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FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT — FORMER LIBERAL–NATIONAL GOVERNMENT 
Motion 

Resumed from 16 August on the following motion moved by Hon Sue Ellery (Leader of the House) — 

That this house condemns the former Liberal–National government for its reckless mismanagement of 
the state’s finances. 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [1.41 pm]: Last week I began by saying that a bit of time is wasted in this 
place and I thought about whether I really want to waste more time on this motion, but there is only one hour and 
26 minutes for debate on this particular motion, and it will be debated for one hour and 26 minutes, so I will use 
my share of that time. 

Having watched the games that go on in this chamber, I would say it is almost reckless mismanagement of 
governance, and I do not restrict that to one party. I just cannot get over how our time is used; it amazes me every 
day when I walk into the chamber. I do not understand why the world does not change to some sort of collaborative 
and consensus model in which we can actually work together to find the best outcomes for everybody. But that is 
not what we get to do here. I have my remaining 43 minutes and I get to talk about the reckless mismanagement 
of the state’s finances. As I began last week in this place, my background is in finance and I cannot deny that. The 
reason I am here and the reason I am so passionate is not because of trees, animals, gas, prisons, drugs, hospitals 
or anything else; it is because of the money. I have been watching how the government manages money, and it has 
been very sad. How could it happen? In the 2008 election campaign the Liberal Party promised that it would try 
to reduce the budget and bring back spending, reduce the debt and bring back expenses, cut staff numbers and 
clean up the finances and everything would be good. The Liberal Party won the election and we had a change of 
government. It said that it would cut staff and services in order to save some money because our debt was so large 
at $3 billion.  

It amazed me then that the Liberal–National government was voted in, and looking back now I am even more 
amazed. The Liberal–National government got into power and put through its election promises of cutting services, 
and that hit the regions really hard. Living in Albany, we still had some of our services, but the further away from 
major centres one was, there was less money and fewer services. For other reasons that may not have happened in 
mining areas. We know that the mining areas were propped up and continued to run well because there was so 
much money going through them. There were cuts to public service employment, particularly through the 
efficiency dividends, whereby the Department of Parks and Wildlife had a cut of three per cent to its budget for 
a couple of years, and the Department of Agriculture and Food was cut. It just happened one year after another to 
make up for the expanding costs of salaries, which were going up as they normally do with inflation. Staff were 
cut, services were cut and programs were cut. The National Party was in the lucky situation of being able to 
influence government at that time and it said to implement royalties for regions to put money back into the regions. 
Written into that program was the requirement that the money was not to replace other recurrent spending already 
budgeted for. But lo and behold, guess what happened. If the agriculture department wanted to keep projects 
running, it had to apply for royalties for regions money in competition with the communities that were also 
applying for it. It was not fair, it was not right, it did not work out the way it should have and the regions felt the 
pain from that. 

This happened just after the global financial crisis and although it hit the rest the world really hard, WA was 
somewhat immune to it. We had a mining construction boom on; everything was going in our favour. We had low 
unemployment, increasing payroll taxes, royalties were skyrocketing and the three-year GST cycle was working 
in our favour. Interest rates were low and we had an exceptionally high iron ore price. It just seemed like the boom 
was going to go on forever; this was it. In one year alone, in 2010–11, our state revenue increased by $7 billion; it 
increased from $30 billion to $37 billion. That is nearly 25 per cent. We were raking it in. The strange thing was 
that while these revenues were increasing to dizzying heights never seen before, our debt was increasing faster. 
How did that happen? We went from a debt of $3 billion to $30 billion in eight years. I think it was $18 billion 
after four years. Although our revenue was matching our expenses to some degree, the government took that 
opportunity to invest. Things were built that had never been dreamt of. If we had built things that reduced our 
ongoing costs, if we had invested in public transport and addressed the problem, just as suggested in the Greens 
plan “WA 2.0”, we would not have to be constructing and rebuilding so many new roads because more people 
would be using public transport as a matter of course, as they do in so many other places around the world. But 
no, that is not what happened. We put the money into the roads—we built more roads, people bought more cars 
and we drive more. There was no incentive to get people off the roads so that we could diminish the amount of 
money we put into road funding each year and still have the ability to get the transport we need. It just did not 
make sense. Would it not have been good if investment had been made into renewable energy? We would have 
been less reliant on fossil fuel inputs. We would not have to pay for the fuel and we would not have to pay for the 
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increasing environmental costs of burning fossil fuels. We are just lacking in this respect. There is still time to 
make up. The rest of the world has not zoomed ahead of us completely. There are a lot of community groups, 
individuals and some small businesses investing in renewables, but come on guys, let us do it from the government 
perspective, let us encourage the government. The previous government should have realised that this is where our 
future lies, rather than ignoring investment that could have gone into renewables and doing things such as 
refurbishing a power plant like Muja AB at the cost of $300 million only for it to be listed for decommissioning 
in four years. Come on, who made that decision? I would like to see the head of that person. It could not have been 
just one person; there had to be a few people involved. 

There were other areas that needed real investment. If there had been real investment in mental health or on 
reducing drug dependency and family violence, if we had looked into these issues and tried to sort them out, maybe 
our need for policing and prisons would not be quite so high. Those things increased because we are not looking 
after our people, and the people were not looked after. We looked after the mining companies, we looked after 
some large international corporations, but the people of WA were not looked after.  

Now we have more roads, two hospitals, a stadium, a waterfront development—yay!—and, of course, plenty of 
infrastructure to support the mining companies and to ensure large returns for their overseas investors, but we do 
not have the things we need to make us more resilient when the boom time ends. It may be that the previous 
government wanted to create a legacy with these structures, but unfortunately, when we really look at it, we find 
that that legacy is debt. It is atrocious. Our debt has gone from $3 billion when the previous government walked 
in to over $30 billion, and that is while we had the highest revenues this state has ever seen. Capital spending was 
given much greater priority over recurrent service provision. The population living near these capital investments 
probably saw some benefit from them, but alongside that, the services for the majority of people decreased. 

Teachers’ salaries were very low when the previous government came in, and I am very pleased that their starting 
salaries went from about $40 000 about 10 years ago to around $60 000 now. Let us respect our teachers; they 
have the wonderful responsibility of looking after our children and creating the adults and future leaders of our 
community. Unfortunately, when their salaries were increased, what did we do? We had to make up for it 
somehow, so we took all the education assistants out of the schools. I am overstating that a bit; I do not mean all, 
but we reduced the number of education assistants in schools, so much so that a teacher who may have had 
a classroom with 20 students and an assistant two days a week to look after some of the children who needed 
special care now has 24 or 25 kids and no-one there to help, while some kids need more help than ever because—
back to the point—maybe their families were not being looked after for other reasons. We need to put money back 
into where it was taken from and make sure that people are looked after. Nursing is another area. Nurses received 
a fair wage, but unfortunately, the nurse-to-patient ratios went down and bed numbers were reduced in some areas. 
The gives and takes within the services just did not work out, and it did not work out for the regional areas. 

Our funds were spent in excess of revenue, through further borrowing, to the point at which our credit rating 
decreased after a boom. How could this have happened? How could anybody have seen this happening and thought 
it was good? If we do not call that mismanagement, I just do not understand what the word means. We were going 
through a boom, yet our credit rating decreased. The rest of the world must have been laughing at us; I cannot 
imagine. We did not even provide the same level of service before this boom. We really need to look at how other 
countries raise revenue from their mineral resources. We had the suggestion of a change to the mining tax, and we 
need to look at that. We need to make sure that state agreements do not work against us in the future. We need to 
raise more revenue from the ore that belongs to all people in WA. Once we find a way to raise that revenue, we 
need to invest it in infrastructure to make sure that we do not have further ongoing costs. 

On the legacy of debt that I talked of, I have heard some members of this chamber suggest that our net debt is not 
that bad, because it is not the worst in the country. I am afraid it is. As a percentage of revenue, our non-financial 
public sector debt is expected to be over 80 per cent. The next closest is South Australia, with 70 per cent. 
Tasmania, which we sometimes like to say does not know how to manage its funds, has a net-debt-to-revenue ratio 
of 30 per cent. Even the federal government’s ratio is lower than ours, at 76 per cent. These figures are from 
February, but I doubt that they have changed too much since then. In 2008, the non-financial public sector 
net-debt-to-revenue ratio was less than 20 per cent in Western Australia, and now it is over 80 per cent. It has risen 
in every single year of the previous Liberal government, and now is on a trajectory to reach 90 per cent. My hope 
is that somehow this new government will be able to stabilise this and finally pull it back, until we get to some 
good financial management.  

It is appalling that we are headed towards a 90 per cent net-debt-to-revenue ratio; there is no need for that. Interest 
costs will rise every year, going higher and higher, and if interest rates rise, it will be even more. It makes no sense 
to have put us in that position during a boom time with so little benefit. During that period, we also saw useless 
waste, such as $300 million on the old Muja power station and the Roe 8 debacle as we headed towards an election 
that was rapidly becoming unwinnable for the government. It is funny; I have a different understanding sometimes 
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of elections, but I do not think the previous government could have tried harder to lose the election. It was known 
that we were in a dire financial state and that tough times were ahead. It does not make sense when we consider 
that Roe 8 was continued with and destroyed a path through Beeliar wetlands when public sentiment was so 
strongly against it. There was a budget blowout and a proposal to sell Western Power, which seemed to get no 
positive traction through the election. The majority of people thought that the previous government had just gone 
and borrowed all this money and now was saying that its great idea to pay off the debt was to sell some of our 
assets. Who could have thought that up? It makes no sense whatsoever. The Liberal Party made preference deals 
that were unpopular with its electorate. It had no intention whatsoever of restricting any sort of gas exploration. 
The reluctance to address climate change was very noticeable by all. Again, that is another thing that I would really 
like to see addressed in the coming term of the new government. Was it reckless mismanagement? Yes—that is, 
unless it was the plan. But I do not believe that. I do not believe the previous government could have done worse 
if it tried. Maybe somebody was thinking of it this way: if we spend all the money before Labor gets in, it will not 
have anything to do and it will look bad for four years. Is that clever? Maybe. Is that good management? No. 

Going back to the start of my history in Australia, for decades I was told that Liberals knew how to manage the 
finances, that Labor would give all the money away and that the Greens would send the state broke. Clearly, that 
is not the case and we have seen many other things happen. I have been paying attention over those three decades 
and I have seen Labor provide stable management in difficult times, the Liberals make a mess of good revenue 
sources—members just have to look back to when the GST was first introduced—and the Greens provide 
financially sound alternatives. At the federal level, our policies can be costed through the Parliamentary Budget 
Office, and our policy costings show that over a longer term than just one or two years, they will save us money. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: So why aren’t you in government? 

Hon Donna Faragher: That’s a very good question. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: Great question! I think it would be a great idea. I will put this on YouTube so we can ask 
that question out there. I would like to know too. The first time I looked at the National Party’s policies, nothing 
was there; that was back in 2008. I looked at its website during the election period and there was nothing. The 
National Party should make up policies and tell us what it stands for. 

The best the previous government could come up with was selling assets. I am sure that someone would have 
realised that if the finances had been managed well, we would not have had to sell the assets. I always go back to 
the individual—the personal—so let us liken this to the family on a reasonable income. The family members decide 
that they want to go on a holiday and buy a boat, a motorcycle, expensive cars, a bit of jewellery and some other 
entertainment. They buy all this stuff and fund it with debt, but then their income decreases and they find that they 
cannot make the payments on that debt so they start selling off the assets.  

Then they find that they have more debt than they have assets. Pretty soon, they are looking for some sort of 
handout because they cannot manage the situation any longer. If that was the case and they could not make their 
loan payments, what would we think of them? Would we think that at least they got their holiday or at least they 
have that lovely new boat, or would we think: “Gee, they didn’t manage that very well. Maybe they should have 
thought about the future. Maybe they shouldn’t have spent everything they had and more when the times were 
good.” I think that is how a lot of people in here might think. We should have held on to what we had and made 
sure that we had enough for the future. We should not have let it run out or slip through our fingers and think that 
somebody else would make up for it in the future. Was it financial management? No. Was it mismanagement? 
Yes, unfortunately. Was it recklessness? I suppose it was. Right now Western Australia should be in better shape. 
We had an economic boom and we blew it. We have little resilience within our community to show for it. Our 
drug use is increasing, homelessness is increasing and unemployment is increasing, and it is held down only 
because so many people are leaving the state—another thing that is hurting us. The demand on and the resultant 
costs of our hospitals is blowing out of proportion. Why did we not focus on keeping people healthy and out of 
hospitals and reducing the ongoing costs of our hospitals? Instead, we lead lifestyles that continually lead us 
towards needing more medical support and intervention. 

Nowhere else than in the small regional areas have the cuts to services been increasing to the point at which people 
are simply resigned to the fact. They get on with what they have and they try to make the best of it. We do not see 
a question of entitlement in the regional areas. They take what they have got and they make the best of it and get 
on with it. As Hon Dr Sally Talbot raised in her argument—the Keynesian idea—the boom, not the slump, is the 
right time for austerity in Treasury. Unfortunately, we are in the slump rather than the boom. The boom will come 
back, as it always does in Western Australia, but somehow that idea was not considered whatsoever. During that 
time when revenue increased each year, it was frittered away by a government that did not manage the finances. 
It left us in a deplorable state: our credit ratings decreased and our services were low. We have nowhere to go. It 
will not be fun to deliver this budget. It will just make do and help us to manage what we can. I hope that over the 
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coming years, our revenue increases through mining picking up again in different areas. I understand that lithium 
mining is picking up. It is too bad that we are not making batteries here yet, but you never know. We have the 
potential to do really well. Many things are out of our control, including interest rates, exchange rates and the price 
of iron ore. We have to adapt to these, just as we have to adapt to climate change as it comes along. We have to 
adapt to these outside economic circumstances, but we did not do that. We stayed in our bubble of wealth and we 
spent it. I am very disappointed that that is what happened. Yes, this past government recklessly mismanaged the 
funds. I do not think it was intentional. I am not even certain it was incompetence. Nevertheless, it did happen. 
The government did not seem to understand that economic booms do not go on forever. The government did not 
plan for our future. In a way, I thank the previous government. Although I agree that the funds were recklessly 
mismanaged, I would not be here if the previous government had done a good job. I would not need to stand here 
and say these things. 

Hon Peter Collier: Thank us. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: I am here; it is a good thing. 

Hon Peter Collier: I will accept the thank you. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: I am very pleased to be here. I am not pleased that I am here because the financial mess 
we are in has brought me here. However, I hope that in four years, I will be able to look back and see that things 
are better: people are cared for, services are provided and assets are managed and looked after. I am sure I will 
know so much more in four years from now. I appreciate the opportunity to address this issue. 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [2.04 pm]: 
During their contributions, members from the other side were very exercised by why this motion was moved. They 
suggested that we are still in oppositionist mode and that we should move on now that we are in government. 
I make it very clear that there is a very good and deliberate reason that we have moved this motion and why these 
matters need to be aired. We need to keep front and centre in this place an understanding of what went on in the 
last eight years. It has become evident since the change of government that our friends on the other side have failed 
to internalise the scale of the problem that we face. Over the next month, we will be required to bring down 
a budget that engages in budget repair and, in the course of doing that, very difficult decisions will be made. 
Unfortunately, from the contributions we have heard from members on the other side over the last couple of 
months, it is clear that they do not appreciate that spending cannot continue in the way that it did in the past. That 
is the reason, justification and purpose that Hon Dr Sally Talbot, with the support of this side of the house, moved 
this motion. We want to make sure that everyone in this chamber absolutely understands the scale of the problem 
that we face and the reason that we will deal with a very tough budget next month. 

I will go through some of the facts because one of the issues that concerns me about opposition members’ denial 
of the scale of the problem that we must now deal with is the statements made by the Leader of the Opposition—
not the Leader of the Opposition in this house—about the scale of the debt when he left the scene. From time to 
time, he challenges the prediction that debt will blow out to $41 billion in 2019–20. I have even heard suggestions 
that he does not necessarily accept that debt for this current financial year is in the order of $33 billion. I have 
heard it mentioned that he said that he will accept responsibility for a $27 billion debt. I ask members here to 
familiarise themselves with Pre-Election Economic and Fiscal Outlook—the independently prepared Treasury 
projections that were published in the lead-up to the last election. Those documents are not a creature of this side 
of Parliament, nor are they a creature of the other side. As part of the election process, financial projections are 
independently prepared by Treasury and they clearly show that the 2016–17 projected debt was over $33 billion. 
They also show that debt will continue to grow over the forward estimates to $41 billion. I urge members to 
understand that this just cannot continue. We simply could not allow the growth in expenditure to continue and 
see that debt increase and increase. I think Hon Sally Talbot and a number of other members talked about the cost 
that we now have in just servicing such a massive debt. 

I want to again draw attention to a few things, because it is really important to understand this setting. Particularly 
in the previous government’s first term, there was an enormous boom in revenue that fed into the state government. 
In that first term, total revenue grew by 32 per cent and state taxation grew by 47 per cent, but at the same time 
debt increased by over 500 per cent. During that period of enormous florescence of tax revenues we saw debt move 
from something in the order of $3.6 billion to $18.2 billion. The former government claimed everything was very 
expensive during that time. We understand that things were expensive but the revenue growth alone was 
extraordinary. To not be able to manage within that revenue growth and without massive expansion of debt shows 
a fundamental lack of financial capability. It did not get any prettier in the second term. As we said, we have seen 
debt go from $18.2 billion to a projected $33 billion when the former government left office, and it has headed 
upwards over the independently assessed forward estimates to $41 billion. We must deal with that. When we come 
back into this place in a few weeks to debate the budget, I urge members to keep these points front and centre. 
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That is the scale of the problem we are dealing with, and that is why we are having to engage in budget repair. 
That is why there will be people who will be disappointed. 

We are trying to manage this in a way that is fair to all parties. I want to particularly acknowledge here today 
a small example of reasonableness that we have seen from the Shire of Manjimup. The Shire of Manjimup had 
some $22.9 million allocated in the budget for another crack at town centre revitalisation. We approached the 
Shire of Manjimup and said, “Look, we understand your expectations. This was in the budget and an agreement 
was signed, but we want to negotiate with you how we might deal with this.” We were particularly exercised by 
the fact that funding for the Southern Forests Food Council, for example, came to an end at the end of this financial 
year. Certainly, the organisation appears to have done some good work in bringing together the small farmers of 
that area and creating a brand and an enhanced market for their products, but there was no funding for us to 
continue that. So we negotiated an outcome whereby we reduced by some $3 million the funds that would go to 
Manjimup. The Shire of Manjimup was quite confident that it would be able to do, effectively, all its town centre 
revitalisation within that funding envelope. That gave us the opportunity to ensure that we had appropriate 
investment in the Southern Forests Food Council going forward and, indeed, would be very much focused on how 
we might further assist the expanding horticultural growing and processing that we see occurring in Manjimup. It 
was a very positive outcome. Many situations like that will be coming up in the budget whereby we will not be 
able to give people all that they expect or want. However, within the framework of the budget, we will be seeking 
to keep good projects alive and looking at the possibility of supporting them as we make space in the forward 
estimates in the future. It is absolutely essential that the lesson is learnt—that we cannot just go around with a pile 
of gold in the back of the ute, and park it and shove it out the door. The process needs to be far more disciplined 
and rigorous if we are to have any chance of putting our finances on a sustainable basis. 

Hon Diane Evers referred to some impacts on the regions. I use this opportunity to put on the record—I know that 
a number of members in the house have intimate knowledge of this—what happened to the Department of 
Agriculture and Food and to its capabilities during this spend-fest. It is pretty extraordinary that under the royalties 
for regions spend-fest, agriculture was seen as probably the biggest victim across government. The agriculture 
department went from having 1 500 people to 1 000 people. Many of the 500 people who were exited from the 
organisation had immense capabilities and had really driven the department intellectually; they were the most able 
people and had extraordinary contributions to make in R&D. I am not saying that any department should be 
immune from the discipline of ensuring that we get value for money. I think that that is very appropriate and it is 
an exercise that we will continue to carry out; but, of all agencies, that happened in agriculture. Perhaps a member 
on the other side may be able to enlighten us on how that happened. How could that have happened in the period 
of the ascendancy of the National Party? How was it that we saw such a diminution of the capabilities, capacity 
and resourcing of agriculture? 

We will not go back to the days of having 1 500 people in the Department of Agriculture and Food, but we will 
be seeking to rebuild that regional capability and to build that R&D capability. Today members opposite will ask 
a question about grower funds and why we have diverted some funds out of grower grants into other projects. The 
reason for that is that it is very important we understand not all good science can be done on the basis of two-year 
project grants. We cannot keep great scientists and researchers by stringing them along on a series of two-year 
grants. We cannot build up the capabilities that are needed in an organisation such as the Department of Primary 
Industries and Regional Development unless it is provided with longer term support. We do not build great 
capabilities in universities on the basis of short-term, two-year grants. 

We are unashamed that we are looking at how we might restructure this system that was put in after this absolute 
catastrophe with not only cuts to personnel numbers, but also the destruction of morale in the Department of 
Agriculture and Food. Royalties for regions came in on a white horse and put in a series of short two-year grants 
and make-around work whereby permanent full-time equivalent positions were held against short-term royalties 
for regions grants. It does not work. It demoralised that agency. It has seen us lose some extraordinary capability. 
We look at Esperance. It is interesting to note that the number of staff employed by the Department of Agriculture 
and Food—the department that is so closely associated with the regions—dropped more in the regional areas. 
Again, this was in the era of the primacy of royalties for regions. The percentage of people who were employed 
by the department in the regions decreased under the previous government. It is ironic that the Department of 
Regional Development had virtually all its staff in Perth and the percentage of Department of Agriculture and 
Food employees who were based in the regions went from 45 per cent down to 41 per cent. Some regions lost 
almost half their staff. Esperance has been a case in point; the thriving research station of 44.4 full-time equivalent 
positions in 2008 is now down to 23.5. 

Carnarvon has not been utilised to its full potential in any way. We have reduced not only the research capability 
there, but also the capacity for us to use that facility to do creative things such as turn it into a plant nursery. We 
could have a nursery with psyllid-free area status supplying the greater region. I also refer to training. In both 
Kununurra and Carnarvon there are almost two worlds coexisting. Horticulture is probably the major employer 
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and the major driver of business. At the same time, we have massive problems with unemployment and 
under-employment in our Aboriginal community. What roles are the Kununurra and Carnarvon research stations 
playing to provide training opportunities to the Aboriginal community to get them integrated and orientated 
towards the horticultural industry, which in both those towns is growing and prospering? We cannot continue to 
have two separate worlds. In government we have this great lever of these research stations. 

I was a bit sad when I drove past the Carnarvon research station the other day and saw that some of the shade cloth 
was still in shreds from when the cyclone went through. Altogether, it seems to me quite an under-utilised facility 
and one that I think we could drive a lot harder to produce great research and development outcomes to assist the 
industry through nursery provision, particularly given the emergence of the tomato-potato psyllid. Thirdly, it 
would be a great vehicle for providing training to the young people in that community to give them a chance to 
understand the incredible opportunities that exist in horticulture. 

To recap, there is a very important reason for us to consider the content of this motion and where this state has 
been left financially. Members of this place will soon be asked to approve a budget. Members will need to have 
before them a clear understanding of why this government has had to make a range of pretty tough decisions in 
order to keep the show on the road and ensure that as we go forward, we are not spending more and more of the 
state’s precious resources on servicing debt. I therefore ask members to please consider this motion and read the 
analysis of the state’s financial situation to ensure they are fully informed when we go into our budget cycle next 
month. Thank you. 

HON Dr STEVE THOMAS (South West) [2.26 pm]: I thank members for the opportunity to make a few 
comments on this motion. As I am sure members are aware, “hubris” is a Greek word. The dictionary defines 
hubris as “excessive pride and self-confidence”. I suspect that is precisely where we are going in this debate today. 
Let me say to the government that the gestation period of a human being is nine months. A very interesting nine 
months is coming up. In the next nine months, the Labor government will be presenting two budgets. At the end 
of that nine months, that baby will be theirs. In nine months, the government will have to own the financial 
decisions that it makes, and members of this government will have to justify those decisions. That will be very 
interesting. I was tempted to take Hon Sally Talbot’s motion, change the names of the parties, and put it in place 
immediately, because by the time we get to motions on notice, which I think are at least a year in advance, we will 
be in about the right position to discuss the mismanagement of the new Labor government. I was very tempted to 
do that. It was only under the strong guidance of Hon Peter Collier that I pulled back from that. However, I think 
that motion will still come on for debate. 

Last week, Hon Diane Evers made an interesting contribution to the debate on this motion. In the not-too-distant 
future, I will come back to some of her comments in detail. I want to quote the singular most important statement 
that she made during her contribution. She began her contribution by saying — 

I recognise that this seems like a terrible waste of our time. I feel it would be much more valuable to be 
discussing something of worth … 

I absolutely agree with Hon Diane Evers. Looking backwards, with the benefit of hindsight, a motion of this sort 
is of remarkably little use to a chamber that in a couple of weeks will be looking at a budget going forward, and, 
nine months after that, a second budget, in which the Labor government will stamp its authority on the fiscal 
economy of Western Australia. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Member, will you explain why we need to do that? It is because we need to ensure 
there is a complete understanding of the financial situation so that we make sensible decisions about it. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I think I have a complete understanding of the financial situation, and I will be going 
through the new government’s budget in fine detail to make sure that my understanding is reflected. In particular, 
I will be looking at the commitments made by the Labor Party during the election campaign to see how they are 
funded and whether that is the most appropriate and useful expenditure for the state of Western Australia going 
forward. That will be very interesting. 

Hon Darren West: The people thought so. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I will come back to Hon Darren West because I think his energy policy will be at 
the forefront of my examinations of where the budget goes. If we have to do some retrospective examination, the 
questions are how long the government has the capacity to blame the previous government and at what point it 
becomes its own problem. That will depend, I suppose, on the capacity of the current Treasurer. The current 
Treasurer is an honourable man. Let us have a quick look at the expectations of the Treasurer and, to some degree, 
other members of the cabinet, and their understanding of the financial situation of Western Australia because it 
might inform us as we go through the budget period in the not-too-distant future. I was very intrigued to see that 
the then shadow Treasurer, the now Treasurer, released on 13 February 2017 during the election campaign 
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something of an economic statement and his budget management plan. I thought that was very interesting and 
I will look at whether I can find any of the bits from that plan in the up-and-coming budget. As I said, I am sure 
the Treasurer is an honourable man. I was particularly intrigued with a couple of dot points. The first states that 
the incoming government will — 

• Ensure future windfall revenue gains are used to reduce debt 

We have a major debt reduction strategy, and I will come back to that in a minute because I think it is critical to 
how the future budget will operate. The next point states there is a — 

• Comprehensive savings plan to put the State Budget back on a sustainable footing 

The Treasurer is an honourable man. I am sure that when he wrote those points, he had some expectation but did 
he understand the financial position the state was in, as just described by Hon Alannah MacTiernan? Let us find 
out. In the budget coming up in a few weeks, I think it will be very interesting to see whether that will be done. 

I now move into the election strategy in a bit more detail. I quote — 

Announcing the first of series of initiatives as part of the Debt Reduction Strategy, Shadow Treasurer 
Ben Wyatt said legislation was vital to guaranteeing no future government is able to mismanage the 
finances … 

Excellent! I am not sure which bit of legislation the Treasurer is referring to though because, apart from a piece of 
legislation to increase Western Australia’s debt capacity by $11 billion and a piece of legislation to expend money, 
I have not seen any legislation that relates to a debt reduction strategy. Maybe I missed that bit during the riveting 
debates we have had over the last couple of weeks. Perhaps, when the bells rang, I mistook and went home early 
and these bills went through the house. Six months into government, I have not seen any sign of this vital 
legislation. I will be interested to see how long we will wait for vital legislation like this to occur. The budget is 
only an appropriations bill; it is not legislation necessarily designed to manage the economy and change the way 
it is done, but it will be very interesting to see. 

I find the next sentence really interesting. It states — 

The legislation will see 50 per cent of iron ore royalty revenue directed into the new Debt Reduction 
Account when WA’s GST relativity returns to above 0.65 and the iron price is more than $85 per tonne. 

I certainly have not seen that legislation come before the house—this urgent piece of financial legislation that 
might just be the saviour of Western Australia. I am sure that the Treasurer has every intention of bringing it in, in 
the fullness of time and at the appropriate juncture. I am sure that he will because he is absolutely an honourable 
man. I am sure we will see this legislation presented to the house. It will be an interesting debate when the 
legislation is presented because there is a fundamental issue with the debt reduction strategy, as promised by the 
Australian Labor Party in the lead-up to the election. When the iron ore price rises beyond $85 a tonne, because 
of the GST reflection, the GST will naturally fall. If the iron ore price rises above $85 a tonne, the GST return is 
going to drop and that, as a debt reduction strategy, is nonsense. However, I am sure there is legislation pending 
because that is the strategy as announced by the government. 

Is it possible that the now Treasurer was perhaps a little confused about the function of the GST prior to the 
election? Having assumed the government benches at the recent election, as the Labor Party certainly did, the 
Treasurer has now received advice from Treasury that perhaps his debt reduction plan is not particularly adept. 
Perhaps his understanding of the GST distribution has also altered. 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Hon Jim Chown raises a very interesting question, but I am not one to go into this 
sort of debate unresearched. I think we should find some of the Treasurer’s words from when he was shadow 
Treasurer to see what that acknowledged honourable man had to say prior to the election and to see what his 
reflections were. I intend to divert to the words of not only the Treasurer but also some of the Treasurer’s cabinet 
colleagues because setting the scene for where we are going to go in financial management is absolutely critical. 
It will determine what the budgets will look like—one in two weeks’ time and one in nine months’ time—after 
which, as I say, the Labor government will be in charge of the budget outcomes. 

Let us look at a few of his comments. They are mostly from Hansard in the other place. We want to know what 
the current Treasurer understood about the GST. The first quote is not from Hansard but from the member for 
Victoria Park’s personal website, in November 2015. It states — 

At no point when the state budget is being set by Treasury do we not know what the GST will be that 
year. When we look at what was expected and what was actual, the difference is minuscule. Treasury is 
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pretty good at knowing what we will have in a budget year. We know what our GST revenue will be. The 
only time the government can use that as an excuse is if it has gone into a budget assuming, based on 
something, that it will receive a lot more revenue somehow, which would be not just incompetent, but 
negligent, financial management. 

The then shadow Treasurer—the honourable, as we agree, current Treasurer—seemed to think that Treasury was 
actually quite good at forecasting GST returns and, I suspect, other returns as well. I am a little surprised that the 
government is so distressed about the financial situation in which it finds itself and which is going to present itself 
in the next nine months, over two very interesting and important budgets. 

If we can jump a little to some other comments by the current Treasurer, the next quote was from Hansard of 
5 May 2015. It states — 

There has never been a revenue problem; I have made that point time and again. There has never been 
a GST shock; we have always known each year what the GST would be. We have also always had the 
warnings, colleagues. Tim Marney, the then Under Treasurer, warned us in the lead-up to the 2008 election 
and just after it. 

I might add that I think I gave some warnings in 2008 as well, which I reiterated in my first address to this house, 
so it is certainly not only Tim Marney in this process. Of course, not just the Treasurer, honourable as he is, but 
also some of his honourable cabinet colleagues made similar comments. In September 2016, the now Minister for 
Health made this comment — 

The government cannot come to this place and say that it did not know it was going to receive such 
a small proportion of the GST because that was always one of the great knowns of the state’s finances. 

It was one of the “great knowns”. The Minister for Health was happy to suggest that most of these facts were 
known in advance. As it turns out, he is not necessarily the only cabinet minister who holds that opinion. In 
November 2015, the Minister for Transport, Rita Saffioti, said — 

The GST is not a shock. It was always going to be at this level, and that was in the forecasts. There is no 
GST shock. As the member for Victoria Park likes to say, there has never been a GST shock. The 
government has known what percentage it was going to be well before the announcement was made. 
There is no GST shock. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Do you think that’s true? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: If the honourable Treasurer has said so. I believe that he is a just, right and 
honourably intentioned man, and I have enormous respect for him. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Do you also understand that what he is now talking about is something quite different; 
it is a change that has come out of the publication of the census and that’s something that was not available when 
the last government was in? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am happy to take the interjection from Hon Alannah MacTiernan, because she 
gives me the same courtesy. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Martin Aldridge): Honourable member, it is not up to you whether 
interjections are taken; it is actually up to me. This is a time-limited debate and we are running out of time. I ask 
that we move on. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: In the interest of a fulsome debate, instead of taking the interjection, I will simply 
address the issue. 

The minister has raised an important point and I would like to address it. The issue of population is extremely 
interesting because, like most things in the GST formula, it is a double-edged sword. When we discover that the 
population has dropped by an estimated 60 000 people, we know that the predictions were not necessarily 
adequate. At one level, the GST return is less. I absolutely understand that and that does have an impact on the 
budget. The other end of the argument is that if that is the case, we have to provide services for 60 000 fewer 
people. Now that the Treasurer is aware that there are fewer people to provide for than he otherwise thought, at 
the other end of that process we should see a due reflection in expenditure because we are not going to need 
60 000 people’s worth of resources, which is enough resources for a small regional city. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You know that that is spread across the state and we can’t cut it. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: But the government works this into its growth parameters. I am sure the Minister for 
Regional Development quite appropriately is planning for development and growth in regional areas by mapping 
the numbers. I am sure the minister agrees with me that most of the very optimistic projections of massive growth 
in regional areas are often foolish. I consider them rather silly. I know of growth plans that state that there will be 
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300 000 people in the greater Bunbury region before too long, and 100 000 people in Albany. I take all those 
projections with a grain of salt. I think some of them are an absolute nonsense if one looks at long-term growth. 
But that sort of growth becomes an important part of how we plan for the future. Losing 60 000 people is 
a double-edged sword. It does have a hit on the GST but it also reduces demand on, and need for, expenditure. 
I think that is a critical point to make. 

We were going back to various comments from members of the cabinet because we were basically trying to 
demonstrate that the government, the ministers and Treasury have been aware of the impending budget issues for 
some time. As I say, in two weeks there is going to be a brand-new budget and the Labor Party will be required to 
take control. Nine months after that there will be a second Labor budget and by that time I think we will understand 
that it is the Labor Party’s responsibility. I have been through a number of comments by a number of cabinet 
ministers, but I think the final word on this issue goes to the pre-eminent and honourable Treasurer. In a press 
release on 4 July 2013 he made these comments, and I quote — 

… the reality is the State’s GST revenue has come in almost exactly as budgeted in each of Mr Barnett’s 
budgets. 

… 

“There is no doubt that Western Australia’s GST return has fallen, but the reality is the Commonwealth 
Grants Commission is operating exactly as anticipated … 

“The reason our State’s GST return has fallen is due to the dramatic increase in our own revenues 
generated primarily through royalties and through payroll tax.” 

Mr Wyatt said while Mr Barnett is happy to complain about our GST, he rarely mentions the fact that 
WA has experienced strong revenue growth through a 60 per cent or $1.3billion increase in payroll tax 
revenue, or a 91 per cent or $2.1billion increase in royalty revenue. 

It would appear to me that a large number of cabinet ministers, and not just the Treasurer of Western Australia, 
were well aware and had a reasonable understanding of the GST returns to Western Australia. Of course, it is in 
the more recent period that they became alarmed by the process, but over time they understood that as our own 
revenues went up, the GST revenue went down. They frequently berated the then state government for not 
understanding the same thing. But we understand that in this chamber, so we understood that when the Labor 
government came to power nearly six months ago it would understand the situation and its decisions and 
management would take control. 

I will address some of the issues raised during the debate so far. The first I would like to raise, which a number of 
members have discussed, is the Liberal Party policy of the sale of Western Power. I will make a couple of critical 
points on that. Firstly, it makes very little difference to general government debt, because members, being an 
extremely economically literate group, will understand that that expenditure is stood apart from general 
government revenue and is included in total state net debt. Western Power is kept separate, as all those operating 
situations are. Total state net debt is the most quoted figure and it has been quoted by various members during this 
debate. When members say debt will grow from $33 billion currently to $43 billion or $44 billion in the forward 
projections, they are talking about total state net debt, which includes the debt held by Western Power. There are 
two issues to lay out here. A large proportion of the debt is held by institutions such as Western Power and the 
Water Corporation. Western Power’s debt is in the region of $7 billion and is absolutely listed in the overall debt. 
The critical thing to remember is that Western Power, in my opinion, is a diminishing asset. The problem is that 
Western Power in theory was worth $11 billion for 51 per cent in the not-too-distant past; in 10 years, if it is held 
on to by the state government, with the changing energy policies and agenda, it becomes a valueless asset, so the 
current Labor Party government policy will not only see that asset diminish to effectively scrap value, but also 
miss the opportunity to pay down $7 billion of debt. At the end of that process there will still be $7 billion of debt 
attached to Western Power, but there will be no asset left to sell. We could argue back and forth for as long as we 
want to about how much, on top of that debt of $7 billion, might be realised by the sale of Western Power, but it 
is absolutely critical, if we have the capacity to realise that asset, because in a decade’s time there will be no asset 
to realise. In that process, we will find total state debt goes down by the $7 billion, and that is where the Leader of 
the Opposition in the other place was talking about taking responsibility for $27 billion of the $33 billion that was 
sitting there in total state net debt. A plan to address at least some of that debt issue was in place under the now 
opposition, but it is not in place under the current government. I am waiting to see the urgent legislation that might 
be presented to address some of these things. I hope to see some of it in the budget, but we were promised 
legislation, and I still hope that we are going to see some legislation. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: When do you think we are going to get up to the 65 per cent floor that is mentioned 
there, in terms of determining the urgency? 
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Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: In reality, I think that if the current price sits where it is—it is about $77 a tonne 
today — 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: It is $79. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It has gone up again, has it? Okay—there you go, it has gone up a second time. The 
higher that goes, the further we have to push out that 65 per cent floor. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Not necessarily, because there is a three-year time lag. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, there is a lag, but remember that it has not gone lower for some time; it was 
back over $80 for a while, so it is going to be some time. In the meantime, it does not matter, because if we do get 
those parameters now, of over $80 a tonne and 65c, there is no legislation to enable that to happen anyway. 
I presume we will be seeing that particular piece of legislation fairly soon. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: It is the other factor that is the critical one; it is when we will return to the 65 per cent 
floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, member. I think we have had a good run of interjections. There are 
19 minutes left of the member’s time, and the member needs to focus his comments through the Chair and conclude 
his remarks. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Thank you, Mr Acting President, for your guidance. 

There are some important issues to address. I want to leave the financial plan of the Labor government on this 
note. The Labor Party’s media release in February this year about the debt reduction strategy came with some 
figures, and I will be intrigued to see how they pan out. The expectation was that the McGowan Labor government, 
in the 2019–20 financial year, would finally make it back into a modest surplus of $205 million. I will be very 
much looking forward to seeing how that process goes. As I say, I think, with the number of motions on the table, 
I might have to get my motion condemning the financial management of the new Labor government brought on 
fairly soon. Otherwise I might miss out, and I would truly hate to do that. 

In the limited time I have remaining, I would like to address some of the issues raised by some other members 
during this debate, because I think that is important. I have probably mentioned the most important contribution, 
by Hon Diane Evers, that we are pretty much wasting our time during the entire session, but let us move on from 
that. She made a couple of other very interesting comments. One alluded to a lack of investment in Albany. My 
recollection is that, during the time of the previous government, Albany received a new hospital, a new fire station 
and a not inconsiderable Anzac centre. I suggest that honourable members who have not gone to see the Anzac 
centre should do so; it is a very good asset for the City of Albany. The government has also done some interesting 
things such as contributing to a shark barrier trial on Middleton Beach, which I think is probably a very good idea, 
although I have always found the water in Albany too cold to venture into. There have been some very good 
investments into the regions. That brings me to a comment that Hon Diane Evers made about regional areas not 
looking for handouts in the budget process. I find that regional areas are no more reticent to ask the state 
government for money than anywhere else. The royalties for regions program is a good example that most local 
governments throughout Western Australia are perfectly capable of asking, and have repeatedly asked, for 
additional state funding for major projects—many of which have been funded and some of which have not. How 
the government handles royalties for regions in the future will be an incredibly interesting process. I am interested 
to see how royalties for regions will be handled in the upcoming budget process. Will it remain, as legislation 
currently dictates, a separate fund? Will royalties for regions funding be separate expenditure line items in the 
budget process? The previous government isolated royalties for regions expenditure in various departments and 
I found that a very useful process, which allowed me to ask the Minister for Regional Development a couple of 
months ago whether royalties for regions expenditure could be divided into capital expenditure and salary 
expenditure. The issue of royalties for regions funding being used to keep departments going has been raised in 
this debate and I think that is very interesting. My research on the topic suggests that more money from royalties 
for regions went into salaries than went into infrastructure. Most people were quite surprised by that. I would like 
to be able to continue that examination further down the track. It might be that the minister is able, at some point, 
to get that information out. It is fairly complicated and technical information but it would be very interesting to 
know. As was brought up in the debate on this motion, royalties for regions funding went into health funding in 
the Southern Inland Health Initiative and agricultural funding over a range of projects. I would be interested in the 
longer term—perhaps the Langoulant review might look at some of these things—and the break-up of that 
expenditure. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Member, can I just give you one example? The entire Department of Regional 
Development was funded from royalties for regions. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: The administration. 
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Hon Alannah MacTiernan: The entire department. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am interested to see that sort of information pulled out in the budget process. That 
will be extremely interesting. My calculation is that in most years probably more than 50 per cent of the royalties 
for regions budget was spent on salaries. I will be intrigued to see how we pin that down over a longer period, 
because I think that is quite critical. 

I was also interested to hear Hon Diane Evers say in her contribution that she was very proud of the high wages 
paid as part of the process. We need to be extremely cautious with that, because it is very hard to condemn the 
previous government for expenditure and then say that the biggest part of that expenditure, which was wages, was 
a good thing. That dichotomy still leaves me confused. I do not understand how somebody at one level can say 
that the government spent too much and inappropriately and at the next level say that it was good expenditure. If 
the focus is on infrastructure spending, I am interested to see which bits of infrastructure the Greens are opposed 
to. I would like to see that pinned down a bit more. I would like to see what regional development infrastructure 
in particular the Greens object to and see where that goes. I found that quite interesting and I would like to see 
a bit more of that information pinned down if I could. 

That brings me to energy. I see the hand very much of Hon Darren West in the government’s energy policy, in 
particular the expenditure of $80 million on renewable energy projects. I know that the honourable member is fan 
of renewable energy projects. However, when Hon Darren West is asked about the three projects and he cannot 
say how much energy they will deliver, how much they will cost or how they will fit into the south west 
interconnected system, and the fact that they will have zero impact on current fossil fuel energy production, 
I wonder if that $80 million will end up being put into good policy. I will just comment on those three projects, 
because I may not get another chance to raise this in any significant way before the budget. Of those three 
projects—the wave farm in Albany and the solar farm and biomass plant in Collie—the biomass plant is the most 
problematical project. I will be incredibly interested to see whether the government is able to deliver an efficient 
biomass plant in the long term. In my view, having looked at this for many years, without being able to use native 
hardwood residue as a part of that process, the government will find it very difficult to get that project past the 
group of members who sit in the corner opposite. The biomass plant is a very difficult business case to justify. 
I am not saying that it cannot be done, but it will be interesting to see how that business case stacks up over the 
next little while. It has a nearly $30 million commitment attached to it. An attempt has been made to build one in 
Bridgetown and Manjimup. It will be interesting to see how the government manages to deliver a biomass plant 
without native residual hardwood being part of the equation. However, I wish the government luck with that. When 
the budget is delivered, there will be absolute scrutiny of that commitment over the next few years to see whether 
it is a worthwhile investment. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Do you support the wave energy centre of excellence and promoting that technology? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am waiting to see the business case attached to that. I am less sceptical about it. 
I think it has the potential to deliver, and it may be deliverable, at this point. We can put a solar plant pretty much 
anywhere. Again, its biggest issue is not financial return but how it plugs into the local grid. If the government 
decides to build a solar plant, where it is put is probably less vital because a solar plant can be put anywhere. The 
issue is that we are talking about $80 million—not an insignificant sum. This afternoon, I am here to debate with 
the government over $20 million of savings that have been taken off first home buyers. If $20 million is 
a significant sum, then surely $80 million of investment is of quadruple significance. Good investment by the 
government and return on that investment will be absolutely critical, because, as I say, it is the Labor government’s 
turn to justify its decisions and work out where its expenditure will go. A couple of those projects may get up, but 
the biomass one in particular will be problematical. I am waiting to see a business case for all those projects to see 
how effective they might be. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Hon Dr Steve Thomas, just while you are reflecting on your notes, I want to remind 
you that the time left for the debate is five minutes and 15 seconds, which is not the speaker’s time. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Excellent, we are coming close to the end, Mr Acting President. I thank you for your 
guidance. I guess we are at the point at which we are close to summing up. The motion before the house today, 
one of history, comes from the bent of the Keynesian economist. I am very pleased to see that during the debate, 
two members raised Keynes and his economic policies—Hon Dr Sally Talbot and Hon Diane Evers—which is 
great. I think Keynesian economics is an immensely dangerous process and it should be removed as good 
government policy. I think Hon Aaron Stonehouse agrees with that position; we have had that conversation before. 
Keynesian economics effectively says—the other members were right—that in good times, governments should 
spend less and in difficult times, governments should spend more. I do not think that works. It is an immensely 
dangerous process, because it is the antithesis of the free market economy and it is the antithesis of someone who 
holds, as I do, quite right-wing economic views. We expect the private sector to pick up the pieces because the 
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private sector ultimately drives the economy. The government’s job for the most part is to get out of the way and 
allow the private sector to deliver. Although the Western Australian private sector is lumpy, in many places it is 
doing quite well. We have talked about the price of iron ore, which is higher than I thought it would reach as it 
approaches $80 a tonne. That means that many of the sectors of one of our biggest export industries is doing 
remarkably well. The price for produce in many agricultural sectors remains quite buoyant. The agricultural sector 
is doing quite well in many areas. As I said, there are some lumps in the economy, particularly in the dairy industry, 
which continues to struggle. The beef industry is heading towards the end of a particularly buoyant time, but as 
long as live export maintains its capacity, we can expect those prices to stay as they are. Obviously, there has been 
rain in the electorates of Hon Jim Chown and Hon Ken Baston—perhaps not so much in Hon Ken Baston’s 
electorate—and wheat crops will not be nearly as bad as it was proposed they would be, including the wheat crops 
in your electorate, Mr Acting President (Hon Martin Aldridge). Certainly, the agriculture sector is starting to 
become reasonable. 

I think Hon Sally Talbot said during her contribution to this debate that Western Australia is in a recession. I am 
particularly interested to know by what means or measure do we say that Western Australia is in a recession 
because the fiscal economy—that is, the government economy—is different from the Western Australian 
economy. The government economy is only a small proportion of the overall economy in Western Australia. Yes, 
the economy is lumpy; manufacturing continues to be a difficult area in not only Western Australia but everywhere 
across the country, but other sectors of the Western Australian economy are starting to tick over. I seem to 
remember that in recent months, the Treasurer said that there are green shoots in the economy. I thought he might 
have been trying to take credit for those green shoots. That news is welcome. 

It is inaccurate to say that Western Australia is somehow in a recession. That talks down an economy that has been 
through some difficult times just by means of correcting what was a massive boom. As I have said in this place, it 
was the boom of a millennium; a massive economic boom, not a fiscal boom, but the boom of the iron ore royalties 
in particular and also other parts of the economy. I do not believe that we are in a recession. I do not believe the 
state of Western Australia has that problem. I agree that it is starting to show green shoots. It will get back to 
normal, longer term growth and during that process, this Labor government will have to decide where it will spend 
its money, how it will manage the economy of which it is now in charge, and decide on a process of debt repayment 
and restructure. Labor members have nine months in government and then this baby is theirs. They will need to 
take responsibility for it and not move motions such as this. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Acting President (Hon Martin Aldridge) casting his vote with the noes, with 
the following result — 

Ayes (18) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Adele Farina Hon Charles Smith Hon Darren West 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Laurie Graham Hon Aaron Stonehouse Hon Pierre Yang 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Matthew Swinbourn Hon Martin Pritchard (Teller) 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Dr Sally Talbot  
Hon Diane Evers Hon Robin Scott Hon Colin Tincknell  

 

Noes (12) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Colin de Grussa Hon Colin Holt Hon Tjorn Sibma 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Rick Mazza Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Nick Goiran Hon Michael Mischin Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Tim Clifford Hon Jacqui Boydell 

Question thus passed. 
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