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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 1) 2002 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 2) 2002 

Second Reading - Cognate Debate 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR WALDRON (Wagin) [2.56 pm]:  I had hoped to finish my speech before question time but, like my cover 
drive, the timing is not always there! 
Mr Kobelke:  I am sure it will improve with practice. 

Mr WALDRON:  I think my best days are gone! 

I want to reiterate a few points I made earlier.  We are all Western Australians whether we live in the city or the 
country.  The Government talks about fairness and equity and one vote, one value, but this budget does not treat 
country Western Australia and the city equally.  That was made clear in this place yesterday and today.  I agree 
with fairness and equity; however, the Government does not apply it.  The one vote, one value legislation 
typifies this and the budget reinforces it.  I spoke earlier about communities and people.  That is what it is all 
about; we work for people and communities across Western Australia.  I obviously include the metropolitan 
area. 

I have acknowledged positive aspects of the budget and I welcome them.  However, I urge the Government to 
ensure that a reasonable amount of funding is made available for projects in country Western Australia.  It 
should not be done willy-nilly, but responsibly and where needed.  Country people do not want handouts or 
preferential treatment but they do want honesty, fairness and equity.  This budget does not deliver that. 

MR BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.58 pm]:  We have heard a lot of 
talk since the budget speech was delivered about how austere this budget is.  The Government has gone to great 
pains to establish the perception that it is not a big spending Government and that this is a responsible budget.  
Since the Treasurer’s budget speech it has been interesting to spend time examining the budget papers.  Now that 
members have had time to do that, it seems clear that the Government’s statements are very different from the 
reality.  We are very fortunate because there are a number of accountability benchmarks to deal with budget 
matters.  They help to ensure that people can work out the truth of the situation, regardless of the gloss that the 
Government paints over its budget and the colour cartoon caricatures that it pays to have printed in The West 
Australian.  The initial response from groups such as the Chamber of Commerce and Industry was to fall hook, 
line and sinker for the Government’s statement that it was not a big taxing or big spending budget.   

Members of the Liberal Party have spent some time over the past few days looking at the detailed budget figures 
and comparing them to the figures released before the Labor Party took office in February last year.  I will go 
through some of those figures because they are very revealing.  We are lucky because the previous Government 
introduced this pre-election budget statement process.  Whatever happened - whether or not there was a change 
of government - we knew the budget situation immediately prior to the election.  We knew the estimates for that 
fiscal year and could make comparisons.   

I will refer to the operating expenditures over which the Government claims it has such tight control.  The pre-
election budget statement indicated that for the financial year 2000-01, the total operating expenditure would be 
$10.1439 billion.  In September 2001, when Labor handed down its first budget, that figure had increased by 
$132 million, up to $10.2764 billion.  Three months later, according to the December 2001 midyear review, that 
figure had increased a further $161 million, up to $10.4379 billion.  The adjusted figure in the recent budget is 
about $8 million less.  

From February 2000 until this year’s budget was handed down, expenditure grew by $285.5 million.  
Expenditure blew out by $285 million in the four months from February to June!  The pre-election budget 
statement provided for expenditure of $10.1172 billion in 2001-02.  By the time the budget was handed down a 
few months later, that had increased to $10.6619 billion, and in the midyear review it had increased to 
$10.7975 million.  In this year’s budget, the figure is $10.8516 billion.  Compared with the pre-election budget 
statement figure, expenditure has grown by more than $734 million in 2001-02.   

Let us consider the financial year due to start on 1 July.  The pre-election budget statement provided for 
$10.3229 billion worth of expenditure, and this budget provides for $11.0444 billion.  That is an increase of 
$721.5 million since the February 2000 election.  In the 15 months since the election, until this budget was 
handed down, this State has experienced an expenditure blow-out of $734 million.  That is an increase of 7.2 per 
cent in government expenditure.   

It is interesting to look at what will happen throughout this term of government - hopefully the only term of the 
Gallop Government.  According to the February pre-election budget statement, by 2004-05 expenditure will 
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have grown by $2.8545 billion; that is, $2 854.5 million extra expenditure growth throughout this term of 
government.  This Government would have us believe that it has introduced austere budgets.   

The cumulative growth in revenue over this term of government will be $3.6835 billion.  From February 2000 
until 2004-05, this State’s expenditure will blow out by more than $2.8 billion and its revenue will blow out by 
more than $3.6 billion.  Taxes have been substantially increased during the first year of this Government.  
Government expenditure and revenue collection have also blown out dramatically, and that will have a 
cumulative effect over the next few years.   

Members can be forgiven for experiencing a sense of deja vu.  The Labor Government’s final budgets in the 
early 1990s followed the same pattern.  That is hardly surprising given that the Premier, the Treasurer and the 
Attorney General were ministers in those WA Inc days.  What we are seeing now is very much a repeat of the 
strategy applied at that time: spend big, tax big and reap the money over the full term in office.  

The pre-election budget statement provides a very clear, concise and objective assessment of the State’s financial 
situation before the Labor Party came to power.  These budget figures should be compared with those figures.  
Such a comparison reveals a significant blow-out in expenditure.  The Government’s statement that it has 
exercised discipline and handed down an austere budget is not true.  We are staring down the barrel of a number 
of examples indicating that this year’s budget is already blowing out.  About 90 minutes after the Treasurer 
delivered his budget speech, a question was asked in the upper House of Hon Tom Stephens about a government 
announcement of a $32 million initiative to help homeless people.  The minister was asked - 

Where is the funding shown in the budget papers?   

That is a simple question.  Hon Tom Stephens replied - 

The budget was cast on 15 April.  The cabinet decision about the homelessness strategy was made on 
29 April.  

He goes on to say that $10.5 million will be pulled out of the current budget.  It will be interesting to see from 
where.  He continued - 

The remaining funds do not appear in the budget papers because the decision to expend them was made 
14 days after the decision relating to the casting of the budget.  

Guess what?  A $20 million black hole was discovered in the budget 90 minutes after the Treasurer handed it 
down.  

Mr Edwards:  That is a significant sum of money.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It is a massive sum.  That is more than $20 million which cannot be accounted for 
and which is not mentioned in the budget.  It is the subject of a cabinet decision and the Government must find 
the funding.  It must be borne in mind that we have not had a great deal of time to go through the detail of the 
Government’s budget, and we have not had the budget estimates committee hearings yet.  However, that is not 
the only example we have found of looming budget blow-outs.  There are more.  I will give another example.  In 
the Legislative Council, Hon Kim Chance was asked a question by Hon Murray Criddle that related to salinity 
funding and also to cuts of some $2.5 million in the Department of Agriculture’s budget.  Hon Kim Chance said 
- 

. . . however . . . the $2.5 million - 

That is the cut to the agriculture budget - 

would have evaporated had we brought into the budget salinity funding, which we have not yet put into 
programs as a result of the delay in signing the intergovernmental agreement with the Commonwealth 
on the national action plan. 

The Government has not yet brought this into the budget.  He goes on to say - 

As a result, much of the money for those purposes, whether allocated or not, has been parked in other 
agencies’ budgets.  I refer members particularly to the budgets of the Water and Rivers Commission 
and CALM in which a substantial amount of salinity money is parked but not yet allocated. 

How absolutely extraordinary.  That was on 16 May.  We have this highly disciplined budget, but the 
Government is parking wads of money in other portfolio areas, ready to bring them in for salinity funding at 
some stage.  However, not all the money for salinity funding is parked in these other agencies.  According to the 
minister, “much” and “a substantial amount” of it is, but how much of this money is not parked in other 
agencies’ budgets and will be required in this year’s budget?  If we are talking in the tens of millions of dollars, 
we could already have seen a budget blow-out of $40 million or $50 million.  They are just two examples that 
we have been able to find already of a total lack of discipline in this budget. 
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In question time today, we heard the Attorney General indicate, in response to an interjection from the member 
for Kalgoorlie, that there would be a significant impact on the prisons budget as a result of the new DNA 
legislation.  I do not see that that has been provided for anywhere in this budget.  How much will that add to the 
budget blow-out?   

By comparison with the pre-election budget indicators, this budget represents a cumulative total expenditure 
growth of more than $2.8 billion for this term of government.  With this year’s budget alone, we are staring 
down the barrel of a number of significant budget blow-outs, and that is in addition to some of the other more 
onerous components of this Government’s budget strategy.   

The Leader of the Opposition went to great lengths to point out the increase in net debt under this Government.  
Already we are looking at an increase in net debt of almost $1.5 billion.  However, the forward estimates 
indicate that during this Government’s term in office, the increase in net debt will be almost $2 billion.  That is 
absolutely staggering.  Of course, the Premier and the Treasurer have tried to say that they have had to increase 
taxes because the commonwealth programs have been cut, and the federal government people are a load of 
wicked ogres.   

However, when one looks at the commonwealth programs, some interesting facts and figures are revealed.  The 
first point is that a number of programs that are funded by the Commonwealth or administered through the State 
do not appear in this year’s budget, whereas they were in last year’s budget.  For example, the national rail 
network funding of $18 million for 2001-02 does not appear in this year’s budget.  The first home owners 
scheme, which was administered through the State, represents a reduction of $92 million of expenditure in this 
year’s budget.  Another category that has the lovely little title of “other” shows a reduction in expenditure from 
the Commonwealth of $50 million.  When those three examples are tallied up on their own, they amount to 
around $270 million.  These are commonwealth programs administered through the State, but they have a 
bearing on the bottom line of the State’s budget.  In effect, it is not state money.  However, if the commonwealth 
expenditure in these areas decreases, obviously the state budget expenditure decreases also.  With just those 
three examples, the bottom line of this state budget has been reduced by some $270 million artificially.  In other 
words, the Government is not comparing apples with apples, because, in the way it has presented the budget, it 
has not compensated in any way for these one-off changes in expenditure from the Commonwealth.  Let us take 
that $270 million into account.  One could say that the increase in expenditure, according to the Government, is 
$193 million.  If the $270 million is added to give a figure of $463 million or thereabouts, there would be an 
increase in government expenditure this year of four per cent, not the 1.8 per cent that the Government is trying 
to have us believe it is responsible for.  They are just three examples that we have been able to find in which the 
Government has not compared apples with apples.  In fact, when one looks at the situation on a fairer and more 
equitable basis, one finds that the Government is responsible for an increase in expenditure this year that is well 
in excess of the deflator figure that it has used in the budget, or any consumer price index figure that is expected 
for Western Australia.  It is a four per cent increase instead of 1.8 per cent when apples are compared with 
apples. 

There has already been a massive increase in debt of $1.5 million and an increase in expenditure of $721 million; 
and all this for what?  First of all, there is no doubt whatsoever that this is a very citycentric budget.  We went 
through the budget to ascertain what the capital expenditures were for each region and for the metropolitan area.  
It would not surprise members on this side of the House to know that the expenditures in the metropolitan area 
absolutely dwarf the expenditures in regional Western Australia, despite the fact that regional Western Australia 
has a number of unique needs that, quite frankly, need to be addressed in the context of capital works funding.  
Therefore, this is a very citycentric budget. 

There has been a massive cut in road funding.  Therefore, despite debt increasing by $1.5 million, despite an 
increase in expenditure under this Government of $721 million, despite this year’s budget blowing out already 
and despite the Government cooking the books so that it looks like it has a very small budget expenditure, the 
Government has not been prepared to put any of this money into roadworks.  In fact, the capital works program 
for Main Roads shows that in 2000-01 the department spent almost $510 million on capital works.  That figure 
has been reduced in this year’s budget to $322 million.  The forward estimates show that by 2005-06 the Labor 
Government will have decreased road funding to barely more than $220 million - from $510 million down to 
$220 million.  It has absolutely gutted road funding. 

Ms Hodson-Thomas:  Decimated it. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Absolutely decimated it, as the member for Carine just said.   

Mrs Edwardes:  And then has the cheek to blame the federal Government.   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It tries to put the blame on the federal Government.  However, as we will see in a 
minute, that blame definitely cannot stick in that area. 
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Several members interjected. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Members opposite should wait for this.  When they get their briefings from their 
Treasurer, my advice to them is that they should ask a few questions. 

Mr Whitely:  Could I ask you a serious question? 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I love taking interjections, as the member knows.  Fire away. 

Mr Whitely:  You commented upon the performance of our State as outlined in the budget, and you claimed that 
the surplus is not really a surplus.  Let’s look at the performance over the past year of the federal Government - a 
Government of your ilk.  It promised a surplus and delivered a deficit.  Compare that with us.  We promised a 
surplus and delivered a greater surplus.  Who do you think has credibility in financial management - your mob or 
us?  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will touch on commonwealth grants in a moment.  The member will love what I 
have to say.   

A range of important programs, such as the infill sewerage program, have been gutted.  We have considerable 
problems in our health system, such as ambulance bypasses and growing waiting lists.  At a budget breakfast the 
other day in Bunbury, Hon Kim Chance was asked about health, and he said that this budget would not fix the 
health situation.  He went on to say that next year’s budget would not fix the health situation, and the following 
year’s budget probably would not fix the health situation either.  What is this Government doing if it is not fixing 
the problems in our health portfolio?  

The fine print in the budget contains some other bad news.  For example, the economic indicators show that this 
State will be locked into an unemployment rate of 6.25 per cent for the duration of the forward estimates period.  
This is despite the fact that the Treasurer has boasted that this State has $87 billion worth of potential projects.  It 
is clear from this budget that the benefits of those projects are not being passed on to the people of Western 
Australia.  Under this Government we have had massive increases in taxation.  We have had the old Brian Burke 
budget bible technique.  Former Premier Brian Burke used to whack up all the taxes in his first year in office, 
and he would then reap the benefits for the next three years.  That is exactly what is happening under the Gallop 
Labor Government.  We have had a massive increase in state debt, which will be almost $2 billion under this 
Government.  The fine print of the budget reveals also that despite that $87 billion worth of potential projects, 
there will be reduced growth in business investment over the coming years.  That probably explains to a large 
extent why the Government has admitted in the fine print of the budget that unemployment will be locked in at 
6.25 per cent for the duration of the forward estimates period.   

The fine print of the budget contains another interesting economic indicator.  I refer to page 100 of budget paper 
No 3, which, under the components of gross state product, details the contribution to growth from public sector 
investment.  In 2000-01, the contribution to gross state product from public investment in this State was 0.5 per 
cent.  In 2001-02, that declined to 0.25 per cent.  However, this year it will be zero.  That is an absolute disgrace.  
Next year, it will be a negative 0.25 per cent.  That is hardly surprising when we consider what is happening with 
Main Roads funding, and with the infill sewerage program and other major programs.  In other words, this 
Government is not investing in important infrastructure for our children’s future.  Our children and our 
grandchildren will be paying the price of this Government’s budget strategy.  They will be paying the price of 
the increase in taxes and in debt, and of the reduced capital expenditure in vital areas such as roads.  We all 
know that a typical road has a 30-year lifespan.  If we do not spend money on maintaining the road system, it 
will cost us more in the long-term.  This is exactly why this budget will be paid for by future generations.   

I will now touch on commonwealth funding, because we have had some interjections, and because the 
Government has been crying poor and has been blaming the Commonwealth for all its woes.  When we look at 
budget documents such as these, it is very important that we compare apples with apples.  I have mentioned 
former Premier Brian Burke.  I remember that his Government performed a swiftie in one of its budgets.  It 
removed three per cent of expenditure and revenue from the budget of the Water Corporation, and, because of 
the way the budget operated back then, it was thereby able to reduce its bottom line by three per cent and say, 
“We have delivered a responsible budget and we have taken a disciplined approach to government expenditure”, 
when in fact all it had done was shift some figures on paper.   

When we look at this set of budget papers, we need to make some adjustments if we are to compare apples with 
apples.  For example, $48 million of commonwealth expenditure - namely, the first home buyers scheme - is 
administered directly by the State.  There has also been a drop in oil prices, which has affected royalty revenue 
to the State.  I do not think anyone would argue that it is the Commonwealth’s fault that royalty revenues from 
oil have dropped.  We cannot really sheet home the blame to the Commonwealth for any reductions in that area.  
However, it is interesting that when we discount these factors, the adjusted figure for commonwealth funding to 
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the State in 2000-01 is $4.3077 billion, in 2001-02 is $4.7862 billion, and in this budget is $4.8464 billion.  That 
means - lo and behold - that we have an increase in funding from the Commonwealth of $538.7 million.  
Therefore, when we compare apples with apples, this State Government is not doing as badly as it would have us 
believe.   

In summary, this Government is a big taxing and big spending Government, despite what it would have us 
believe.  There has been a cumulative blow-out in expenditure of more than $2.8 billion, and a blow-out in 
revenue of more than $3.6 billion.  Net debt has increased, and will continue to increase, to the tune of nearly 
$2 billion.  A range of government programs have been cut.  A government minister has admitted publicly that 
the health situation will not be resolved by this budget, the next budget or the budget after that.  Unemployment 
will be locked in at 6.25 per cent.  The contribution to growth from business investment will continue to decline 
over the next three years.  The contribution to growth from public investment will go into negative figures in the 
next budget.  That is a price that our children will have to pay in years to come, and it is a situation that the next 
Government in two and half years will have to work very hard to rectify.  

I will now touch on accountability.  During the past year and half, this Government has made a song and dance 
about how it is complying with strict accountability guidelines.  However, in this budget the Government is not 
prepared to be totally accountable.  The Procedure and Privileges Committee, which comprises members of both 
the Liberal Party and the Labor Party and which obviously is dominated by Labor Party members, recommended 
strongly in its report to this Chamber on 18 April that off-budget agencies should be able to be scrutinised as part 
of the budget estimates process.  This is very important.  Off-budget agencies account for a significant 
proportion of public sector expenditure and revenue raising.  Page 153 of budget paper No 3 lists the public non-
financial corporations and the public financial corporations.  These include a range of organisations such as port 
authorities, Western Power and Homeswest.  Members have been frustrated that they have not been able to ask 
questions about those type of agencies during the budget estimates process.  The bipartisan Procedure and 
Privileges Committee suggested changing that practice.  It recommended that from this year onwards during the 
budget estimates process, members should have access to information from those off-budget agencies.  It will 
come as no surprise to members on this side of the Chamber that the Government does not intend off-budget 
items to be available for scrutiny as part of the budget process, and it is no wonder.  I have just referred to the 
cuts to Main Roads and the Water Corporation programs.  I imagine that the Government would be extremely 
embarrassed about those matters and does not want them to be subject to scrutiny.   

The Government is not keen for non-financial corporations sector items - for example, the Perth urban railway 
development program - to be subject to scrutiny.  We must wonder why the Government does not want this sort 
of scrutiny when three Labor Party members on the bipartisan committee recommended that that type of scrutiny 
should be available to all members of Parliament.  That demonstrates that the Government says one thing and 
does another.  The Government said that it had a disciplined budget strategy; however, the truth is that the 
budget has blown out by $2.8 billion.  The Government says that it is open and accountable, but it will not let the 
Opposition ask questions about Main Roads, Homeswest, the Water Corporation or the Perth urban railway 
development program.  To use an expression that the Premier might have used a while ago, the Government does 
not walk the walk; it simply talks the talk.   

I refer to a matter that is firmly and squarely the responsibility of the Commonwealth but which touches on a 
number of state government programs and goes to the issue of community responsibility for all Western 
Australian citizens.  Recently, an extensive inquiry was conducted into social welfare payments.  It would 
surprise a lot of members to have read that 16 per cent of welfare recipients were not keen to get back into the 
work force.  They are happy to take their benefits but do not want to make a contribution to the community in 
return for those benefits.  We all recognise that components of our current welfare system exacerbate, if not 
cause, a range of problems.  Some members talk about problems in communities up north where alcohol is 
abused and welfare payments are used for irresponsible purposes.  However, I will veer away from that because I 
think members are well aware of the situation.  A teenage child from a family in my electorate was assisted to 
leave home by being given welfare benefits.  That teenage girl ended up in the hands of a drug clique and she 
became addicted to drugs.  To put it bluntly, she fell in with the wrong crowd.  Despite considerable efforts by 
her parents to get her back home and despite pleas from her parents to the various welfare agencies to help in 
that end, the teenage girl is still living on her own.   

I will demonstrate the type of things that are wrong with our welfare system today.  That teenager, who is 16 
years old, applied to Centrelink for a loan of $500.  When I became aware of this, I intervened on behalf of the 
family.  We discovered that that loan was not for a genuine purpose.  It was not going to be used for any 
important requirement; it was to be used to book a hotel for a weekend with some of her mates and have a good 
weekend on the town.  That is what happens to some aspects of our welfare system, but not all.  We have a 
compassionate society of which I am proud.  Everyone accepts that our welfare society can operate very 
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efficiently and in a fair and equitable manner.  However, people do not like to see taxpayers’ money being 
squandered or abused.   

We must ensure that, wherever possible, people on welfare benefits make every effort to find work and that they 
endeavour to contribute to the good of the community.  Enter the smart card.  I would like this State Government 
to earnestly consider the potential for working with the Commonwealth to carry out a trial to introduce a smart 
card in some areas of welfare provision.  I have referred to the teenager who obtained benefits in order to live 
away from home.  That is the classic example of what I am talking about.  In other cases, if welfare payments 
were available through a smart card, a number of problems concerning the use of welfare payments might be 
reduced.   

The smart card is a derivative of the old voucher system.  The voucher system was frowned upon by many in the 
community because it was considered to be a demeaning measure that had a number of practical problems 
associated with it.  However, a smart card has the capacity to have either a stored value on a card, or it could be 
operated in a number of different ways.  A welfare recipient would be able to present the card and make a 
payment for goods and services on it, very much like a Bankcard or a Mastercard.  Also, a smart card is able to 
distinguish between certain goods and services.  For example, the teenager I referred to would not be able to use 
her smart card to book a hotel room.  Similarly, she would not be able to buy alcohol with it.  Members will 
understand that if such a system were practicable, a number of problems in our society might be efficiently 
resolved.   

This is not a new concept.  The Geraldton Regional Hospital is moving to a cashless situation.  It will use a 
similar technology so that staff and patients will be able to make purchases in the hospital without the need to 
have cash in the drawer at the side of their bed or wherever.  The One Arm Point Aboriginal community uses a 
smart card system with a stored value capacity.  It has been trialed in parts of the welfare system in Indonesia.  
The system has a number of advantages.  As I said earlier, we would be able to distinguish between goods so that 
if we wanted to preclude welfare recipients from buying alcohol, that could be done.  The card would not carry 
the stigma that would be attached to a voucher system.   

I accept that a great deal of work would need to be done before a smart card welfare system could be brought 
into operation.  If the State were serious and considered how this system might be compatible with the operations 
of a number of state government agencies, it could approach the Commonwealth and suggest that a trial be 
undertaken to determine the effectiveness of this type of program and the type of benefits to which it would 
apply.   

A number of matters would need to be considered, such as privacy, the availability or accessibility of smart cards 
in regional areas, the impact on small business, and, obviously, the potential for fraud to occur and computer 
hackers and so on to run amok with such a system.  I mention the impact on small business because it has been 
suggested to me that the technology exists for a smart card to link in with the bar codes of products in 
supermarkets so that people could simply present their smart cards when shopping and have the cost of the 
shopping deducted from the amount they have accrued on their smart cards.  Obviously a number of businesses 
do not operate those bar code systems.  These are the sorts of practical matters that would need to be resolved in 
any sort of trial.  I think that such an initiative would be popular.  I am told by people with far more technical 
expertise than I have that it could work.  I am sure it would be worthwhile if it were able to reduce to any extent 
the elements of social welfare cheating or some of the social problems that are experienced in parts of the State.  
I am mindful that the member for Ningaloo some time ago presented a petition through which people called for a 
system broadly along these lines.  I think it related to the problems with alcohol abuse in some of the State’s 
Aboriginal communities.  The bottom line is that I would like to see the Gallop Government acting 
constructively by working seriously with the Commonwealth to introduce not a voucher system but a smart card 
system for welfare recipients, and trialling such a system to see how we could achieve benefits for the broader 
community.   

In summary, I point out this budget is part of the big-taxing, big-spending strategy that will see expenditure 
increase by some $2.8 billion over this Government’s term of office.  We have seen massive expenditure 
increases.  The blow-out in net debt will amount to almost $2 billion under the Gallop Labor Government.  We 
have seen phenomenal cuts to a number of very important state projects.  We must ask what all this is for.  The 
simple fact is that our children will pay the price of this Government’s budget strategy for many years to come.  

MR EDWARDS (Greenough) [3.42 pm]:  I rise to comment on a broad section of the budget and on some of the 
issues that I see as important.  I will begin by heading in a slightly different direction from that which other 
members have taken.  Since becoming a member of this place, I have been concerned by some of the ways that 
we operate.  I do not want to be seen to be holier than thou or as somebody who does not understand the 
robustness of Parliament and how we deal with business and get elected to this place.  The Premier - who is not 
here at the moment - made a great boast prior to the election that there would be no increases in charges and 
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taxes.  That statement has been mentioned before.  With this budget, I turn around and say, “Here we go again”.  
Last year we had a similar situation of increases in taxes and charges.  Those words will haunt the Premier 
throughout the life of this Government and, I suspect, for some time to come.  I intend to dwell on that rush-of-
blood statement he made prior to the last election.  I remind the House of some of the increases in taxes and 
charges that his Government has imposed.  I have selected just four.  Water rates have increased by 2.9 per cent.  
Somebody might correct me, but I believe that is a charge.  Public transport costs have increased by 2.6 per cent.  
I see that as a tax and a charge.  Car licence fees have increased by three per cent.  Again, that is a tax and a 
charge.  Sewerage costs have increased by 2.9 per cent.  A statement like that from someone who has gone on to 
be the leader and Premier of this State lends support to the public’s jaundiced view of politicians.  I am being a 
little broader here and encompassing most of Parliament in that statement.  It is not only the Government that 
says these things; this side of the House has in the past made similar claims.  As politicians, we need to ask 
ourselves where we draw the line on dishonesty and lies.  I say that in a general sense.  As members of this 
place, do we have a right to unquestioned ownership of the bending of the truth or the blurring of the public’s 
understanding of what we say and what we mean?  If such a statement is simply a means of becoming elected to 
this place, we should not be sitting here.  I repeat that I do not want to be seen to be taking a holier-than-thou 
attitude on this issue; however, I think members of this place need to remind themselves every now and again 
why we are here and the reason we come to be here.  I have had that general concern for a while, and I have 
raised it with the Speaker when we have had some disagreement in this place.  We need to address it.  If we 
continue to treat the electorate to cavalier statements such as “there will be no increases in taxes and charges” 
and then blatantly do otherwise, it will continue to have very good reason for being cynical, unbelieving, 
mistrustful and, to use the vernacular, peed off.  Before I came into this place, I was as cynical as the next 
person.  I must say that I have probably become a little more cynical since I have been in here, and I suspect 
some other members have as well.  We are supposedly the leaders of this State.  At question time, kids from 
primary schools and other educational institutions and various people sit in the public gallery and watch us act 
like performing seals in the circus.  It really begs the question why we perform the way we do.  We should take 
more responsibility for what we say and do in this place.  I do not believe that we can blame the public for its 
view of us.  That is the end of the lecture.  It is something I wanted to say and I feel is important.  I hope those 
who are in the House at the moment take due note of what I have said.  

Mr Bradshaw:  I doubt it. 

Mr EDWARDS:  I also doubt it; however, I now have that off my chest and will move on.   

I now, backhandedly, commend the Government for what it is doing in my electorate and area of concern, which 
includes Geraldton.  I am aware that there is a member for Geraldton in this place; however, what happens in 
Geraldton reflects on the hinterland, for which I am the member.  I commend the Government for continuing to 
include in the budget moneys for the new Geraldton hospital and the southern transport corridor - or at least part 
of the funding for it.  

I also thank the Government for the commitment to underwrite the cost of deepening Geraldton harbour by 
$100 million.  However, it is only a guarantee; the Government is not providing hard cash as it has made out it is 
doing.  It has been singing the tune in Geraldton that government members are a lot of good fellows because the 
Government has provided $100 million to the Geraldton Port Authority.  That is not the case.  The amount of 
$100 million is guaranteed on the basis of the Mt Gibson project proceeding, and I am fairly confident that it will 
proceed.  It will engender employment and a new confidence in the Geraldton region and, we hope, in other 
developments on the Geraldton foreshore.  It will probably give Geraldton a new direction, which it has not had 
for four or five years.  

The Government could have given Geraldton and the surrounding region a little more support by establishing a 
decentralised government department or agency there.  Some departments in Geraldton have closed.  The 
Opposition has been asking the Government questions in the House about its intentions regarding the 
Department of Fisheries research facility, which is planned for Hillarys Boat Harbour.  I understand from the 
member for Hillarys that that is not a popular move in that area.   

Mr Bradshaw:  If they are going to decentralise fisheries, it should be to an area like Geraldton.  

Mr EDWARDS:  The member for Murray-Wellington is right.  I was getting to that.  Geraldton is one of the 
major fishing centres, if not the major centre, on the west coast.  It has a very strong fishing industry worth 
millions of dollars to the region.  Geraldton is an obvious location for a department such as that.  At this stage 
the issue is questionable.  However, I would like to think that the member for Geraldton is encouraging a 
decision to locate that Department of Fisheries facility in Geraldton and carrying that message to his minister. 

An issue of concern raised also by other country members in this place that affects the farming community is the 
downsizing of the staff complement attached to the rabbit-proof fence, which to farmers is a very important 
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structure.  It keeps out vermin such as rabbits, emus and, believe it or not, camels.  In the past five or six years - I 
may be a little bit out with my dates - one staff member has been left to control approximately 600 or 700 
kilometres of fencing.  I have seen nothing in this budget that will address that.  The Agriculture Protection 
Board in the Geraldton region is now staffed by only two officers and two or three part-time employees 
compared to eight full-time members at one stage.  That is discriminatory.  It has taken away the expertise the 
farming community has relied on in the past, particularly in skeleton weed control, which is an issue that the 
farming community must live with.  For members with a city background, skeleton weed grows rampantly and 
its roots go down approximately 10 metres underground.  It is difficult to find and control.  It takes over areas of 
good farming land and kills anything within its sphere of influence.  Skeleton weed has almost as much impact 
on the farming industry as does salinity.  That area has not been funded well.  The Minister for Agriculture, 
Forestry and Fisheries should address that issue in next year’s budget.   

Like most business people, farmers like to be able to talk to their advisers on a one-to-one basis.  Farmers of 
today have more demands on them than did farmers of the past.  Young men and women - farmers’ sons and 
daughters - obtain degrees in agronomy or in another field at university and return to the family farm.  They are 
technically advanced in their thinking and know how to use modern farm machinery.  I could sit on a tractor 20 
years ago and know exactly which levers to push and pull.  However, today I would need a degree to operate a 
modern tractor.  Farming practices have changed enormously.  I urge the Government to think hard about 
improving staffing levels attached to the rabbit-proof fence in next year’s budget for the benefit of the farming 
community. 

Road funding is relevant to my community, which is a farming community.  It was said in this place today that 
road funding has been reduced by a significant amount.  Roads are vital to country communities; they are their 
lifeblood.  Without the benefit of well maintained and serviced roads those communities suffer.  A 10 or 11 
kilometre stretch of gravel in a sealed road built by the previous Government, which is used extensively from 
Binnu, through Yuna and Tenindewa, has not been completed.  At a cost of approximately $1 million in round 
figures it could be completed and would not be a drain on the local authority that must maintain the road.  The 
gravel stretch is expensive to maintain.  The rural community sees those matters as silly little matters that they 
would like to see finalised.  I do not think country road funding has been funded sufficiently.  The previous 
coalition Government made an enormous effort to ensure roads were well funded and maintained.  If we do not 
maintain our country road network it will cost the State more money further down the track.  

This Government trumpeted that it would do something about fuel prices.  I will grant that in metropolitan 
Western Australia fuel prices have been kept at an acceptable level, but in rural areas where I come from, people 
are still paying well over $1 a litre for fuel and that has not changed since this Government came to power.  
Country people do not expect it to change.  They still see the price of fuel as something they have to live with, 
and they are not happy about it.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 11010.] 
 


