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Yes, but stamp duty is higher because there is the boom economy and higher house prices.  
It is not as subject to economic conditions as the federal budget, but there is nevertheless that influence. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  If the member wants to argue that the ALP and the Treasurer are good financial 
managers, the projections have to be done better.  They cannot afford to be 12 or 15 per cent out.  Those are 
enormous variations; they are significant variations.  Only a few years ago the Auditor General jumped on the 
government because it was raising taxes as opposed to fees.  That had to be debated, because the government 
was breaking the law.  With things like vehicle taxes there is an opportunity tomorrow for the Treasurer to say 
that the government can do something for people who are suffering in maintaining their family accounts and 
budgets.  The Treasurer cannot say that issues like centralised buying and corporate service reform cannot be 
changed.  I am speaking for myself; I am not speaking for my party.  I do not support that; it is a matter of 
options.  I agree with the Treasurer that if buying is centralised, money can be saved.  However, that decimates 
my community.  I cannot walk down the road from my electorate office and obtain service for the state 
government-owned machines that operate in my office because it has to be done centrally out of Perth.  If any of 
my staff’s computers break down, they have to be serviced from Perth.  That may save the state some money, but 
I would argue that there is a false economy in that process.   

A balance has to be put in place.  That is an argument that I can rightfully put to the Treasurer.  He is correct: 
there is a dollar component.  In making financial decisions, there is always a decision to be made between cost 
and service.  If people want to ignore service, they can take the Treasurer’s argument.  Corporate service reform 
will fail.  The argument that we need to physically centralise corporate services is nonsense, particularly in times 
of high skills in information technology.  The activity can be spread across the whole state by using IT.  I know 
that the proposition has been put to the Treasurer and to other people in the state government by the IT industry.  
However, he does not want to do that.  The Treasurer wants to physically concentrate corporate services in one 
location, as they were in the 1950s.  That is nonsense.  I have spoken long enough on this issue.   

There are issues that keep popping up.  One is the Peel deviation.  I said in this place some months ago that the 
Peel deviation is $100 million underspent.  It is not because costs in services will increase due to inflation but 
because the design factor is $100 million out.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has said in this place 
that it will cost only this amount of money, because she wants to get it past the Treasurer.  However, that is 
$100 million less than she needs, and she knows that.  The Treasurer says that she can have her $450 million.  
However, it will really cost $550 million.   

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  What you are telling me is that the Peel deviation will cost $550 million rather than 
$450 million.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Correct, and it has always been thus.  It is not due to a growth in the cost of 
services; it was undervalued by $100 million on design.  To get it past the Treasurer, the Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure has said that she needs only $450 million, knowing damn well that she needs $550 million.  
That is one way to get it past the Treasurer. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  There is always a minister for finance in the federal sphere.  Peter Walsh was a 
pretty famous finance minister in the Australian Labor Party administration.  He was a very tough man.  A larger 
government has a minister for finance so that someone stands guard at the gate and people do not zip in and raid 
the Treasury.  That is our Treasurer’s role.  The Treasurer’s role is to make sure that when the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure says that she needs $450 million, that is exactly what she needs.  The argument put 
forward by the member for Vasse is legitimate.  Again, I congratulate the member for Vasse for raising this issue 
in the house before the budget is brought down and for not making this issue a part of the budget debate.  It is 
good to see that maturity growing in the opposition.  He does not need too much praise.  He is a big boy and 
does not need me to praise him.   

Mr T.R. Sprigg interjected.   
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It will go round the table!  It is very good to see.   

We do not have enough debates in this house about the financial administration of this state.  As I said earlier, I 
have a very strong interest in changing some of the mechanisms of this house, so that in the future when 
members like you, Madam Acting Speaker (Mrs J. Hughes), who are new to the house, attend estimates 
committee hearings, they can look at those papers and know more about the operations of this state than they 
will when they attend estimates hearings in a couple of weeks.  I do not see anyone waving figures at me, but I 
will not take up too much of the time of the house.   

Over a period of years we have gone from cash accounting to accrual accounting.  We used to do accrual 
accounting on Australian standards.  Now we do accrual accounting on international standards.  That does not 
really mean much.  However, it means that an academic would be able the pick up the books of Western 
Australia and the books of the seventh biggest economy in the world, California, and make an apples-with-
apples comparison.  However, that change has meant that members of this chamber can no longer easily read 
those documents.  It would be a good thing to improve the ability of people who watch the state in a professional 
manner to call to account the finances of Western Australia in holistic terms.  However, in moving to that global 
position, it has taken away the capacity of members of this house to easily read the budget documents.   

I will not launch into all the things that I wish to do, but at some time in the future I will bring to this house some 
fairly significant changes, and I believe that, in doing so, I will be backed by a range of very serious and senior 
academics and others in the community.  I hope that government members will understand that all I am trying to 
do is enable the budget papers of this state to be more clearly understood by all members of this chamber than 
they are currently.  That is a passion of mine that has been burning up a fair bit of my time.   

As I have said many times, estimates hearings are a waste of a week in this house.  The estimates process in this 
Parliament does not work.  It needs to be changed.  I do not want to get rid of estimates.  In fact, I do not want to 
change the way in which estimates function; I simply want to change the quality of information that comes into 
estimates, so that both ministers and backbenchers on both sides of the house can see more clearly what has 
happened to the programs that affect their electorates and this state.  When I put forward that proposition, I 
would like members on both sides of the house to give me their honest views, because I will be making an 
honest effort to change the process for the betterment of all, and not as part of a political process. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [5.35 pm]:  I will support the motion of the member for Vasse, which 
states -  

That this house calls on the Treasurer to ensure that actual government spending is in accordance with 
budget estimates.   

The graphs presented by the member for Vasse in the house today clearly show that what the government says 
and what it does are not the same.  One of the graphs presented by the member was on growth in employee 
expenses for the 2001-02 to 2005-06 financial years.   

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Member for Yokine, I would like more nurses.  The figures that the member for Vasse 
has put together are brilliant.  The graph indicates that the Labor government has employed more than 18 000 
extra public servants and expects to spend $1.64 billion more on 36 per cent of public sector wages.  I would like 
to know how much of that has gone to nurses. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  And teachers, policemen, firemen and doctors. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  It seems to me that the money that the government spent on nurses was spent only 
after nurses attended one rally after another to try to put their case to the government, which would not listen to 
them.  The government was not willing to listen to nurses.  Where are these 18 000 extra public servants?  I have 
asked time and again for a breakdown of the number.  The government keeps telling us that there are more 
nurses, but I do not think there are more full-time equivalents.  Some nurses cannot cope with what is happening 
in the system.  There is a lack of job satisfaction these days, which means that rather than working full time, 
nurses are working part time because they need those salaries.  Therefore, when the government says that it is 
putting on more nurses, it is not putting on full-time equivalents.  Yes, it is putting on people, but it is simply 
replacing the nurses who are leaving the system because of job dissatisfaction. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  It is in record numbers.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  That is right, member for Dawesville.   

The graph indicates that an extra 18 000 public servants have been employed.  Instead of a four per cent increase 
in 2001-02, which was budgeted for, there was an increase of more than six per cent.  Instead of an increase of 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 10 May 2006] 

 p2513b-2526a 
Mr Troy Buswell; Acting Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Max Trenorden; Dr Janet Woollard 

 [13] 

five per cent in 2002-03, there was an increase of more than seven per cent.  Instead of an increase of less than 
five per cent in 2003-04, there was an increase of more than six per cent.  Instead of an increase of less than five 
per cent in 2004-05, there was an increase of 10 per cent.  Instead of an increase of less than five per cent in 
2005-06, there was an increase of more than seven per cent.  Members of Parliament have electorate allowances 
and they have to balance the books.  I hope that the figures presented by the member for Vasse are accurate. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  I beg your pardon! 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  If these figures are accurate, it is a disgrace for the government.  I recently presented a 
petition from people asking for taxes to be decreased.  The member for Vasse’s graph is interesting because it 
clearly shows that the government said it would decrease taxes in 2001-02, 2004-05 and 2005-06.  However, 
there have been tax increases each year during 2001-06.  Earlier the Treasurer said that the government had 
decreased taxes.  We must look at the overall amount of money the government has raised through taxes.  This 
graph clearly shows that the community is right to ask the government to decrease the tax rate.  The graph shows 
that taxes have increased.  In 2001 the increase in the government’s tax take was less than two per cent; in 2002-
03 it increased by 15 per cent; in 2003-04 it increased by more than 20 per cent; in 2004-05 it increased by only 
four per cent; and in 2005-06 it increased again by 15 per cent.  That is not a matter of balancing the books. 

I refer now to government expenditure.  The member for Vasse has shown that government expenditure 
increased between 2001 and 2006.  The chart shows that the government has failed to meet its expenditure 
targets in five out of five budgets, which is why the member gave the government a rating of five out of five.  
This is important.  Tomorrow we will be presented with the budget.  Similar to the member for Avon, I have 
been shocked that year after year I have attended budget briefings at which apples are compared with pears.  
Each year the books change and the way the accounts are calculated differ.  Therefore, we cannot look from one 
year to the next and see the increases and decreases.  The New Zealand Parliament employs librarians who have 
expertise in different areas and who provide an objective analysis of the budget papers.  This Parliament needs 
someone external to the government to do the same job.  We will be given a one-hour or two-hour briefing next 
Wednesday.  That cannot cover all the questions members want to ask because we are trying to figure out what 
equates this year with the figures we were given last year. 

I recently wrote to the Deputy Speaker because sometimes when I attend the budget estimates hearings, I 
manage to ask a few questions; however, on other occasions the person in the chair will wait until all opposition 
members have asked their questions and government members have asked their dorothy dixer questions and I do 
not get the opportunity to ask even one question.  That is a waste of my time and it is a waste of government 
money.  It is terrible that government backbenchers attend the estimates hearings with a sheet of paper on which 
their dorothy dixer questions are written.  Other members want to ask valid questions about genuine concerns in 
the community.  Sometimes I do not get the opportunity to ask any questions.  It is a disgrace. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  It gives you the sheets, doesn’t it? 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  It certainly is very annoying, member for Vasse.  Members must balance their books.  
Possibly some of the men, but certainly the women in the chamber must balance their books.  Children get a 
certain amount of pocket money each week and must live within their means.  Most parents will not give their 
children any more pocket money if their children blow their pocket money.  What will happen when the good 
times are over if this government continues to overspend?  The government should prioritise its spending.  I 
would like more money to be spent on health and on mental health in particular.  I would also like more money 
to be spent on disability services.  Many members and I are disappointed that the disability services portfolio 
gets passed from pillar to post.  It has not had one minister to whom the people in that sector can present their 
problems and who has a good grasp of the issues. 

I will be very interested to see how much money goes into education next year.  The government is continuing to 
pursue its push for outcomes-based education.  I am sure that I am not the only member of Parliament who has 
received numerous phone calls from teachers who are horrified that this government is continuing to pursue 
outcomes-based education.  It might work.  No-one is saying that it will not work at all.  It might work in those 
schools that have good resources, and it may work for students whose parents can spend time with their children 
after school, but it will not work at all schools.  Teachers have told me that some children might be fortunate, but 
some children will miss out on attending university if we move to an outcomes-based education system and 
others will get to university and will be unable to cope.  For years there has been a certain prestige in teaching 
years 10, 11 and 12.  However, many teachers do not want to teach those years under the outcomes-based 
education model.  Many teachers are looking for jobs outside the education system.  How much money has the 
government put in the budget for the number of schoolteachers who will be lost next year if the government 
continues to pursue outcomes-based education and refuses to listen to those practitioners who know that it will 
not work?   
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I am disappointed that the Liberal Party has not taken a firmer stand on this issue.  The Liberal Party has asked 
questions - 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  The Liberal Party introduced outcomes-based education.  We are not opposed to it. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The homework has not been done on outcomes-based education.  It should not be 
introduced next year.  While Liberal Party members are sitting there like stunned mullets, government members 
are sitting pretty.  The teachers are complaining, but people are asking me why the Liberal Party is not helping 
them.  I think there will be a big hole.  I want to know how much money the government is putting into the 
education budget to cover the number of teachers who are likely to leave.  It will just be like the nursing 
profession.  The former Minister for Health went to the UK to recruit nurses.  He did not succeed.  The problem 
was lack of job satisfaction in the hospitals.  We are not able to keep nurses.  In a year or so we will see 
advertisements for teachers.  We will be trying to get teachers from the eastern states and abroad to work in the 
schools where there are not enough teachers.   

I said I would speak on this motion for only five to 10 minutes.  I think it is a good motion because there needs 
to be accountability from the government in terms of government spending.  Now that these figures have been 
pointed out to the government, I hope that it will look a little closer at the amount that it is spending and try to 
repair some of the damage that it has done over the past few years.    

Motion put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (18) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr D.T. Redman Mr M.W. Trenorden  
Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker  

Noes (25) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts  
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr T.G. Stephens  
Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr D.A. Templeman  

            

Pairs 

 Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.J.M. Bowler 
 Mr B.J. Grylls Ms S.M. McHale 
 Mr T.K. Waldron Mr J.R. Quigley 
 Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.B. D’Orazio 
 Mr M.J. Birney Mr A.P. O’Gorman 

Question thus negatived. 
 


