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LOAN BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [8.21 pm]: I am pleased to have the opportunity to speak on 
the Loan Bill 2015, although I am not necessarily pleased about the bill. It is a very short bill of only five clauses 
and two pages, but do not let its brevity deceive members, because the impact of this bill will be widespread into 
coming decades, if not further. It will have an impact on our children’s children’s children due to the escalating 
debt that the government is accumulating. It is a fairly simple bill that seeks to borrow money for public 
purposes. As I will explore further in my contribution, those public purposes are important, but, as a result of the 
government’s economic mismanagement, they should not be funded by finances that have to be borrowed. 

This bill authorises a loan of $8 billion over two years for public purposes. I will get to what I mean by public 
purposes later. I have to say that when this bill was read a first time, I was shocked about the amount of money 
that was being sought to be borrowed—$8 billion—to the extent that I actually misheard it and thought that it 
was $8 million. I realised pretty quickly that it was $8 billion and I could not understand how a state that is so 
rich in resources, both mineral and people, and had experienced unprecedented revenue growth over the past 
eight years could be in a position that the government of the day had to borrow $8 billion to pay for public 
purposes, to pay for what we will soon find out will be the wages of government employees—nurses, police, 
teachers and other public sector workers—and to pay for the pens and paperclips of those public sector workers. 
The $8 billion will not, as I will explore later, be used to pay for what we know as good debt—that is, assets that 
will return some revenue to and earn money for the state. I could not understand how such a resource-rich state, 
with unprecedented revenue earnings of over the last eight years, could have got to this point. 

Of course, this is not the first loan bill that this government has put to Parliament. Back in 2009, the government 
put to Parliament a loan bill, which was passed, for $8.3 billion. In 2012 this government also put a second loan 
bill to Parliament for $5 billion. The first one in 2009 was smack-bang in the middle of the global financial 
crisis. One could imagine that that debt, that loan, was necessary to get the state through the worst impacts of the 
global financial crisis, in the same way that the federal government at the time set about minimising the worst 
impacts of the global financial crisis by investing in rail and infrastructure projects that would return a benefit to 
the state and in doing so create jobs that would replace those that were being lost. That was the federal 
government’s response to the global financial crisis and, as many commentators have pointed out, that had the 
effect of staving off the worst impacts of the global financial crisis on the Australian economy. That is not what 
the Western Australian Barnett government did. The money it borrowed was not to be used to create investment 
in infrastructure that would benefit the state’s long-term revenue; it did not go into asset investment. In 2012 
Parliament was again asked to support another loan bill of $5 billion. Where has that money gone? How has it 
been used? How is it that for the third time since 2009 we are being asked to approve a loan of $8 billion? I can 
surmise only that much of the money was squandered through bad management and poor decisions on the part of 
the Barnett Liberal government. 

I have also thought about why we need $8 billion now, particularly as the Treasurer in his second reading speech 
of the budget in May said that $1.6 billion of the previous loan authorisation in 2012 had not been spent. 
If $1.6 billion of that previous $5 billion has not been spent and is taken into account in the forward estimates, 
why do we need to borrow $8 billion? In effect, the loan is for $9.6 billion. How did this happen? Remember 
when we had the first loan bill in 2009. It had been only a year earlier that we had total state debt of $3.76 billion 
and yet only a year later the government was looking for a loan of $8.3 billion. How did that happen? I will 
come back to the detail of how it happened and why we have been forced into this position of now asking for 
another loan of $8 billion. I want to point out that from that low of $3.76 billion of debt in 2008 we are now 
heading through the forward estimates to a debt of $35 billion, which is not asset-producing debt, but bad debt. 
How did that escalation happen and when will it stop? When will this debt spiral stop? The Premier certainly 
does not know. When he was asked when the debt spiral would peak—we are heading towards $35 billion 
dollars—what will it peak at and when will it peak, the Premier responded that he was not a clairvoyant. The 
Premier does not know what the debt will peak at or when it will peak. That to me suggests extreme economic 
mismanagement—blundering at its best. When debt will peak and at what level it will peak are some questions 
that the government could respond to around this bill. Other questions I have on this bill have to do with the 
interest rate that will be accumulated as a result of this $8 billion and the cumulative debt over time. What 
interest rate are we paying now? When the Premier was asked about that, he said it was pretty low, implying to 
us that we should not worry about what the impact will be. As we know, interest rates have a habit of going up 
just as quickly as they come down. It is really important that we understand when we are being asked to approve 
this bill what the current interest rate we are paying now is and what the projections of the interest rates are. 
Is  this a fixed-term interest rate? Is it set to increase? When will it increase? What will it increase by? How 
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much are we paying just to service this forthcoming debt—this $8 billion? What is the cumulative amount of 
costs to service the debt that was raised only two years ago—so the 2012 debt and the 2009 debt? They are 
questions the government needs to answer in full and in detail, and it needs to be honest with the Western 
Australian people about just exactly what it is saddling them with in terms of debt and the cumulative effect of 
interest. 

Why are we here now? This is our third Loan Bill. We have had unprecedented revenue growth. We have had 
significant growth throughout the economy, but we are still being asked to approve an $8 million debt. Really, 
I can come down to one answer with three parts to it—that is, basically poor economic management on the part 
of the Barnett Liberal–National government with broken promises, wasted resources and lack of a plan or any 
detail. When we think of poor economic managers, it is obvious that it is hard to have corporate knowledge of a 
budget over time when there have been seven Treasurers in seven years. It is pretty hard to get across the detail 
of the budgets and have a comprehensive state plan about how to manage them when they have gone through 
seven hands in seven years—each with a different focus. Admittedly, one of those seven had the position twice, 
I think, although it is hard to keep up, and that was the Premier. The real impact is that there is no-one at the 
wheel; no-one is driving this. It has passed through five sets of hands over seven years and no-one has an 
understanding of the budget, its impact, where we are going and how to deal with it. That is pretty obvious. 

The latest budget brought down is widely considered to be one of the worst in the state’s history. When the 
Premier was asked whether the budget and his poor economic management would be an indictment on his 
record, he replied, “Surprisingly, no.” That was in an article on the ABC news website by Andrew O’Connor. 
Is  it “surprisingly, no” because he thinks he will not get caught out because of this, because people will not 
understand that he is a dreadful economic manager? Why does the Premier think that this dreadful budget and 
this poor economic management will not be an indictment on his record? I think it will be a significant 
indictment on his record. Nevertheless, one senior political commentator, Peter Kennedy, also thinks this. I am 
pleased to say that I agree with Mr Kennedy. I do not always agree with Mr Kennedy’s analyses, but on this I do. 
The same article by Andrew O’Connor states — 

Peter Kennedy said he believed Mr Barnett’s credibility as a sound economic manager was now under 
serious question. 

“Number one, because he said he’d never preside over a budget that went into deficit. And it’s going to 
be a whopping deficit of more than $1 billion,” … 

“And number two, he ignored warnings that he was being a big spender, spending all the government’s 
money, and that he should put a bit aside for when things got a bit tight. 

“He ignored that. He spent to the hilt. He took a gamble, and he’s in this embarrassing situation right 
now.” 

I agree with Mr Kennedy. All those are reasons that Premier Barnett’s credibility as a sound economic manager 
should absolutely be brought into question. How did he do all those things? How did the Premier let the budget 
go into deficit? How did he ignore all the warnings and spend up big? The warnings were coming thick and fast. 
He was spending all of the government’s money even when things got tight. This government has an 
unprecedented amount of borrowings compared with any other government in this state in the past. Why? 
Why  are we doing all that borrowing and why is this government spending up big? Let us look at how the 
spending up big occurs. Let us look at the football stadium. I like football. I really like football. I like a good 
game of football. I love watching a good game of football, and they are great games of football when 
Collingwood is playing! I like going to a good footy stadium and watching a good match. 

Hon Donna Faragher interjected. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Absolutely, Swan Districts!  

Several members interjected. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: That makes it easy—same colours! They are good quality football teams, both of 
them!  

A new stadium is a good thing to have and I like sitting in nice stadiums—that is quite true. However, it was the 
wrong decision at the wrong time. It is like when a person has a house and they want to buy a newer house 
because it is a nice thing to have, but they cannot afford it—they do not go out and buy just because it is a nice 
thing to have. 

Hon Donna Faragher interjected. 
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Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Hon Donna Faragher does not follow football and does not understand the 
decision. That is not surprising. A person does not have to follow football not to understand the decision, 
because the decision was a wrong decision at the wrong time. It is nice to have a new stadium, but when we 
cannot afford it and it is going to be at the cost of essential services, we should not buy it. In addition—this is 
probably why Hon Adele Farina cannot understand it—the decision-making was done in a really ad hoc way. 
Over time, there were some inquiries into a football stadium, where to have it, how to build it and the kind of 
financial arrangements that should underpin that. 

Hon Adele Farina: They haven’t even been finalised yet. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: No, they have not been finalised now; that is exactly right. There could have been 
another decision to have the stadium built at less cost to the public purse and with less cost of all the other 
infrastructure, not to mention the discount on the land that was given. All that could have been done much, much 
differently. 

I visited Adelaide recently and I did a tour of Adelaide Oval—Collingwood Football Club was not playing. It is 
a spectacular oval; it is absolutely gorgeous. It was the redevelopment of an oval over the old Adelaide Oval. 
Many of the features of the much-loved heritage-listed Adelaide Oval have been kept, including part of the 
scoreboard. In addition, the facilities for the sporting clubs and football clubs that use the oval as well as the 
facilities for the patrons have been improved significantly. The seats are great to sit in and really comfortable. 
There is a range of different levels and types of food outlets that have reasonable prices, and a great range of 
other facilities, including toilets that are accessible and unique in that way. Getting into the oval is really easy 
because of the number of gates available. That was really well designed over the top of the existing oval. 
That  could have been done in Western Australia and it would not have caused the budget blowout that we have 
now. 

Adelaide Oval also sits right on the edge of the city. It sits next to the Adelaide train station as well as major bus 
routes. A lovely bridge over the Torrens River connects the oval to the city. The bridge is not as spectacular as 
the bridge shown in the designs that we saw recently. How much is the bridge shown in those designs supposed 
to cost? Is it $200 million? I am not sure what that bridge is supposed to cost. Certainly, the Adelaide bridge that 
connects the city is not as spectacular as that, but it also did not cost that much and is just as functional. It may 
even be more functional because tens of thousands of people cross that bridge in a very short time, and it looks 
lovely over the Torrens River. That is an example of how a stadium can be built using existing resources at—I 
do not even know—maybe not even half the price of what our state is being saddled with now. 

Of course, we know now that the cost of the stadium will be significantly higher than what we understood it 
would be. We were told by this government that the original budget for the Western Australian stadium was 
about $700 million. There were additional public transport facilities costing around $300 million. Then there was 
a 28-year design, build, finance and maintain contract with a private consortium that would build it at a cost of 
$1.2 billion. Originally, the cost was around $1 billion—$700 million for building the 60 000-seat stadium and 
about $400 million for additional transport and pedestrian access facilities. That is what we were told. However, 
now we find that the budget is going to blow out to $1.57 billion. Of course, we found that out only because of 
the estimates process in the Legislative Assembly. The government was not going to tell the public that there has 
been a cost blowout. Why was the government not going to tell the public about that? This lack of transparency 
is one of the major problems we have around economic mismanagement, because the government is not clear 
with the public about the promises it has broken, how significant our debt is and the impact of that, or how 
significant contracts that the government is entering into are and the real cost of that. This lack of transparency 
on the part of this government has a definite economic impact, as well as an ethical impact on its relationship 
with the public. 
Going back to the stadium, we have a cost blowout that we were not aware of. It came to light only in the 
Assembly estimates. We are being asked to pass this $8 billion Loan Bill because of this government’s economic 
mismanagement. There are several impacts of economic mismanagement. It impacts those people who can least 
afford it—those people in our society who are the most vulnerable and who need help at the most important time 
in their lives. Most of that will be taken away from those people. First of all, those people and their families will 
be saddled with government debt, but also over time, because of economic mismanagement, they will be saddled 
with significant increases in the cost of living. Let us deal with electricity, for example. In the 2015–16 budget, 
there is another 4.5 per cent increase in the cost of utilities. Just for electricity, that is an increase of 
84.84 per cent over seven years. That is an increase of $800 a year. Families who are doing it tough anyway are 
going to find it harder to make ends meet. If we look at water, we see that in this year’s budget there is another 
4.5 per cent increase. That is a 98 per cent increase in the cost of water over the last eight years. There has been a 
33 per cent increase in public transport fares over the last eight years. There is a lot more. They are just examples 
of the impact of the increase in the cost of living under the Barnett government. There is no doubt that people are 
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finding it harder to make ends meet. Sometimes when people are finding it difficult to make ends meet, they 
experience another crisis in their life. Maybe they become sick or lose their job. That snowballs, and they 
suddenly find themselves in significant debt that is out of control—I am talking here about personal debt. 
We found out recently that this government is cutting $1.5 million out of financial counselling services—those 
services that assist those people in most need. The real impact of that is, of course, ongoing, and we will look at 
that. The irony is that at the same time as this government is significantly mismanaging the budget and causing 
this state to borrow another $8 billion, it is taking money away from services that provide assistance to people 
who are seeking help with their financial management. That is more than just an irony; that is unfair.  
Hon Stephen Dawson has talked eloquently about financial counselling services. Financial counselling services 
assist people when they most need it. I want to quote from a report undertaken in South Australia titled “Paying 
it forward”. The report is a cost–benefit analysis of financial counselling services that are funded by The Wyatt 
Trust in South Australia. Financial counselling services, particularly the ones that are now facing funding cuts, 
do not provide information just about money management. It is not as simple as picking up the phone and getting 
over-the-phone advice about money management. These services provide much, much more than that. 
They  provide a face-to-face service where people can meet with a financial counsellor and talk about the range 
of issues that they face. The cost–benefit analysis of funded financial counselling services states, and I quote — 

Financial counsellors provide information about money management and help individuals and families 
navigate financial crises through the provision of appropriate, free and confidential advice.  

I cannot emphasise enough the importance of the confidential and free nature of these services. The report states 
also — 

They assess whether the debt is legally owed and provide information on the implications of unpaid 
bills, debts and fines. On the client’s behalf, financial counsellors negotiate with creditors to reduce or 
waive debts, or plan payment instalments. They determine if clients are eligible for government 
assistance, hardship programs or grants and assist in accessing these programs. They provide 
information on the options and consequences of debt recovery procedures, bankruptcy and other 
options. When necessary and where indicated, financial counsellors may refer clients to services such as 
community legal aid, personal counselling, gambling help or family support. 

That is a neat summary of what financial counsellors do. We can see from that summary the importance of the 
services that they provide. Financial counsellors do not just provide advice to people about how to pay their bills. 
They negotiate with financial services providers to help people make their repayments over time. They help 
people to work out a financial plan and how to work their way out of the financial crisis that they are 
experiencing. 
Hon Adele Farina: They can’t do that over the phone. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: No; they absolutely cannot do that over the phone. The irony is that at the same 
time as this government is going deeper into debt, it is also forcing, through the cutting of funding for financial 
counselling services, some of the most vulnerable people in our society to do it even tougher.  
The report found that 46 per cent, or nearly half, of the people who attended these services were on a low 
personal income of equal to or less than $20 000 a year. Of course these people would find it difficult to manage 
and to make ends meet. Yet this government is taking away vital services that assist people who live on less than 
$20 000 a year. The report found also that nearly 97 per cent of the clients of these financial counselling services 
were recipients of a Centrelink benefit, 20 per cent lived in public or community housing and 18 per cent lived in 
a share or boarding house. Again, these people are living in low-cost accommodation because they cannot afford 
accommodation of any other type. The report found that 82 per cent of these clients had experienced at least one 
financial crisis leading them to seek financial counselling services, of which the most common were credit card 
or store card debts, and utility debts. Let us come back to what I was saying before about the Barnett 
government’s increases in the cost of living over the last eight years. The report found that 40 per cent of the 
clients who went to financial counselling services had experienced a financial crisis as a result of utility debts. 
In  Western Australia, we have seen increases of 84 per cent in electricity prices over seven years, increases of 
98 per cent in water charges over eight years and increases of 81 per cent in the emergency services levy over 
seven years. The government has taken away those services that affect the most vulnerable in our community.  
This cost–benefit analysis found also that financial counselling services provide direct benefits to the people who 
use them. They also have a positive impact on businesses, governments and communities. It found that, at the 
individual level, financial counselling services enable individuals to achieve better financial outcomes and better 
budgeting, and as a result individuals experience better health and wellbeing, a reduced incidence of mental 
illness, and improved family and housing stability. The cost–benefit analysis found also that there were benefits 
to utilities and telecommunications companies, credit providers and banking sectors as a result of negotiation of 
debt reductions and manageable payment options, and provision of support through debt recovery court 
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processes. Guess what? This cost–benefit analysis also found that there were benefits to government. 
Those  benefits include a reduction in the service provision required through health systems, crisis systems and 
social security systems. So, the short-sightedness of this government in cutting $1.5 million over this year and 
each of the following years from financial counselling services will have a compounding impact on services that 
the government is providing, such as health services and crisis services, which are already over-stretched. 
This  short-sighted and poor management decision will have a direct financial impact on the government’s own 
services.  
When the government made a decision to cut these services, I talked to one of the local financial counselling 
services in the East Metropolitan Region about what the impact would be on its service. I talked to Midland 
Information, Debt and Legal Advocacy Service—MIDLAS—about the component of funding that it provides 
financial counselling services for. The component of the state government funding that it provides services for 
covers people living in the City of Swan and the Shire of Mundaring. Last year, MIDLAS saw over 1 000 people 
in financial counselling services; it provided over 1 000 people with assistance in management of debt. Although 
it is still unclear, it is likely that the real impact of cutting these services will mean that it loses about three and a 
half full-time equivalent staff. Since July last year, those three and a half full-time equivalent staff have seen 858 
people up until last week. The number of people seeing that service has increased significantly over the previous 
year. This service has a significant local reputation; it has a significant reputation to people who use the service 
in assisting them to develop financial management plans and negotiate their way out of debt. It also has a 
fantastic reputation amongst local banks and businesses that their clients owe money to in reaching agreements 
so that people do not experience financial crises, but also so the local businesses eventually get the money back 
that they are owed and it does not have a negative impact on their businesses. That is an incredible reputation to 
have, but it is a reputation that it has worked very hard to achieve. Of course, it is also a double whammy 
because it is not sure what will happen with federal funding. The consequential effect is that people will not be 
able to get assistance to sort out their financial problems and it will have a knock-on effect with increased 
pressure on government services, particularly crisis services, and also increased pressure on local businesses. 
That is just one example of the impact of this government’s poor economic decision-making and in turn, the 
impact it will have on local communities and the people, all because of this government’s poor economic 
management. 
I have just realised that I am seriously running out of time. Let me look at a couple of other impacts of this 
government’s poor economic management and impacts on local communities. It will flow through in terms of 
road safety and funding for roads; it will flow through in terms of public transport and lack of public transport; 
and lack of delivery of infrastructure. In other circumstances, this could have a positive long-term effect on the 
government’s budget, but its poor decision-making has let it down in that regard. The government’s poor 
decision-making will also have a negative impact on pensioners, particularly in cuts to rebates and concessions. 
Pensioners will also experience the impact of increased utility costs—4.5 per cent in electricity and water, and of 
course the increased cost of public transport fares. It will have a negative impact on a range of other people in 
our community because this government has made poor financial decisions in the past, and continues to make 
them right through into the future. Those poor financial decisions are reflected in this Loan Bill that requires a 
loan of $8 billion. 
HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [9.04 pm]: I rise to speak on the Loan Bill. As members will be well 
aware, the Loan Bill 2015 seeks a new Loan Act authorisation of $8 billion to meet planned general government 
purpose borrowing requirements until 30 June 2017. The last authorisation for consolidated account general 
purpose borrowings was provided by the Loan Act 2012. We were informed in the second reading of the bill 
that, based on current estimates, after 2014–15 around $1.6 billion of the Loan Act authorisation remains 
available to be utilised in 2015–16. We were further informed that the current indications for the 2015–16 budget 
estimates of borrowings to meet consolidated account requirements will be in the region of $4.5 billion, and 
$3.6 billion in 2016–17. In the second reading speech, the minister states that this is the reason a further 
authorisation is required, being the bill before the house. The $8 billion sought in the bill aims, according to the 
minister in his second reading speech, to cover the two-year period until 30 June 2017.  
There are two things that I find a bit curious about the Loan Bill that is currently before us. The first relates to 
loan bills generally. I find it curious that although we consider budgets on an annual financial year basis, we are 
asked to pass loan bills that cover two financial years, so that crosses over to the forward estimates. I find this 
curious, and would be interested to know why we do that. It is fine to pass a loan bill for what we currently need; 
we have considered the budget and been told the shortfalls and what borrowings need to be made so we have 
some context in which to make those decisions. However, with loan bills, we are actually being asked to 
consider the loan that is required for the next financial year—the one we have just considered the budget on—
but also the year forward, and I find that very curious. As members will appreciate, there is an inherent danger in 
approving a loan for 2016–17 when we are yet to see and consider the 2016–17 budget. Surely it would be 
financially prudent to have this information before us when we are considering whether a loan and the quantum 
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of that loan being sought are appropriate. We are being asked to make that decision in a vacuum. We have been 
told that the government expects to require loan borrowings of $3.6 billion in 2016–17, yet we have been 
provided with no information as to how this figure has been calculated or determined and why it is needed. 
Specifically, how will the money be spent and why can the government not manage without the loan 
borrowings? We have been provided with a very, very brief second reading speech, which basically says, “We 
want $8 billion. Thank you very much.” I do not even think it says “Thank you very much.” It says, “We want 
$8 billion,” but with no explanation as to why it needs the money, how it came to that calculation, and what is 
more, it is telling us to trust the government on what it needs next year when we have no financial context for it 
at all. I know that is not unique to this government—it has become a standard practice that loan bills are 
considered for two financial years, but it is an extraordinary set of circumstances. We, as members of Parliament, 
who should be making informed decisions, are being asked to approve loan borrowings without any context in 
which to make those decisions. In that respect, this Loan Bill is no different from previous loan bills but I do find 
the practice to be very curious, as I have said. I would be interested to get an explanation from the minister, 
whom I hope will consult the advisers and find out why we do this. 
Another aspect that I find curious is that the government repeatedly tells us not to place too much reliance on the 
forward estimates, that they can change dramatically from year to year and, in the Premier’s words, estimates are 
equivalent to the never-never. However, the government comes to this place to tell us that it needs to borrow 
$8 billion but it does not tell us how it came to that calculation, particularly when $3.6 billion of that amount is 
loan borrowings for the 2016–17 financial year. I would have thought that the government could not have it both 
ways. Either the government has relied on the forward estimates for calculating the $3.6 billion in loan 
borrowings that it requires for 2016–17 or it had a separate set of secret figures elsewhere that it needs to make 
known to us. It cannot simply argue when it suits it that we should not rely on the forward estimates and say that 
we are placing too much reliance on them as they vary from year to year and then come to this place asking us to 
authorise a loan bill authorising the advancement of moneys for 2016–17, which had to be calculated on the 
basis of the forward estimates and forward calculations. It seems to me to be a curious position. 
I call on the minister to inform the house how the amount of $3.6 billion in loan borrowings for 2016–17 has 
been calculated, whether the forward estimates were relied on in making this calculation and to provide an 
itemised list detailing how the $3.6 billion will be spent. That is not an unreasonable request. When borrowing 
money, we usually know how we intend to spend that money, yet the government has not provided that 
information to the house. If the government wants this place to consider its request to give the authorisation to 
access that sort of money, it really needs to provide some explanation of how it intends to spend it. 
In addition, I call on the minister to inform the house how the amount of $4.5 billion in loan borrowings required 
in 2015–16 was calculated and to provide an itemised list detailing how the loan borrowings will be spent. 
Again, no information has been provided at all. It makes it very difficult for members on this side of the house to 
consider a bill when we do not have any information before us on how those calculations were made and how 
that money will be spent. 
The second issue that I am curious about is how the government does its calculations. We have been told that the 
government needs $4.5 billion in loan borrowings for 2015–16 and $3.6 billion in 2016–17. That adds up to a 
total of $1.8 billion for the two years. We have also been told that around $1.6 billion of existing loan bill 
authorisation remains available to be utilised in 2015–16. This brings the total amount to $9.7 billion, which is 
$1.5 billion more than the government says it needs. The government has calculated that it needs $8.1 billion in 
loan borrowings for 2015–16 and 2016–17 and it expects about $1.6 billion to remain from the current loan 
authorisation. Surely this bill should be requesting $6.5 billion in loan borrowings. I call on the minister to 
explain why, after claiming in the second reading speech that the government needs $8 billion and having 
$1.6 billion remaining from the current authorisation, it is now asking for $8 billion in loan borrowings in the bill 
that is currently before the house. If it is the case that the government needs $9.6 billion for 2015–16 and 2016–
17, it should say so. It is a bit unclear whether it needs $8 billion or $9.6 billion. I appreciate that the government 
might want to provide a bit of a buffer because it cannot be 100 per cent accurate to the dollar on what it needs, 
but suggesting that a $1.5 billion buffer is needed is ridiculous. The government really needs to explain whether 
it needs $8.1 billion for the 2015–16 and 2016–17 financial years or $9.6 billion. On my calculations, that is 
what it will end up with if we approve the bill tonight and it does not spend the $1.6 billion that it has in its 
authorisations and it carries that forward. 
Hon Helen Morton: Did you go to the briefing on it? 
Hon ADELE FARINA: No, I did not go to the briefing but I look forward to the minister explaining it to me. 
Maybe there is an explanation for this. I did not go to the briefing. I am curious to know what is being proposed. 
We are told in the second reading speech that $8 billion is required. It adds up to $8.1 billion but let us not 
haggle about the $0.1 billion. In reality, the government will have $9.6 billion available to it. The minister said in 
the second reading speech that $1.6 billion in the current loan authorisation will be available in 2015–16 and 

 [6] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 16 June 2015] 

 p4283b-4292a 
Hon Alanna Clohesy; Hon Adele Farina 

then the government asked for another $8 billion on top of that. That is what the bill stated. I do not know why 
the minister is shaking her head. 
Hon Helen Morton: It is okay. You’ll find out. You are going to wait until I respond, so I can tell you. That is 
what I am saying. I can’t tell you right now. I will tell you when I respond. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Okay. 

Hon Ken Travers: She wants us to go into committee. It is as clear as mud. 

Hon Helen Morton: Of course I do because I want you to ask all those questions and get them answered 
because you didn’t go to the briefing. I’ll make sure you get those answers. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! The time for the committee is not now. That is the time 
when there will be conversation across the chamber. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: We have before us the third multibillion-dollar loan bill presented by this government. 
In 2009, the government presented a loan bill seeking authorisation for $8.3 billion in loan borrowings and in 
2012, it presented a loan bill asking for authorisation of $5 billion. The bill currently before us is again asking 
for $8 billion. It is interesting to note that the first loan bill in 2009 was presented during the global financial 
crisis. With the global financial crisis over, the government is again asking for the significant loan borrowing of 
$8 billion with no explanation of why it is needed. This is very concerning. What is happening with the 
government’s financial management or, more accurately, lack of financial management that necessitates a Loan 
Bill of $8 billion? That is something that the minister really needs to answer and explain to the house. 
The  explanation was certainly not provided in the second reading speech. As members all know, the second 
reading speech is supposed to explain the policy of the bill. We would think that it would be reasonable to expect 
that the government would provide some explanation of why it is asking this Parliament to authorise loan 
borrowings of $8 billion. 

Hon Kate Doust: It’s an Oliver Twist speech—just give me more! 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I think Hon Kate Doust is right; it is just an Oliver Twist effort to give the government 
more. That seems to be what we are hearing from the government all the time: “Trust us, just give us more, it 
will all be fine.” The government really needs to provide a few explanations. We need to know why the money is 
needed. We need to know how the finances of our state are being run by the government and why the 
government has argued that the Loan Bill is urgent. We need answers. We need the government to provide an 
explanation about these matters either in its response to the second reading debate or in committee. 

The government’s first Loan Bill was sought after it won the 2008 election. The state’s finances were in an 
excellent position at that time, having been very carefully managed by Labor’s Treasurer, Hon Eric Ripper, who 
was a very tight-fisted Treasurer. 
Hon Ken Travers: He was a responsible Treasurer—and the last one we had in this state. 
Hon ADELE FARINA: Absolutely, he was a very responsible Treasurer and the record speaks for itself in that 
he left the government with only $3 billion in net state debt. I remember trying to get $100 000 from him for a 
particular project in my electorate and I can honestly say that I have never been through such a tough time as I 
went through when I tried to get $100 000 out of Hon Eric Ripper. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: Is that why the regions were in such bad shape? 
Hon ADELE FARINA: It was not just because it was a regional area, honourable member. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: You call it responsible; we call it failure. 
Hon ADELE FARINA: No, honourable member, it was not because it was a region; it was because it had not 
been budgeted for and it needed to go through the budget process. Hon Eric Ripper wanted to make sure that he 
delivered the budget with the amounts that he said he would have at the end of that budget financial year, unlike 
this government, which just keeps spending and spending and leaving it for somebody else to sort out later. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: How did you feel about him at that time? Did you remonstrate with him? 
Hon ADELE FARINA: I eventually got the money. He was a good bloke. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: So you bullied him!  
Hon ADELE FARINA: No, I did not bully him. It was a very long discussion, though! 
Hon Simon O’Brien: Robust. 
Hon ADELE FARINA: It was a very robust discussion, yes. 
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When the government came to power, it had only $3 billion in net state debt. By 2009, it was asking Parliament 
for $8.3 billion in loan borrowings to pay for the Premier’s spending spree. That spending spree continues 
unabated and that is the reason the state has lost its AAA credit rating and the reason Parliament is being asked 
for further authorisation for loan borrowings. This government simply has not understood that it cannot continue 
to live beyond its means; the government does not understand this simple truth. It needs to operate within its 
means and if it is going to keep borrowing money, eventually it will get into a situation in which it cannot pay it 
back and it becomes a big burden. We are already well beyond that point. 

What is startling is that the midyear review released in December clearly showed a significant deterioration in 
the state’s finances and that a loan bill would be required or dramatic action to cut spending was needed. The 
government has failed to make the spending cuts that are needed and the forward estimates provide little comfort 
in this regard; hence, the reason for this Loan Bill. What is particularly concerning is that the Loan Bill is for 
general purposes; it is not to build much-needed infrastructure, which would be an investment into the future. 
It  is to pay for salaries and paperclips, effectively; it is for general purposes. The question that we should all be 
asking ourselves is: how did the government get itself into this position? What salaries are being paid out of the 
loan borrowings? Certainly, in the South West Region, there have been a significant number of cuts to public 
service positions. The Department of Agriculture and Food has been savaged; likewise, the Forest Products 
Commission has been absolutely savaged. The Tourism WA office in Bunbury has closed, the Water 
Corporation has had massive cuts to staff, and the list goes on. In fact, I have been told by a constituent who 
recently needed to go to the Water Corporation that when he rolled up to the office in Bunbury with some 
documents that he needed to lodge and got to the reception floor, the reception was boarded up. There was 
nobody to talk to and he could not find where to leave the documents that he wanted to lodge with the Water 
Corporation. He looked around for a buzzer to press, as he thought there would be a buzzer or doorbell that he 
could ring so that someone could attend to his needs, but there was nothing. The reception area was totally 
boarded up and there was no buzzer to press, so he left with the documents. This is a really sad and concerning 
situation. We have very few departmental offices in the regions and there have been savage cuts to the full-time 
equivalents of the ones that we do have to the point at which the Water Corporation cannot even keep its 
reception area open, yet we are being told that the government needs $8 billion in loan borrowings for general 
purposes. I would like an explanation about where this money is being spent, because I can tell members right 
now that it is not being spent in the south west and I doubt that it is being spent in any regional area. If we are 
not getting additional services and we are not maintaining the service level that we had prior to this government 
coming to office, what is the government doing with the money? I certainly do not have an answer to that. 
We  were promised 500 additional police officers. I will be lucky if I can count on one hand the number of 
additional police officers the south west has received. How does that happen? Where are these 500 additional 
police officers going, because they are certainly not coming to the south west, despite the fact that it has the 
largest population growth outside the metropolitan area? How does this work? Where is the $8 billion going? 

Hon Peter Collier: It might be a very lawful society in the south west. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: If the Leader of the House talked to our police officers and had attended the recent ice 
forum and the various forums we have had in Withers about the numerous drug houses there, I think he would 
appreciate that we do have a few problems in the south west. We are not unique; we are like every other area, 
and we need police officers to manage those problems. If the government is borrowing an additional $8 billion to 
spend on general purposes, such as salaries and the like, I would like an explanation about why the number of 
public officer jobs in the south west is decreasing and why we are not able to at least maintain the level of 
service. The government needs to provide some explanation. 

In addition, we are seeing massive cuts in funding to the non-government sector and, as a result, a lot of job 
losses. I received a phone call today from my staff, who had received a phone call from a person with autism 
who phoned the office to say that he was very unhappy. That was about the best explanation that he could 
provide. We know that he receives services from a non-government organisation whose funding has been cut. 
We need to now make contact with that organisation to find out exactly what is happening and find another body 
that will provide services for this constituent and then talk to him to ensure that he is able to work through the 
transition. This is a problem. I was working in the office on Saturday and I received an email from a constituent 
who has a disabled child and cannot access support services for that child in the south west region. The parent is 
really distraught and I have asked my office to arrange for me to meet with the family when I am next in the 
electorate on Friday. It is really concerning when we are continually being confronted by constituents who are 
unable to access what should be basic services and basic supports. They are being told by the Disability Services 
Commission that there is no money for them to be able to access services because they live in regional Western 
Australia. That is really concerning. I will be trying to get some answers to that once I have all the information I 
need after the meeting on Friday. What the government really needs to explain is why all this is happening in the 
context of the government asking for $8 billion in loan borrowings for general purposes. I really need to know 
where that money is being spent. I would like be able to access the services for that family that they need, but if I 
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cannot, I need to be able to explain to them why this government has come to Parliament asking for $8 billion in 
loan borrowings, yet cannot provide their child who has disabilities with the services that that child needs to 
manage through life. For the family it is a very distressing situation. 

Hon Helen Morton: You don’t know any information about the family at this stage? 
Hon ADELE FARINA: I do not know it yet, but I have asked my office to arrange a meeting on Friday, when I 
am back in the electorate, and I hope to get that information. This is not a unique incident. I am hearing time and 
again about the difficulty of accessing basic services in a region that is fast growing. There are enormous 
demand pressures that are outstripping the rate of service provision, which this government is cutting in the 
south west, yet it is asking to borrow $8 billion in order to keep up that service delivery. I do not really 
understand what is going wrong with the calculation and why the south west is not getting the level of service 
provision it needs, particularly for a fast-growing area. We have rapid population growth; we have had it for the 
last 10 years. It has been sustained and it will continue well into the future, and for reasons I do not understand, 
we have had very little investment in critical public infrastructure. In fact, since the “Roads to Export” document 
was released not long after this government won office back in 2008, I have been raising the issue of the critical 
infrastructure projects that are needed. They are critical infrastructure routes into Bunbury port, which is 
absolutely critical in growing industry and growing jobs in the region, yet with the exception of those projects 
for which funding had been committed by the former Labor government, not one cent has been spent by this 
government. Not one cent has been committed to those other projects by this government despite the fact that 
they are absolutely critical. Our freight rail lines into Bunbury port are at capacity. We cannot attract new 
industry into the south west that needs to export its goods out of Bunbury port without improving that 
infrastructure, yet there has been no discussion by this government about addressing that problem at all. Perhaps 
Hon Ken Travers can remind me whether phase 2 or phase 3 of the Bunbury Outer Ring Road has been built. 
It  is only one phase out of three phases that have been built, which makes it useless. We need the whole thing 
built. The government funded that one phase, but the other two phases are not even on the horizon to be funded 
at any time in the future, and again, it is an absolutely critical bit of infrastructure that is needed in the south 
west. It is not on this government’s radar at all, yet the government continues to grow debt borrowings at a rapid 
rate, but we are not getting any benefit for it in the South West Region. 
When Mr Barnett came into government, the state had a state net debt that was manageable, at around $3 billion. 
State debt is at around $25 billion now and well on its way to $31 billion in 2017–18. These are really shocking 
figures. This is an absolutely massive amount of debt. It certainly shows that we are not living within our means 
at all. I know that some members opposite have said that borrowing is good and that it is a standard part of doing 
business; we have to borrow money to do business and it is necessary. I accept that up to a point there is some 
merit to that argument. Yes, we do borrow money for critical infrastructure that improves the business or the 
asset base of the business. But that is not what the government is doing here. The government is not doing that at 
all with this Loan Bill 2015 that we are being asked to authorise. It is also critical when we borrow money in 
business, that we actually borrow an amount that we know we can service into the future. What we are seeing is 
that this government does not have the capacity; it does not have a plan or a strategy of how it is going to service 
the $8 billion in loan authorisations that it seeks from Parliament in this bill. It certainly does not have a strategy 
or a plan for how it will service the in excess of $31 billion state net debt that it is fast running up. It cannot 
continue to borrow money and not start to address either the rate at which it is spending it, and start curbing that 
spending, or how it is going to service that loan repayment. This government is sitting quietly, continuing to rack 
up the debt, without providing any explanation as to how we are going to be able to service that debt, and that is 
a significant problem. 
I listened with great interest to Hon Darren West’s contribution and his analysis and calculations that he did to 
work out how much money we would need to service the debt that we are racking up. Although I have not had 
time to go back and check the calculations, and I am certainly not really good with compound interest either—
we can put that on the record—I am quite happy to just to accept the analysis that he provided. What was really 
telling, in the analysis that he provided, is just how big a burden we are placing on our shoulders and the 
shoulders of future generations, in paying back the loan borrowings that we are making. They are huge. They are 
absolutely massive, and we do not have from this government any skerrick of information about how we are 
going to pay this back. If the government has not been able to rein in its spending so as not to create the debt in 
the first place, what confidence can we possibly have that it is going to be able to pay it? Will we be in a position 
in which we will be taking out a loan to repay the previous loan borrowing? That seems to me exactly where we 
are headed. We do not have a plan from the government about how we are going to pay back state net debt, 
which is ramping its way up to $31 billion. The government is now asking for an addition $8 billion and it has 
given us no plan about how we will service and repay that loan. Will we seriously come back to this place in six 
months’ time or a years’ time saying, “Well, you know that loan you approved in 2015? We now need a loan to 
pay the interest repayments because we are still struggling; we still haven’t been able to curb our spending.” 

 [9] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 16 June 2015] 

 p4283b-4292a 
Hon Alanna Clohesy; Hon Adele Farina 

The  government cannot keep spending at this rate and expect it not to have consequences for the future. It is 
going to have consequences. Those consequences are here and now and we need to start dealing with them. 
The government needs to start providing answers to questions that are being asked in not only this place but also 
households right across the state. How are we going to pay all this debt that we are accumulating? What is it 
going to cost individual households? Under this government, we have seen massive increases in household 
costs—absolutely massive increases. People have really struggled with that financial burden on the household. 
What is clear is that we are going to have to double or triple—perhaps even higher—the impost on households in 
order to repay the debt that this state is accumulating. Quite frankly, most households cannot withstand that sort 
of pressure. We are not going to be able to go down that path because households simply cannot withstand that 
amount of debt being asked of them—that increase in costs, in fees and services.  

Where will the government get the money to pay this back? We have all heard of the government’s 60 per cent 
policy, as I refer to it, by which if public servants resign or leave their positions, they are replaced at 60 per cent 
of pay. That is a curious proposition. Does it mean that for the next person the job is advertised at 60 per cent of 
the pay that the person who left was being paid? I really do not think anyone would take the job up and work 
alongside a colleague who is being paid 40 per cent more than they are for the same job they are doing. I really 
do not think that is a realistic proposition and I really do not think that is what the government has in mind. 
It  really means that there will be only a 60 per cent replacement factor for vacancies. How long can that possibly 
be sustained? We have already seen massive cuts in public service jobs. I do not think our agriculture department 
has a science section left. It used to do some outstanding research. Even the Forest Products Commission did 
outstanding research. They have been absolutely gutted. If this 60 per cent policy means that only 60 per cent of 
vacancies will be filled, it might be able to be sustained for a year in some agencies, but I would struggle to 
identify any agencies carrying that sort of fat after eight years of this government. I do not exactly know how the 
government will apply that figure. It is a struggle to know how it will achieve that. I know the staff at the 
curriculum unit of the education department have been savaged as well and they are really struggling. It gets to a 
point at which the public service cannot be savaged anymore without cutting the service altogether, in that the 
service is no longer provided. It can only be cut back so far, and if the government seriously thinks that the 
amount of debt it is accumulating will be managed and serviced by the 60 per cent policy—really, that is all the 
government has offered—it is kidding itself, because it is just not achievable. It is fanciful. The government 
needs to come to this place with a much better explanation about how it will service this debt it is incurring.  

I can tell the government right now that the capacity of most households to pay further increases in fees and 
services is non-existent. As Hon Alanna Clohesy mentioned, free financial counselling for struggling households 
has been cut in the metro area and it is unclear what is happening in regional Western Australia. If the money is 
continued this financial year, the expectation is that it will be cut next financial year. This is a capacity-building 
service. It is a service that helps people who are struggling. It helps identify what training and skill development 
they need to be able to manage their budgets and what additional help they need in case they may have some 
alcohol and drug dependency problems that need to be addressed as well, and they are linked up with those 
services. It is about capacity building. It is about them being told they can be helped and that their financial 
problems can be managed now. They can be taught how to manage a budget, made responsible and be put back 
on their feet. They can be helped and guided. Those services can hold those people’s hands and step them 
through the process; if they stumble they will be there to pick them up and reset their policy settings and carry 
them on through. This government is saying it will now stop funding this capacity-building stuff and people can 
just ring a helpline. That is just ridiculous; it is fantasy. I asked my office to ring a helpline, which I will not 
name. The office phoned and got an answering machine, so a message was left. This would have been about 
eight months ago and we are still waiting for a return call. 

Hon Helen Morton: Was it a financial counselling service? 

Hon ADELE FARINA: No, it was not; it was worse than that. 

Hon Helen Morton: What was it then? 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I will not name the service, but is a sort of service a person might contact if they had 
suicidal tendencies, if they were at breaking point, and the helpline never returned the call. I got the office to 
phone again a week later. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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