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SUPPLY BILL 2017 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park — Treasurer) [3.00 pm] — in reply: I thank members for what has been 
a long but interesting debate on the Supply Bill 2017. Many issues have been raised, being a general debate—that 
is the nature of supply bills—and I have enjoyed listening to members talking about their electorates, and in many 
cases what brought them to this place. I wanted to go over a range of things in some detail, some of which I had 
the opportunity to go through during debate on the amendment moved by the opposition on Tuesday in its attempt 
to amend the Supply Bill to ensure that a range of spending measures would be agreed to before the bill could 
proceed to the third reading. Of course, in the end, that amendment was not passed, but I again make the point that 
this is a supply bill and, like the Loan Bill 2017 before it, it does not seek to appropriate money; it will simply see 
us through, as I pointed out in my second reading speech. I would like to again quote myself from my second 
reading speech, because this was perhaps the main issue that was raised in respect of the Supply Bill. I accept that 
supply bills are unusual; they come about only with a delayed budget, which generally occur after elections. 
I said — 

Although the Financial Management Act 2006 provides two months’ automatic supply if the appropriation 
bills are not passed before the end of the financial year, it is anticipated that the 2017–18 budget will not 
complete its passage through Parliament until November 2017. 

After the 7 September budget, of course. I continued — 
As such, a standalone Supply Bill authorising supply for this period is required. 

The point is that although the Financial Management Act effectively gives us an automatic two months’ supply, 
we will need supply to get us through to the passage of the budget around November. That is the point of the 
Supply Bill. There is nothing particularly unusual or controversial about it. It is a mechanism that has been used 
many, many times over the years mainly, as I said, when there has been a delay in the budget after an election. 
I thank members for their contributions; I think it has been useful. Most of the specific issues that were raised were 
dealt with during extensive debate on the amendment moved by the opposition on Tuesday. I otherwise thank 
members for their input and their cooperation. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 
MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park — Treasurer) [3.03 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 
MR D.C. NALDER (Bateman) [3.03 pm]: I rise to wrap-up debate on the Supply Bill. Although the opposition 
was always cognisant of the need for the Supply Bill to go through so that the government could continue to 
function, and we were never going to stop it, I believe it was prudent for us to ensure that we pointed out a few 
things that are occurring with the government’s rhetoric and some of our concerns about the actions that are being 
undertaken. 
The first point I would like to make is to set the record straight on some of the comments I made, with particular 
reference to what the Treasurer said yesterday during question time about comments I made with regard to the 
GST and iron ore royalties. When I referred to iron ore royalty income—I am reading straight from the Quarterly 
Financial Results Report 2016–17—I was commenting on our financials relative to the corresponding period 12 
months earlier; I referred to the nine months to March 2016, and I was comparing that period with the nine months 
to March 2017, and our royalty income is up 31 per cent. The Treasurer rightly pointed out that in the last three 
months we have seen royalty income drop down to $55 million, but if we consider the points I made, that 
$55 million is still higher than the average royalty income for the nine months of the corresponding period in the 
previous year. I am saying that when we look at royalty income and GST, we are not seeing a more dire financial 
position than the previous government faced over the previous two years. We saw the bottom fall out of the iron 
ore price when it moved from a $180 high down towards $40, and then back up towards $90. In the last couple of 
months we have seen it retreating again. 
My point is this: when we were in government and we saw the bottom fall out of the iron ore price, the then 
opposition pointed out to us that that was just the volatility of the market and that we had to deal with it. The point 
I make to the new government is that these are volatile markets. If the Labor Party went to the 2017 election with 
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$5 billion in commitments on the basis that we were going to have stable commodity prices, it made a fundamental 
mistake in managing the finances. The government cannot turn around and point to the former government and 
say, “The books are a lot worse because of the former government; the books are a lot worse than we thought, and 
we’re therefore going to have to increase taxes”, when, as I am pointing out, a couple of the key fundamentals are 
not any worse than they have been for the last two years. 
We heard the Premier again talking about the GST during question time, and I would like to reiterate that I believe 
the GST system is wrong; it is flawed. The government has no problem with that and it is not in dispute. What is 
in dispute is that the impacts of the GST are making our financial position worse. Over the previous two years, we 
had a GST allocation of 30c in the dollar, and it is now 34c in the dollar. Yes, the forward projections said that it 
would be 38c, but the Commonwealth Grants Commission decided to reduce that to 34c. Again, I think that is 
wrong, but the commonwealth government topped it back up to 38c, as it did when we received 30c in the dollar. 
For three years in a row we have had identical GST allocations of 38c. The government is out there talking about 
the dire financial circumstances, but if we are looking at iron ore royalties, we are looking at a very short window 
of time. There is volatility in the price and we do not make long-term projections or long-term capital commitments 
on the basis of short-term commodity price movements. It is a very dangerous precedent to set. 
That is what I am concerned about. I am concerned about this government not understanding some of the basic 
inputs to the financial models and therefore potentially leaving itself exposed to future commodity price hikes or 
changes in other financial metrics that it will have to manage.  
In talking about this bill I reiterate that the Quarterly Financial Results Report that has come out clearly points out 
that iron ore volumes and iron ore prices have gone up. The exchange rate has worked against us, but in essence 
there has been $928 million in additional revenue than in the corresponding nine-month period to 2016. In the last 
three months we have seen iron ore prices fall. The nine-month average to the end of March was $70.90. Yes, we 
do know that iron ore is down to $53 at the moment, but for the nine months to the end of March 2016 the average 
price for iron ore was $49.40, so it is still above the nine-month average for the previous corresponding period. 
That is what I wanted to point out to the Treasurer. He talks about a worsening financial position, but he is talking 
about it over such a short period of time. It is a better financial position than the previous government found itself 
in because of the volatility of the market. Labor still went to the election and committed $5 billion. We tried to 
point out to Labor during the election that it could not afford it, and particularly not if, at the same time, it was 
telling people that it was not going to introduce new taxes or increase taxes. We tried to point that out over and 
again. We will continue to remind people that these are the commitments that Labor made, and we expect it to 
honour those commitments. We are in some ways reluctantly supporting this bill. We know that we have to support 
the Supply Bill for the government to continue to operate, but we are concerned with the approach it is taking and 
the shocks that will be coming for the broader community based on the signals that have been sent on increased 
taxes.  

We have talked about increased power prices and I will just touch on this point for a bit. Part of the rhetoric from 
the government is that it is substantiating a potential seven per cent increase in power prices on the basis that it 
was in the forward estimates. The government’s rhetoric is that it is justifying a potential seven per cent increase 
because it was in the forward estimates. What I would like to point out is that seven per cent has been in the 
forward estimates for the last four years, yet the Liberal government, when it came to the budget, did not increase 
prices in accordance with the forward estimates over the last few years. If the government does lift them and makes 
the excuse on the basis that it was because of the forward estimates, it will be setting a precedent, because the 
previous government never followed the forward estimates in setting the budget. The government says that it is 
the fault of the former government for putting it there, yet Labor has the authority and the autonomy as the 
government to determine what is appropriate for the state to take forward. I reiterate that based on the commitments 
the Labor Party made to the community at the election, when the now Premier said that there would be no new 
taxes and no tax increases full stop, it needs to ensure that it adheres to that. To use the excuse that the former 
government had it in its forward estimates is simply not appropriate. 

I will wrap up my contribution to the third reading debate. I appreciate the input of the opposition. I hope that the 
government takes on board some valid points and that it realises that it has a responsibility to the people of 
Western Australia to ensure that they are looked after and to provide everybody with the best possible opportunity 
for this state to grow and prosper as we move forward. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Leader of the Opposition) [3.13 pm]: I will make a few comments on the third 
reading of the Supply Bill 2017. We will support the bill, of course; that is necessary, given the timing of the 
budget. There is nothing debatable about that. In this process, one of our complaints has been that by the time the 
budget comes down, we will have had six months of government before we will see an official statement on policy. 
Labor went to the election with a whole range of commitments. We are sitting here debating various bills without 
any detail. Indeed, there have not been any studies to support many of the government’s statements, so we are kind 
of in no-man’s-land here. It is clear to me that the McGowan government had a plan to get into government, but it 
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had no plan to govern. For six years the Treasurer was in the role of shadow Treasurer. I was Treasurer for three 
of those years. He made it clear to me that he knew the position of the state’s finances. In fact, he wrote an editorial 
the other day and said, “We knew the difficulties, we knew the pressures, we knew what we were getting into.” 
Indeed, he went into the last election with a commitment that he had a plan. He claimed that he had a sensible, 
credible financial plan that had been subjected to the most robust and vigorous independent assessment of any 
opposition ever, and that independent assessment gave them the tick of approval. 

Point of Order 
Mr M. HUGHES: Is it appropriate that the Leader of the Opposition addresses Parliament with his back to the 
Deputy Speaker? I think it is probably not appropriate. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Thank you. It is actually not a point of order, but I will encourage the Leader of the 
Opposition to address the Chair. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I take your advice, Madam Deputy Speaker; I will look at you and speak through you. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Labor had an assessment done. The Treasurer claimed it was a sensible, credible financial 
management plan that had been subjected to the most robust scrutiny ever. A Labor media release states that 
WA Labor’s financial plan was given a big tick by the experts, that it would return the budget to surplus in 2019–
20, that Colin Barnett’s debt would be stabilised and reduced over time without privatising Western Power, and 
that WA Labor’s gross capital spend would be $2.8 billion and that it would raise almost $3 billion from other 
sources. Labor said that it would go out and produce a surplus. Labor members knew the state of the finances, they 
had some independent experts go out and get access to the greatest detail and put it together and scrutinise it, and 
they came with this plan that would lead the budget to surplus and stabilise debt and pay it down. They also went 
on to make statements that there would be no increases in taxes and no new taxes on Western Australians. When 
asked that question before the Premier made that comment, the Treasurer wisely said that no Labor leader should 
make that comment because they would not be believed. He was right. Nonetheless, the Premier made that 
comment repeatedly. He also said in the debate that the reason he would not do that was that he knows that higher 
taxes kill jobs, and he is a jobs Premier. He then went on and made some other claims that he would keep the 
wages policy that was in the forward estimates and keep the electricity prices in the forward estimates. He was 
pretty quiet about electricity. I think he was fairly careful about that. It is seven per cent going forward. He was 
confident that he could do all that with no new taxes, keeping the forward estimates and spending an extra 
$5 billion. That is a huge ask. 

Within a month of gaining government, the Premier said that he had talked to Treasury. He said, “Woe is us. The 
books are worse than we thought they were. They are the worst set of books and it is the worst economy since the 
Great Depression.” All Labor’s promises and all its commitments, its great fiscal plan and the most sensible, robust 
fiscal examination ever were thrown out the window in a month! That same month, as the shadow Treasurer 
indicated, a statement from Treasury came out about how the budget was going for the first nine months of 2016–
17, and it said that we were actually ahead of schedule, but whatever Labor could find, it tore it all up. Labor had 
a plan to get onto the treasury bench, but it was going to make it up afterwards and blame us. That is what the 
government has been doing. We have heard it over and again. I put to government members that it was their 
decision to promise to spend $5 billion, not ours. It was their position to refuse to have a credible debt management 
strategy. They had one, but it was thrown out within two days. It was their decision to promise no new taxes or tax 
increases. That was stupid, given the volatility of our revenue source, but they chose to do that. It was their decision 
to say that they would stick with the forward estimates on wages and electricity. It was the government’s decision 
to stick with the wages and electricity forward estimates. We did not force the government down that path. Three 
months out, it was going to win the election without a doubt. The government was not under pressure to do that, 
but it did it. Since then the government has said, “Woe is us, the goods and services tax has collapsed.” 

Mr P. Papalia: Three months out we were going to win, no doubt? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Three months out, members opposite were going to win—the polls were obvious. Our GST 
share is $200 million plus more than in the 2017–18 budget for this year—$200 million more than forecast. I might 
add that I sat in here and listened to the then shadow Treasurer say that GST was not the issue, as quoted in 
Hansard. We do know that Treasury always gets pretty much right what GST revenue will be for each budget 
year. There has never been a budget shock as a result of the GST each year. “We know what we will get”, the then 
shadow Treasurer said over and again, as did the then Deputy Leader of the Opposition and the shadow Minister 
for Transport. They said that GST was not the cause of the state’s fiscal problems; it was expenditure. Treasury 
put out a report that shows that for the last three years revenue has declined by an average of 1.2 per cent. It has 
not been growing; it has been shrinking, but that is beside the point. The Treasurer knew that before the election. 
He overlooked it and is trying to blame it on us, the GST or anything else, except his own issues. The issue is the 
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Treasurer went to the election with promises he cannot keep on taxes, and on wages perhaps—he could not keep 
them—and $5 billion worth of expenditure but no strategy to pay down debt. The former Treasurer rightly 
reiterated a comment the former Under Treasurer Tim Marney made to both parties in the run-up to the 2013 
election when he said, essentially, that iron ore revenue is highly volatile and we should be cautious about promises 
in the budget going forward. We were not cautious enough, nor was Labor. For Metronet mark 1 the Labor Party 
offered huge increases in capital. The Labor Party did not win that election; we won so we were responsible. In 
this election, the Under Treasurer warned all parties that debt was too high and that we needed a strategy to pay 
down debt. Labor came up with its GST share and iron ore price concoction—a Clayton’s strategy—and it was 
thrown out within two days. That was the government’s decision. As we said when we debated the Loan Bill, any 
debt over the $33 billion we expect to incur by 30 June is this government’s debt; it chose it. The Labor Party 
wanted to get in government; it won, great. Deficits due to other issues going forward belong to the government 
because going into the election, members opposite said they would scrutinise. Both the Leader of the Opposition 
and the Treasurer had six years of apprenticeship. They said they knew what the accounts were. They had the most 
thorough review by experts and came out with a plan but they are jettisoning it left, right and centre. What is their 
problem? We will hold them to account for what they promised. That is what we are here for. They committed to 
a 1.5 per cent wage increase. When we first mooted that, it was below the forecast inflation rate, and there were 
howls of outrage, particularly from the backbenchers. I do not think the shadow Treasurer complained, but 
everyone else shouted, “How can you do this; you’re tearing apart the fabric of society.” Then he changed his 
mind and accepted it. He went to the election telling the public that his party would maintain a wages policy of 
a 1.5 per cent increase over the next four years, which is built into the budget and members opposite told their 
union mates: “Don’t worry; we’ll maintain the status quo.” I heard the then Leader of the Opposition get a bit of 
curry from the unions because he said that Labor would be doing nothing more than what the Liberals would do. 
Now members opposite have changed that. In question time, the Treasurer did a little number on me. As he often 
does, he left out the key issue. I am jealous because he got away with something I would like to have done but if 
I had done it, there would have been a mass shutdown of the public sector. That is what we were told. There were 
strikes over the rumour that we were going to freeze wages or reconsider the 1.5 per cent and there were strikes 
out the front of Parliament House and, of course, many of the Labor members joined the strikers. 

A government member: Are you sure about that? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes; I know so. It surprises me that the unions acquiesced to that but I imagine they will get it 
back in some other way. I do not know, but all I can say is—I stand by this—that I support the government’s 
$1 000-a-year wages policy for each of the four years. I wish I could have done it but, then again, I do not have 
the sway over the union movement, and we were not willing to shut down schools, hospitals, public transport, 
prisons and everything else—that would have happened. 

The shadow Minister for Energy raised a very important issue. We have a policy of deciding electricity prices year 
by year. The increase has been seven per cent year after year for the last term and over the forward estimates. It is 
decided each year because the subsidy rate to Synergy is high and, in fact, peaked at over $500 million. We should 
not be subsidising electricity except through support payments to people on low incomes or who are fiscally 
stressed. The Liberal–National government chose to reduce that subsidy by reforming the efficiency of Synergy. 
We cut its costs substantially and reduced the subsidy from peaking at $500 million to less than $300 million this 
year. We did that for two reasons. It, firstly, enabled us not to increase prices and, secondly, we had a policy of 
going to full retail contestability by 1 July 2019. We knew that if we went to full retail contestability in 2019 and 
Synergy was still a high cost, it would be taken to the cleaners by the nimble, competitive private sector operators, 
and that would cause Synergy’s subsidy to rise again, so there is an issue. We cannot just create retail contestability 
by increasing prices, and I will give an example of this. It is in the paper. This is serious. We go to competition to 
provide choice. That in itself is good; it also puts downward pressure on prices. The gas market is showing 
a substantial reduction in prices, according to the paper, in the vicinity of 30 per cent. That is great, but why 
increase prices by the mooted rate of 15 per cent to get a 30 per cent decrease? Is that not strange? Synergy is 
a monopoly provider of about 80 per cent, either directly or indirectly, of electricity to the metropolitan area and 
the south west interconnected system. If reform does not occur, we will not get retail contestability; it will happen 
around the edges and the nimble Alintas et cetera will cherrypick and Synergy’s high-cost energy system will 
remain. If we go to full retail contestability, it cannot be only on the price side, it must be on the cost side. The 
government must also look at splitting the dollar. As long as it is a dominant, single monopoly, regulations that 
Labor put in place and which I am not complaining about, will force Synergy to be regulated as a monopolist. That 
will slow its ability to compete and cause it to charge less than cost. This is a very serious issue. We cannot use 
full retail contestability to jack up prices because if we go to full retail contestability, we will be in trouble. If we 
do not—people are trying to stop the Treasurer from doing that—it will be just a tax. Before the election, the 
current Minister for Energy was not the shadow Minister for Energy; the member for Cannington was. An energy 
minister’s debate was held, I think, at the Australian Institute of Energy, at which 300 people attended and which 
focussed on the issue of full retail contestability. The Liberal–National government was committed to it. I went 
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through what needed to be done and what the challenges were. The Labor Party abandoned most of its energy 
policy during that campaign because it had adopted 50 per cent–plus renewables, and the examples in South 
Australia showed that that was madness, so, quite rightly, the Premier, the then opposition leader, abandoned it. 
He said, “Pull the plug, shut up and go away on that.” That is fair enough; it would have been a disaster. Do not 
go to it. But the Labor Party quietly went to the election not supporting full retail contestability. It is fair enough 
to allow the current minister to go to it, and I will support him to go to full retail contestability, but not just by 
jacking up prices. Why? First, because a 15 per cent increase is really going to kick the guts out of small business, 
and again that price relates to quite small businesses; it will kick the guts out of them. Second, the cost side of 
Synergy has to be focused on and structural reform has to be undertaken. I do not care whether the government 
sells the thing or not—it should but probably cannot; I understand that—but it has to split it up, otherwise the 
regulations will force Synergy to act in a non-competitive manner because it will treated as a monopolist. These 
are big issues going forward down the track. I am not an expert on union and Labor Party machinations, but it is 
quite clear to me that the unions that helped the Labor Party greatly on stopping the sale of Western Power for 
their benefit are also working to stop the undergoing reforms to Synergy and also the need for further reforms, 
including structural reform. The government has to fight the good fight here, because what is at cost is electricity 
prices and choice to the community. The government has to make a choice about whom it will govern for—the 
union movement or the community. Electricity is very, very important, and we will watch how the government 
goes with that. There is clearly a tussle within the government on this issue. Nonetheless, given that the government 
has taken on our policy, we will support it. 

It has been interesting to listen to the backbenchers in this debate. The government leadership probably provided 
backbenchers with cheat sheets and said, “We have to pad this issue out because we don’t have a very deep 
legislative agenda right now, so here are some cheat sheets—blame the old government for everything”, and they 
did that. Again, when I was in government, I listened to the now Treasurer lecture me about my Institute of Public 
Affairs days, how we did not manage the finances, how we left a debt and deficit, and how he would do better and 
whatnot. Then he would sit down and the backbenchers would say that we did not spend enough and that we should 
spend more on education, health, public transport, disabilities, their electorates and everything else under the sun. 
Indeed, the member for Bateman once added up the cost of all those things, and I think he was there for over a day 
and a half. The result was over an extra billion dollars in that single year. We have heard the same thing this time. In 
fact, I heard about Metro Area Express light rail; it must have been in the cheat sheet—“MAX, MAX”, as the member 
for Cannington likes to bray it. The trouble is that the Labor Party is in government now and where is MAX light 
rail? Where is it? The Labor Party criticised the previous government and demanded that it be built—an extension 
from the city of Perth to the area of Morley—but it has chosen not to build it. It has a massive Metronet plan that does 
not have that facility. This is difficult for most government members, because it is a new experience, but they are in 
government now and they have to go and talk to the Treasurer. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: All we hope is that you stay the Leader of the Opposition. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I bet the government does. Government members should talk to the Treasurer to give the 
Corruption and Crime Commission more facilities to count the pins, staples and other things that are exercising 
their minds. The Labor Party is in government now. It went to the election committing way too much and 
something has got to give. We already know that electricity prices are going to go up. We already know that debt 
and deficits are going to go up. We also know that what cannot be savings—they cannot be—are all those $5 billion 
promises. Most of them are little, with a slush fund here and a slush fund there at every marginal seat that is now 
held by Labor. The government will not be able to deliver on all those things. The real issue going forward, and 
I have said it before, is that the Labor Party went to the election telling the public, and it believed it, that the Liberal 
government had slashed and burned essential services—education, health, disability services and mental health. 
Actually, the reality is that we funded those things like no other government ever had. Now the Labor Party is in 
government and the Treasurer has the treasury bench, and he is going to be responsible for delivering those things 
to the level that we had. Do you know what? He is not going to be able to do it. He knows it; Treasury would have 
told him that right away. One major area of expenditure is wages and he is attacking that—right—but there is 
a whole raft of other areas. The Labor Party went to that election promising, I think, 450 more education assistants. 
I know it was rhetoric; I heard it all over the place. According to the Labor Party, we slashed and burned and fired 
a bunch of education assistants, but we actually added 2 000 extra. We have 50 per cent more education assistants 
than any other state. The Labor government might be able to promise that; I am sure it will deliver that in exchange 
for the assistance of the school teachers union. That union might not be aligned to the Labor Party, but during the 
election campaign it sure as hell was. The Labor government is going to have to be responsible for its expenditure 
going forward. We have four long years here, and the government will be held responsible for going into the last 
election promising the world but not delivering. If the Treasurer was on this side of politics, he would be better 
off. When we had the debate on unions, and the unions were patrolling the aisles above us, they were not looking 
at us; they were keeping the Labor Party in check, not us. They were patrolling up and down, trying to protect their 
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nests, I guess. The Labor government will be responsible for this, and I look forward at budget time and over the 
next four years to pointing out the mistakes it made during the election campaign. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park — Treasurer) [3.37 pm] — in reply: I thank colleagues for their contributions 
to this third reading debate on the Supply Bill 2017. It has been an interesting debate. The third reading debate has 
perhaps been just as interesting as the second reading debate. I want to respond to a couple of points raised by both 
the shadow Treasurer and the Leader of the Opposition. The books have become worse. That is not something 
I was wishing for, dreaming of or wanting to happen; that is the reality. The shadow Treasurer is correct that it is 
a result of revenue writedowns that have been happening for a while, but the vulnerability of the finances is a direct 
result of the former government. I made the point a lot, not just on this side of the house, but when I was in 
opposition, that there was a key point in time in the first term of the Barnett government when revenue was surging 
and GST revenue was still high. I take members back to 2010 and that famous interview done by the former 
Premier, the member for Cottesloe, in which he made the point that he did not want net debt to rise above 
$20 billion—at the time he was Treasurer as well. I have confirmed the numbers many a time and in the revenue 
that came into the general government sector in the 2009–10 budget and the forward estimates, there was an extra 
$6 billion compared with what Mr Barnett thought would come in when he put on that $20 billion cap.  From 
2008–09 to 2012–13, the former government had total revenue growing by 32 per cent on the back of state tax 
growth of about 47 per cent at a time when GST had not yet started to do what it ended up doing because of the 
lag period in the decline. That is why the first term of the Barnett government had the opportunity to control its 
spending. The $20 billion cap could have been met because the revenue that came in was $6 billion higher than 
Mr Barnett had expected when he made the commitment in 2010. The shadow Treasurer referred to the quarterly 
finances for March 2017. He was right; in a comparison of March 2016 on the revenue side, the spend side was 
the problem when spending outstripped it by some $1.5 billion in 2016. That is the fundamental point. 

One of the common themes from the opposition is probably a theme that I have run myself many a time, just with 
a different argument. It is the issue around the debt plan. The opposition’s argument is that it had a plan to reduce 
or pay down debt by selling Western Power and we never had a plan. I sense their frustration of the reality of debt 
being a long-term problem. If we sell Western Power, it will still be a long-term problem. We made that point time 
and again. Indeed, it was the exact point made by the future member for Cottesloe, Joe Francis. I want to quote 
Mr Francis who made this point between election day and realising he had been defeated in Jandakot. I quote — 

The State Government is no different to a home mortgage, to a home budget. We do exactly the same 
thing. You borrow money when interest rates are low. You build infrastructure, you can enjoy it now, 
exactly the same principles as a family home, you can pay it off over time, you get to use it now and you 
create jobs — and interest rates are at record lows. How obvious is it? 

He goes on to make the point that the government should borrow more money to build more capital works. This 
was always the problem of the former government. All through 2016 on four separate occasions, the Leader of the 
Opposition made the point that debt was not too high; it was manageable and it was all okay. A former minister, 
the future member for Cottesloe, made the point that the government should borrow much more because it is like 
a mortgage and it can be paid off over time. Suddenly, in the teeth of an election campaign, the government 
changed its rhetoric and said, “We’re going to sell Western Power but we’re going to spend all the money we get 
from that and somehow reduce debt.” This has always been the fundamental problem. 

I note the comments made by the Leader of the Opposition. This was interesting—I wrote it down. The Leader of 
the Opposition said, “You’re going to win the election three months out, no doubt.” That does not reflect well on 
some of the decisions the opposition made, including to expose taxpayers to the most expensive option over Roe 
8. That statement reflects the comments made by the president of the Liberal Party, Norman Moore. He said he 
knew 12 months out yet these decisions were being made by the government, convinced of its own defeat, to 
expose taxpayers to greater costs. The fact that less than three months out, the government signed up to the National 
Disability Insurance Scheme and we are still trying to get an understanding of what that means and the financial 
risk to the state highlights the former government’s fiscal negligence and the approach it took to managing the 
finances. 

I want to make a couple of final points about some of the Leader of the Opposition’s comments on electricity 
prices. The point I made around 15 per cent was when the question was asked: what is the difference between 
where we are now and so-called cost reflectivity? As the Leader of the Opposition pointed out, cost reflectivity 
has all manner of parts to it, not all being the delivery of energy to people’s households. That is the reality with 
the structure of Synergy bills that people pay. Depending, again, on assumptions, it is about 15 to 17 per cent now. 
Now, other things are in play that might impact those and one of those things will play out at the federal level 
regarding the outcomes of the Finkel report and whether a clean energy target should replace the renewable energy 
target post-2020. Many things are in play that make up the Synergy bill that we all, ultimately, receive. 
Interestingly, it is not just something the consumer has to do. Synergy and Western Power have to do their bits to 
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ensure that the burden to get to so-called cost reflectivity is achieved. It has been a desire of governments for a long 
time. I understand there have been four separate dates since the former Labor government disaggregated Western 
Power. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Eric Ripper never committed to full retail contestability. It was a long-term goal. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: But he committed to introducing competition into the retail market. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Yes. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is what he committed to. There have been four separate dates over that time. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Competition started in the 1990s. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I do not dispute that, but the finish line seems to be very difficult to get to. I acknowledge the 
points made by the Leader of the Opposition. Interestingly, he now has a different position on splitting Synergy 
up, wanting to reverse the position taken by the former government of bringing Verve and Synergy back together. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: The generator and retail were put together. Now the issue is that they can be split up in a different 
way and there are many different combinations but as long as there is a monopoly provider like that, it will not 
have effective competition in the market and the people who will struggle are the owners of Synergy. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: When the Leader of the Opposition announced contestability and competition back in 2015, 
as the then Minister for Energy, the Leader of the Opposition ruled out splitting Synergy despite the review 
recommending it do so. I quote — 

“The Government, it says, should structurally separate and sell Synergy and introduce full retail 
competition,” he said. 

“The Government agrees with the committee that the Government risk is unsustainably high as 
a consequence if their market competition. 

“However, the Government will not split Synergy nor sell Synergy as a business.” 

I understand the Leader of the Opposition’s position on that has now changed, and so be it. That is what happens 
when you move from government to opposition. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is a different position than the Leader of the Opposition had when he sat on this side of the 
chamber. The fundamental point that has been raised, which the shadow Treasurer asked me about in question 
time today, is: when will a decision be made so we can let local governments and others know? He is quite right. 
I asked specific questions around how late the decision can be made so it can be implemented for those customers 
who rely on it and who are outside residential consumers. I am comfortable with the advice I was given on that. 
The decision will be made and announced well before 29 June, which is the last day of Parliament before the 
recess. I said that in question time and I emphasise that again. 

Again, I thank my colleagues for their contribution on the Supply Bill 2017. It is unusual because supply bills do 
not come around that often, but, when they do, it is fairly obvious. I think that even the Leader of the Opposition 
would accept that. It is not something that is particularly tricky. It is simply that an election forces things to be 
pushed later than they otherwise would. I do not expect another supply bill until probably 2021 after the next 
election when, no doubt in due course, the government that is elected will make those decisions. I thank all my 
parliamentary colleagues for their contribution to the debate. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
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