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LOAN BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 20 May. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [2.26 pm]: I rise to speak on the Loan Bill 2015 from a 
number of aspects. Before I go any further, I would really like to thank the minister and his staff for providing 
me with briefings around this issue, particularly Kaylene Gulich and Chris Wright from the Department of 
Treasury, and Lisa Di Paolo and Ben Graham from the Treasurer’s office.  

The current Loan Bill seeks a new loan authorisation of $8 billion to meet planned general government purposes 
borrowing requirements until 30 June 2017. Having recently had a budget briefing, which a number of members 
attended, one wonders where we will be beyond 2017. The government is borrowing for general public purposes 
as distinct from borrowing by statutory authorities with borrowing powers in their enabling acts, which must be 
authorised by local acts. The last authorisation for consolidated account general purpose borrowing was provided 
in the Loan Act 2012.  

It is important to reflect on where our borrowings have been over the past number of years and where we have 
been fiscally in terms of agreed debt redemption. The Loan Bill 2015 is for $8 billion. The Loan Bill 2012 was 
for $5 billion. The Loan Bill 2009 was for $8.316 billion.  

The Loan Bill 2004 was for $250 million and the Loan Bill 1999 was for a financial agreement debt redemption 
of $260 million. In 1997, it was for $20 million; in 1995, it was a redemption of $90 million; in 1994, it was a 
redemption of $145 million; and in 1993 there was a borrowing of $183 million, with a redemption of 
$95 million. In 1992, there was a general borrowing of $350 million, with a redemption of $190 million. In 
1991, there was a $390 million general purpose borrowing, with a redemption of $200 million. The Loan 
(Financial Agreement) Act 1991 had an agreed debt redemption of $160 million. In 1990, there was a general 
purpose borrowing of $175 million, and we continue to go back to 1987 to find a general purpose borrowing of 
$300 million. In most cases, Western Australia was ticking along with general purpose borrowings not exceeding 
about $400 million in the years preceding 2004. Obviously, fiscal values have changed over time. In 2009, 
borrowings suddenly rose to $8.316 billion. The Loan Bill 2012 was $5 billion and now, the Loan Bill 2015, is 
$8 billion. That shows we really have not been managing the books particularly well. 

Based on current estimates, after 2014–15 about $1.6 billion of Loan Act authorisations will remain available to 
be utilised in 2015–16. Current indications for the 2015–16 budget estimates of borrowings to meet consolidated 
account requirements will be in the region of $4.5 billion in 2015–16 and $3.6 billion in 2016–17. Consequently, 
a further loan act authorisation is required and the $8 billion sought in this bill aims to cover the two-year period 
until 30 June 2017. Taking into account the remainder of the existing borrowing authorisation, including the 
projected borrowing requirements, the consolidated — 

[Interruption.] 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I apologise. That is either a carton of beer or confiscation of my phone; one of the 
two! 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Honourable member, in light of what was said earlier in the 
week, I think you need to refer to some of the comments from the Chair on Tuesday and refrain from 
interrupting yourself! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Well said! Thank you, Mr Acting President. 

In accordance with clause 4 of the Loan Bill, the proceeds of all loans raised under this authority must be paid 
into the consolidated account. The moneys will then be advanced by agencies, by appropriations in the budget. 
Details of the asset investment program are laid out in the budget papers tabled in this house. In accordance with 
clause 5 of the bill, in addition to seeking the authority for loan raisings, it also permanently appropriates moneys 
from the consolidated account to meet principal repayments, interest and other expenses of borrowings under 
this authority. The bill was declared urgent by the Treasurer on Tuesday, 5 May 2015. Over the last six years, 
there have been three loan bills in the amounts of $8 billion, $8.3 billion and $5 billion. 

For those members who attended the budget briefing session given by Treasury to outline forecasts, I think 
everybody would acknowledge that we have been hit dramatically by the downturn in royalty returns from the 
minerals industry. It was enlightening to see some of the projections presented by Treasury. I turn to the 
Treasury documents. Page 23 of Treasury’s PowerPoint presentation set out the need for asset sales. I am 
looking at tranche 2, “Asset Sales”. The list includes: State Fleet, sale and leaseback; some government office 
buildings, sale and leaseback; specific LandCorp landholdings; and individual generation assets of Horizon 
Power and Synergy and non-core assets of Western Power. Part of me says, “Okay, we’ve got major fiscal 
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problems and we need to deal with something here.” But asset sales, in my view, are only ever a one-off. A 
person does not sell a room in their house and expect to get it back. Those assets previously provided an income 
stream to government. The income stream might not have been great, and there is an issue around that, but the 
government is talking about selling off part of an asset stream that it will never get back. The government would 
actually have to lease it back. 

I am reminded of a time when BHP Billiton—a corporation that I worked for—decided to outsource a lot of its 
staff. Its bottom line was really good because it could say it had reduced its expenditure on staffing. It presented 
that in a number of annual reports and put a value on it. It was really interesting that BHP then had to lease back, 
or employ back, through contractual arrangements, those same employees. Some of the guys we had been 
working alongside were coming back under contractual arrangements at a higher rate than they had been paid 
within BHP. The net fiscal outcome for BHP was a negative, but the simple bottom line showed its in-house 
expenditure had been reduced. That is what I think we will find with some of these asset sales, particularly the 
leaseback operations. 

The forward estimates do not contain any provision for anticipated sale proceeds. It needs to be noted that a new, 
flatter land tax scale is to be implemented from 2015–16 when there will be some changes. These will all add up 
to possible additional revenue of $826 million over four years. By way of example, land tax on property with an 
unimproved value of $1 million will increase from $770 to $1 750. It is interesting to note that this is still well 
below other states, which range between $2 975 and $11 588. I will touch on an analogy about where 
Western Australia sits in the international arena when we talk about some of our royalty returns. 

The tranche 1 asset sales, as has already been identified, being progressed for sale include Utah Point in 
Port Hedland and the Perth Market Authority. The asset sales program will be expanded significantly, with the 
government supporting the following assets proceeding to detailed due diligence: Fremantle port, long-term 
lease, which subsumes the Kwinana Bulk Terminal sale; the TAB, in consultation with the racing industry; the 
Forest Products Commission; and the portfolio of Government Regional Officers’ Housing stock. That will be 
interesting. That means the government will sell its GROH stock and then, through a process, have to lease back 
the very same houses that are currently in our GROH stock. But the key issue is: will we be leasing back those 
houses at more than it currently costs us to administer and manage that stock through our various departments? 
Will departments have to go into the open market, as is the case with the non-government sector, to lease a 
house? Anyone who has worked in the NGO sector in the north west would know that invariably it costs about 
twice as much to lease a house on the open market as it costs to lease a house from within the current GROH 
stock. That whole process has led to the demise of many NGOs that are operating in remote and rural areas, 
because they cannot afford the increased cost of providing housing. So those are some of the things that we have 
been looking at. 

The fiscal outlook is that net debt is increasing, but it is not forecast to peak until 2017–18. In 2006–07, our net 
debt was in the region of $8 billion. Our net debt in 2012–13 was about $20 billion. Our net debt forecast is 
about $35 billion. That means that net debt has gone from approximately 10 per cent to 80 per cent.  

The other point that I want to talk to here is the fiscal outlook for operating deficits in prospect. In 2012, we were 
looking at about $400 million, and it will go to about $2.7 billion for this year. There is some balancing out, and 
our forecast is that by about 2018–19, we should be back at about $2.5 billion. So it is interesting to see where 
we are at there. Expenses growth is projected to continue to slow. Our long-term average has been about 7.6 per 
cent. We are now averaging about 2.5 per cent, and it is anticipated that by 2018–19 we should be going up to 
about 4.5 per cent, but that is still nowhere near that figure of 7.6 per cent. 

The point that I want to come to is that revenue growth has stalled. In the forward estimates, we are looking at 
about 5.5 per cent, and the long-run average again is about 7.8 per cent. Where the kicker is, and what we are 
suffering at the moment, is that there is a three to five-year lag in GST returns. Hon Peter Katsambanis touched 
on this the other night when he spoke about GST revenue. When we talk about GST relativity, our GST revenue 
in 2000–01 was about $5 billion, and it is now about $1.5 billion. It is projected to go up again. But there is 
always this wretched lag because of the way the federal government does our GST adjustments. The problem we 
have is that quite clearly the other states do not want to see a one-off adjustment for Western Australia because 
we have that lag period. Somebody will always be disadvantaged if we change the rules along the way. 
Therefore, I can well understand the other states’ reticence to suddenly change the situation because WA finds 
itself it in a hole. Unfortunately, that is a bit of a mining hole. The mining hole is that we had about $6 billion in 
royalty income in 2012–13 and 2013–14, and that has dropped by about $2.4 billion to $3.7 billion, or 
approximately a 39 per cent reduction. That, along with the GST, has meant that we have ended up in this 
situation.  

Obviously I would think that some forward-thinking government would have looked ahead and said that the 
golden goose is not going to last forever. Having been involved in the mining industry for many years, I know 
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that what comes around goes around. I am reminded that in 1988 we had a significant downturn in the mining 
industry and people were bailing out of the Pilbara and leaving behind half-built houses that could be picked up 
for about $100 000. We had a dire situation then, and we have had them before. What should we be doing about 
this? Obviously Mr Forrest has been getting on his high horse and making statements about how we need to have 
a federal inquiry into what the two big miners, Rio Tinto and BHP Billiton, are doing. It is really interesting that 
not long ago, that same gentleman was standing on a flatbed truck down here and talking about how we need to 
allow the free market to rule and how he did not want government intervention. I will come to the minerals 
resource rent tax shortly and explain what went wrong there and what is happening in the rest of the world. 
Mr Forrest is now after state and federal government intervention. This is the same man who in June 2010 was 
doing a two-person act, standing on a flatbed truck with Gina Rinehart, when he was going after the resource 
super profits tax.  

What is really interesting is that we need to look around the world and see why we are not doing it particularly 
well. We seem to have had in this country some sort of predilection that anything the big miners want to do is 
fine with us, and we have not really tackled them over it. One of the problems that we will be facing as a mining 
state into the future is the emergence of a development called S11D. S11D is in the state of Pará in Brazil. It can 
operate profitably at $55 a tonne, which is something that the smaller miners in this country cannot do. It is 
interesting to note, looking at the royalty returns that Brazil gets out of its iron ore, that they are significantly 
higher than ours. By 2018, S11D will be producing nearly 100 million tonnes of ore annually from some of the 
purest rock anywhere in the world. It will be significantly better than what we will have left. It will be in a real 
seller’s position. China is aware of this and Australia’s two major mining corporations—BHP Billiton and Rio 
Tinto—are as well. It is obviously in Australia’s interest to run the lowest unit cost production so we get more 
profits, become more investable, and hold on to a market share relative to competition. Unfortunately, most of 
the dialogue that is going on in this country at the moment is between corporations and between governments 
about a very parochial issue. If we want to sustain mining, the problem we face as a nation is how we compete 
with the emergence of many other countries in terms of high value ore and the price that might have on the 
market. Quite clearly, Brazil’s Vale is going to unleash a wall of new iron ore into the market, which we will 
have to deal with. There have been many calls for an inquiry into the mining industry, which has been led to a 
large degree by Andrew Forrest. There are many aspects of saying that we need to look at the mining industry, 
the dividends it pays to us in terms of a royalty, its taxation regimes, and many other things. However, we have 
not done well out of the mining industry; we could have done a lot better. 

I now turn to some statistics that come out of the PricewaterhouseCoopers document “Corporate income taxes, 
mining royalties and other mining taxes” of June 2012. Unfortunately, I do not have an up-to-date version 
although I hunted high and low. This will give members some idea. According to the figures, Australian iron ore 
ad idem paid 6.5 per cent to 7.5 per cent in royalties. With the increased royalties in fines, we are now dealing 
with 7.5 per cent flat. At that stage, we identified that the minerals resource rent tax was going to apply—
excluding for the small miners—and that would have provided a significant income for the federal regime, had 
they not done those extraordinary allowances with some of the big end of town. We can compare that with 
Brazil. The royalties in Brazil for iron ore are 15 per cent to 25 per cent. This is a nation that we are going to be 
competing with, which can produce iron ore at around about $55 a tonne and has a royalty base that is at least 
double ours. 

Hon Mark Lewis: What are the shipping costs? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The shipping costs are significantly greater; absolutely. That has obviously always 
been a player. However, we have the new mines coming on from Vale and S11D. Their ore is absolutely 
superior to ours. There is little or no phosphorus in it; there is a whole range of things. This is the market talking. 
I am not presenting anything other than the market information. 

We need to look at Canada. Its royalty regime is 25 per cent. However, it has different royalty regimes, which 
are established around regions; so, for example, Quebec, British Columbia and Ontario have different royalty 
regimes. 

We have been getting much less royalty income for our minerals than our major competitors. Royalties Places 
such as Argentina have a much lower royalty regime, but then again they do not have a big mineral resource 
sector. Even if there is to be a federal inquiry—which I note that the government and the opposition are moving 
away from, leaving “Twiggy” Forrest hanging by a thread, notwithstanding the fact that he is mounting a 
massive fiscal campaign again on the back of another truck—there is no appetite for a review of how we manage 
our resources. Managing our resources should be really important for us because, in essence, that is all this 
nation has. Our expansion of the mining industry over a number of years has taken workers out of the 
manufacturing industry, has driven the dollar value up and has meant that our manufacturing industry has to a 
large degree gone to the wall. Everything has had a cause and effect, and so we now find ourselves in a bust 
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situation and with a virtually bankrupt government that has to go into these massive borrowings, and yet we are 
not doing a proper fiscal analysis of the situation in front of us. 

Going back to Brazil, I think it is important to put some things on the record. Looking at Rio and BHP’s share of 
the international iron ore market, it has not altered, notwithstanding the fact that we have not had an expansion, 
our shipping costs have gone up, and the shipping of the juniors has increased and we are shipping a lot more. 
Since 2006, our market share from BHP was in the region of 17 per cent, and that has been static, 
notwithstanding the fact that we have exported more. Rio’s market share remains at about 20 per cent; the same 
level it was about a decade ago.  

Therefore, in some of the rhetoric that is going on around our budget problems, I do not think that as a nation 
and a state we are addressing some of the fundamentals. Notwithstanding the fact that I think the Premier has got 
us into the position we are in because he was not prepared to look at the natural cyclical boom–bust scenario and 
its corollary impact on GST, he understands the international market. 

Hon Jim Chown: Which hospitals would the member not have built; which schools would the member not have 
built, and which roads would the member not have built under the current circumstances? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am not discussing that, honourable member. 

Hon Jim Chown: The member is entering into something deeper in regard to business for the operation of the 
state to the detriment of the community at large. So, my question remains. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: If the member had been listening, I have just identified that our royalty regime is 
appalling by comparison with our competitors. Brazil has a much more significant royalty regime for its iron ore; 
Canada does also. If we had a royalty regime that actually returned the dollars from the multinationals, which by 
the way take our taxes offshore—I am sure the member is aware of the Prime Minister’s comments about that — 

Hon Jim Chown: Your last response was that the Premier was not being responsive in the way he dealt with the 
finances of the state under the royalty regime. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am saying that he really should have looked again at the royalty regime ages ago. 
He has put up royalties on fines to 7.5 per cent, and I commend him for that, but when we understand that the 
basic royalty regime in this state is based on a notional 10 per cent freight on board, when other nations work on 
20 or 30 per cent, therein lies a problem for me. 

The issue then becomes that we need to make sure that, at times of boom, we are investing in insurance for the 
future. I feel much sympathy for many of the workers in the industry who find themselves suddenly without jobs 
in Perth, but I am also reminded that this has happened before. People must realise that the iron ore, gold and 
nickel industries are all boom and bust industries. They are multinational, international operations and we are 
mere pawns in that game. If we are to be pawns in that game, we need to make sure that we get a decent return 
for, as the Association of Mining and Exploration Companies described it in 2003, a non-sustainable commodity. 
In one of its annual reports, in either 2002 or 2003, AMEC stated that the mining industry had to recognise that it 
was unsustainable. Where will we be in 40 or 50 years’ time, when our high-grade ore has gone and our gold 
industry has declined? Where will industries be beyond then? That is what we need to be looking for. I 
understand what the honourable member opposite said. He is dealing with the here and now. I think we had 
comments from another member previously asking, who cares about the future? I care about the future of this 
state, its finances and industry in the future. We need to be far more innovative than just resting on our laurels 
and hoping that the boom will go on forever, because it did not, and it has not in the past. 

If we are to be a government of the future, we need to establish that, although we will see some decent returns in 
the future, it has already been identified in the budget papers that our iron ore will never go above $60 a tonne. 
This is a completely different outcome for where we need to be from what was the case one or two years ago, 
when we were looking at $123 a tonne freight on board. It is a bit like “Houston, we have a problem.” We need 
to figure out a way out of this. It might mean that, unfortunately, the government of the day, whoever that might 
be, has to cut its cloth accordingly. We cannot go on spending when we do not have the funds available. 

The other day I was having a chat with some friends of mine in Europe, and they alerted me to a brand-new 
paper put out by the International Monetary Fund. I think it was produced at the beginning of this month. It does 
not have a date on it, but I am sure it was released about the beginning of this month. I think this report came out 
about 10 May. It is titled “How Large Are Global Energy Subsidies?”. It refers to the provision of energy for 
domestic purposes, mining purposes and a whole range of things. New sets of figures have been calculated. I can 
go through and read out the highly technical components of this, but I have basically synthesised it down. It is 
estimated that subsidies to the energy industry and the mining industry for 2015 will be $15 trillion. I actually 
said “trillion”, not “billion”. Those are subsidies handed out to the energy and mining industries globally in 
2015. Global fossil fuel subsidies have been, on average, $5.3 trillion, or £3.4 trillion a year. That is equivalent 
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to $10 million every minute of every day. If we are directly subsidising industry to that tune globally, industry 
must be making an awful lot of money, and one must ask: why do we subsidise the industries? We have the 
resource, they need it, and it is here. They need to pay us. As Twiggy Forrest has said, it is our ore, but we look 
upon it as something that we need to subsidise. Obviously, the exploration subsidies are still going ahead. 
Looking at past records—again, I think it comes from statements made by the Treasurer in a speech on how 
much the state was disadvantaged in its GST—we subsidise the mining industry to the tune of around 
$3.6 billion a year. That is an argument he put to the federal Treasury. 

I come back to the fact that we have a resource. It is a limited resource, and we need to make sure that we utilise 
that resource for our benefit. I am mindful of the notion that if we do not facilitate these major international 
corporations coming here, they will go elsewhere. Brazil and Canada do not facilitate them. They are still 
working in those countries and paying twice the royalty we are charging. Why do we do it? What drives us to do 
that? I have no idea. The International Monetary Fund, in a press release, calls the revelations shocking and says 
that the figure is extremely robust, and the estimate of fuel subsidies that affect all industries is greater than the 
total health spending of all the world governments. Interestingly, United States taxpayers are subsidising more 
than anywhere else. Economist Nicholas Stern, quoted in an article published in the Guardian on Monday, 
18 May 2015, said — 

“This very important analysis shatters the myth that fossil fuels are cheap by showing just how huge 
their real costs are. There is no justification for these enormous subsidies for fossil fuels, which distort 
markets and damages economies, particularly in poorer countries.” 

Unfortunately, Nicholas Stern, we are being damaged, and we are not necessarily one of the poorer countries. 
The article continues — 

Lord Stern said that even the IMF’s vast subsidy figure was a significant underestimate: “A more 
complete estimate of the costs due to climate change would show the implicit subsidies for fossil fuels 
are much bigger even than this report suggests.” 

The IMF, one of the world’s most respected financial institutions, said that ending subsidies for fossil 
fuels would cut global carbon emissions by 20%. That would be a giant step towards taming global 
warming, an issue on which the world has made little progress to date. 

For those members who wish to read that document, it is titled “WP/15/105, IMF Working Paper, How Large 
Are Global Energy Subsidies?”. It is a brand new document.  

Those take me back to my broader concerns. In my view there needs to be a federal inquiry into the way we 
manage our resources and the way we return our income from those resources through global taxation systems, 
royalties or, in some cases, taxes. We need to understand how that works and we need to have a good and 
detailed investigation, but we do not need to go down Twiggy’s path of blaming the major corporations, because 
he is one of the players. He played the game until the point at which he was hurt and now he is crying foul. It 
would be really useful for that inquiry to determine our resource base. Dr Gavin Mudd from Monash University 
has done some marvellous work into the sustainability of the Australian minerals industry. He is one of 
Australia’s recognised experts in this area and has been trotted out for most mining conferences as someone who 
has a good handle on where we will be in the future. Yes, there most probably should be a federal inquiry, but 
coming back to the more immediate things that we face as a result of that, I urge the current government and 
future governments to understand that we have a non-renewable resource, a limited resource, for which we need 
a strategy that deals with the boom-or-bust scenarios, one that has a developing set of industries that will be 
useful to this state and nation beyond the mining boom-or-bust scenarios that we will undoubtedly go through 
over the next 40 to 50 years. I bet members that, at some stage in the next 10 to 20 years, another set of members 
will stand in this house arguing the same points. We have done it before and we will do it again.  

I refer members to question without notice 305 in the other place, in which Ben Wyatt asked the Treasurer —  

… can the Treasurer guarantee that the Loan Bill 2015 will see the state through to 30 June 2017?  

To which the Treasurer replied —  

In today’s uncertain times and with royalties revenue prices going as they are, it is hard to give an 
ironclad guarantee. 

If I were Dr Nahan, I would have made that exact statement. There is no blame apportioned to that, but we need 
to understand that that is a serious likelihood. The government has not guaranteed that it will not seek another 
loan, but the Treasurer has said that he is extremely confident that this bill will see the state through to 30 June 
2017. I note that instead of doing a retrospective evaluation of projections, Treasury is now doing forward 
estimated projections which, to a large degree, are based on the futures market. It is working out where we will 
be in the future rather than estimating where will be in the future based on where we have been in the past. 
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Treasury’s dealing with these matters is a major step forward. The funds are to cover ordinary day-to-day 
expenses for the government, which is recurrent government spending such as public sector wages. Obviously 
the ALP has opposed the urgency of the motion, but has indicated that it will support the bills. 

The questions that are being raised are what impacts this will have on service delivery in the future. Although I 
have some greater belief in the forward modelling of iron ore forecasts, we most probably need to have a broad 
look at where iron ore will come from in the future, the cost of getting it to the market, the costs of production 
and its royalties regimes in other nations so that more than just working on a futures market analysis, we will 
have detailed modelling of where the iron ore profits and loss for all nations will come from in the future. Quite 
clearly, we need to make sure that any decisions we make reduce the burden on future generations. It is not 
acceptable to stand in this place and say that it is only for us, that we are only worried now. We have a 
responsibility as members of Parliament to deliver for our children and grandchildren a sustainable future. I am 
not saying that we should get rid of the mining industry; indeed, I am an ex-miner and I dug it up and shipped it 
off. That is what I did. But we need a long-term vision. It is quite interesting to note that China has some long-
term visions, but I am not sure whether we are party to those or whether we will keep feeding it. Quite clearly, 
China said that it will get out of coal at the same time that we are still developing new coalfields in Queensland 
to feed the Chinese market. We are not working from the same set of cards, nor are we playing the same card 
game. Indeed, we are not listening.  

Is government spending having an impact on service delivery in the Western Australian community? I refer to 
financial highlights of the Water Corporation. I note that the Water Corporation showed a surplus for the year 
2014-15 of $679 million with returns to the state government by way of net accruals of $245 million. This 
represents an increase of $105 million from the previous year and net returns to the state consolidated results are 
used to meet broader government commitments. The Water Corporation chairman’s report states —  

Following the eventful and groundbreaking early days of responding to changes in climate conditions, 
the Australian water services industry is now focussed sharply on efficiency, productivity and cost 
reduction and that includes Water Corporation.  

Ms Skira refers to future thinking and says —  

It is intensifying our attention to behaviours that have the potential to cut waste, make change more 
efficiently and deliver better customer outcomes.  

This task is made more challenging by the sheer size of our operations that touch just about everyone in 
our vast state.  

Those are really quite progressive statements, but possibly they will be impacted by this fiscal downturn.  

I turn to an ABC report by Rebecca Carmody dated Friday, 19 December 2014 — 

Western Australia’s public sector union has called for urgent clarification on whether Water 
Corporation is preparing to slash as many as 700 jobs. 

A review into the state-owned utility’s operations is currently underway and the Water Minister has 
previously indicated job losses were likely to result. 

Water Corporation said a number of efficiency reviews were underway but it did not have a target 
figure for the number of jobs that may be cut. 

The organisation currently employs more than 3,000 people throughout the state in offices in Perth, 
Bunbury, Albany, Karratha, Geraldton, Northam and Kalgoorlie. 

Rikki Hendon, from the Community and Public Sector Union (CPSU), said her members were feeling 
extremely anxious in the lead up to Christmas. 

“We’re absolutely seeking clarity about whether it is indeed 700 jobs to be lost as we have heard,” … 

That agency has actually been doing some really good structural forward thinking. The article continues — 

A first wave of voluntary redundancy offers, believed to be as many as 60, has already gone out to 
Water Corporation employees. 

Ms Hendon said she had been informed the first wave was the start of up to 700 job losses. 

It concerns me that we have an agency that is actually doing some futureproofing work—it is working on energy 
reduction and doing some really innovative things—and it is now having to go through some major cost cutting. 
I would imagine that this budget will see that increase in the future. 

A question was asked in this place by Hon Darren West to the minister representing the Minister for Water on 
21 April 2015. The question was — 
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(1) How many jobs will be cut from each of the regional offices in Northam and Geraldton? 

(2) How many jobs will be cut from each of the district offices in Carnarvon, Exmouth, Geraldton, 
Moora and Three Springs? 

(3) How many jobs will be cut from each of the attended depots located in the goldfields–
Agricultural Region? 

(4) Of those jobs to be cut in each area listed in questions (1), (2) and (3) — 

(a) have the relevant staff been notified; 

(b) will all the affected staff be offered a redundancy package; and, if not, which staff 
will not be offered a redundancy package; and 

(c) when will the redundancies be effective from? 

Hon Ken Baston—the minister representing the Minister for Water in this place—said — 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. The answer provided on behalf of the 
minister is that due to the level of information required, it is not possible to provide an answer in the 
time available and therefore the honourable member is requested to place the question on notice. 

We have the budget here and we actually have a loan bill before us. One would think that if we actually have a 
plan, the agency should know what is going on. That was a very simple question, and for it to be put on notice, I 
think, is problematic. 

[Interruption.] 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: That was not my phone, by the way! 

I turn to the forecasts. On page 41 of the 2014–15 budget paper No 3, Economic and Fiscal Outlook, the iron ore 
forecast is listed as a domestic risk for business investment. We need to look, as I have said already, at where we 
are going with the iron ore industry. It is interesting to note that the 2014 budget paper identified the 
following — 

The key domestic risks to the economic outlook relate to the magnitude and timing of expected declines 
in business investment over the forecast period. This has flow-on implications for the timing of exports, 
and the outlook for labour demand and population growth. 

We have noticed that in the Mining and Pastoral Region over the last nine months we have already lost about 
1 500 people from an electorate of about 74 000 people. One would anticipate that that is only going to grow in 
the future. We already know that a number of people who came over here for the boom days and were living in 
Western Australia in the Perth environs have gone back over east. The unfortunate thing is that they have gone 
back over east to a declining, if not collapsed, production industry because of the corollary effect our high dollar 
value was having on the manufacturing sector. Under the heading “Business Investment” the Economic and 
Fiscal Outlook reads — 

As investment in major iron ore expansions and large LNG projects declines, it is expected that these 
falls will be partially offset by growth in the non-resources sectors of the economy. 

I am not sure that will happen, because we have killed off the non-resource sectors of the economy, and they 
cannot just be built up all of a sudden. It just does not happen. Once the manufacturing industry has been gotten 
rid of or a decline has been caused in that, to remobilise it again is quite difficult. I wonder whether that is a 
genuine projection. The paragraph continues — 

It is also assumed that some new major project investment, that has yet to be identified, will proceed 
across the forward estimates. 

The statement “that has yet to be identified” is, to me, the kicker. I think we are looking at golden geese here, 
because there has been no long-term structure for any other industries than basically support for the mining 
sector. The paragraph continues — 

However, if this additional investment is not realised, the declines in business investment are likely to 
be larger than currently forecast, particularly in the final two years of the forecast period. 

Unfortunately, whichever party is in government will face that. I do not usually enter this place with a view to 
criticising the government, or indeed the opposition; I try to paint the picture as I see it and hope that people get 
some sense out of that. I will just say that in my view whichever party is in government at the time will face 
some major problems. 
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I turn to the Under Treasurer’s statements on future investment in iron ore. The message from the 
Under Treasurer appears at page 4 of the 2014 Department of Treasury’s annual report, and reads— 

More broadly, throughout 2013–14 we continued to operate in a challenging fiscal environment 
following a peak in business investment in 2012–13, a sharp decline in the iron ore price in the June 
2014 quarter, and moderating demand for labour. 

This has translated to slower growth in the State’s own-source revenue at the same time as Western 
Australia is experiencing a substantial decline in its share of national GST revenue. 

It is interesting to note that in 2014 it was quite clearly identified that we were moving towards that fiscal cliff. 
Yes, I think we have a problem. I do not think we need to be returning our problems to the public in the way we 
are through this budget, but by the same token if we were aware in 2012–13 and in the June quarter of 2014 that 
there were problems ahead, should we have been investing in the exploration incentive scheme? The exploration 
incentive scheme is basically something we do to prop up the mining industry to the tune of millions of dollars. 
Are there many other aspects of deferring royalty payments, or allowing for reduced royalty payments, as we 
have done with some of our miners? We have the resources and the multinationals want to be here for our 
resources. I am not saying we can charge them anything we want to, but our relationship with them has been one 
of pandering to their every need and desire, and given our fiscal state, we need to stop doing that. 

It was quite an interesting graph on national fiscal trends on page 58 of the document I referred to earlier. The 
general government fiscal and operating balances were quite clearly identified in that document on page 57, 
where the general WA government and fiscal operating balances projected virtually what we are facing now. It 
really concerns me that we did not grab hold of this before. We are operating in a very knee-jerk reaction to it 
now, and “Oh, woe is me”. The graphs show that at that time our annual growth rate was highest of all the states 
at around eight per cent. WA also had the highest total spend of all the states at around 8.9 per cent. 

Just touching on the GST issue again, it is interesting to note in commonwealth budget paper No 3, “Federal 
Financial Relations”, under part 3, “General Revenue Assistance” and the subheading “Overview of Payments”, 
the table of the calculation of the GST entitlements, which shows how it is divvied up and where we sit in all of 
that. It is all on a per capita basis, but there is also structure in there that deals with the number of roads and the 
size, and there are some balancing elements in that. That was established a long while ago. It is adjusted from 
time to time but it deals with the number of people that we have and the return of GST based on other income to 
the state. As we know, when it comes to Western Australia has a very small population, so the share of state and 
territory GST was distributed: 32 per cent to New South Wales; 24.92 per cent to Victoria; Queensland, 20.3 per 
cent; WA, 11.16 per cent; South Australia, 7.14 per cent; Tasmania, 2.2 per cent; ACT, 1.62 per cent; and 
Northern Territory, 1.04 per cent. That is, in essence, how it is distributed. Then there are adjustments after 
relativities and we see that figure come down significantly. That then goes to New South Wales, 31.2 per cent, a 
drop of about one per cent; Victoria, 22 per cent, a drop of about three per cent; Queensland, 21.9 per cent, an 
increase of almost two per cent; WA, 4.2 per cent, a drop of around five per cent; SA, 9.2 per cent, an increase of 
around two per cent; Tasmania 3.6 per cent, an increase of around 1.5 per cent; ACT, two per cent, up one-third 
of a per cent; and the Northern Territory, 5.9 per cent, up around five per cent. 

The issue for me is how we reduce the debt burden for future generations. The Centre for Independent Studies 
has put out a paper titled “Target 30: Reducing the Burden for Future Generations”. It compares the states under 
the heading “State-by-state summary assessment”. It reads — 

The ‘states’ as referred to here include the ACT and the NT governments, which perform state-like 
functions. Local government is excluded, as (in aggregate) is has negative net debt and positive net 
financial worth. 

Looking at the state-by-state assessment, the document states — 

Western Australia’s finances have deteriorated in a similar fashion to Queensland, but the decline 
started a few years later. Rampant growth in real per capita operating expenditure and a greatly 
increased capital program in the context of strong population growth took their toll as strong real 
revenue growth came to a halt in the three years to 2012–13. 

We are talking about a realisation in 2012–13. It continues — 

Western Australia recorded the largest increase in real per capita operating expenditure in those three 
years and the increase in its debt ratios was among the largest. Thus in 2013 Western Australia became 
the fourth state to lose its triple-A rating. The state government has increased a range of taxes from 
relatively low levels, but the key to halting the deterioration in its finances is tighter control of operating 
expenditure. 
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As I say, all the warning signs were there. That was written by Robert Carling, a senior fellow at the Centre for 
Independent Studies. He undertakes research into a wide range of public finance issues and regularly comments 
in the media on taxation and other budget issues. Before joining the CIS, he was a senior official with the New 
South Wales Treasury and in that role was responsible for advising the state government on taxation policy and 
federal–state financial relations. 

Western Australia was identified as having a problem; I think we must all collectively accept responsibility for 
the fact that we were all blind to the reality of what was actually facing us in this state, and we now have to deal 
with that. 

I refer to an article by Andrew O’Connor posted on the ABC News website on 11 May 2015. It reads — 

Western Australians have been warned to expect significantly higher deficit and debt levels when 
the State Government hands down its 2015–16 budget on Thursday. 

The article then refers to how the debt is forecast to hit more than $25 billion this year. It continues — 

Dr Nahan said that, too, had deteriorated but declined to give exact numbers, saying they would be set 
out in the budget. 

As we have now seen from the budget, things are bleak. A further statement was made in the other place by the 
Premier, who said that the government’s objective is to aim to keep debt in the low 20s. 

We knew that this situation was facing us. I believe some meaningful, long-term fiscal evaluation of what we are 
doing with our state resources, what we are doing with our national resources and what we are doing with the 
return on the investment in our state by major corporations is long overdue. We also need to ensure that we 
develop a state and a nation that is forward looking, not one that consistently relies on the mining sector and does 
not become bemused when its reliance fails. We need to evaluate our level of subsidy for the return we get. I find 
it amazing that when the International Monetary Fund comes out with those subsidy levels, we never really 
evaluate them ourselves. Are we running a business when we are running this state for the benefit of all people 
or are we running it for the benefit of the major mining corporations around the world? I would hope that we are 
running it for our community. I would hope that as a result of the fiscal problems we face today, we do not throw 
up our hands and say, “It’s a downturn; it will all bounce back.” We need some meaningful long-term fiscal 
evaluation of where we are and we need to stop worrying about the day-to-day bean counting that we tend to do 
with our budgetary regimes. 

I would not want to be in a Chinese government–run nation but I have to say that when we look at China’s long-
term fiscal outlook plan, it does not talk about three to four years; it talks about 100 years. It can do it; it is a 
dictatorship. I would not want to see us in that position. Why can we not, through intergenerational, 
interparliamentary regimes, have a decent, detailed long-term fiscal evaluation of where we want to be, not just 
in the next four years or the next 50 years, but where this state will be and how we will cater for our population 
and our community into the future? 

Something cropped up recently that got very little coverage. I was concerned about the increased price that we 
would be paying for gas. I made some evaluation of the gas prices coming into the south west interconnected 
system. That gas provides us with about 43 per cent of our energy supply. I estimate that we would be paying 
around 210 per cent of the price that we had been paying the North West Shelf joint venture for the contracts that 
run out this year. The Treasurer; Minister for Energy, Hon Mike Nahan, said that I had it wrong and the price of 
gas would increase by only 100 per cent. That is on the public record. That will mean a price increase to the 
south west interconnected system of about 25 per cent, if not towards 50 per cent, for the provision of energy in 
this state in the future. They are some of the problems that face us, yet, compared with other nations around the 
world, we bend over backwards to North West Shelf Gas, Gorgon and whatever to give them a very easy free 
run. We only have to look at the whole document, which is articulate in its evaluation of the taxes, charges and 
royalty regimes that are paid by other nations when people want to extract their resources. I think we could learn 
a lot from what happens in other nations. 

I am not on a committee that travels. Maybe there is a committee of this house that would like to travel around 
the world and work out what other nations do with their resources. We need to do far better. We need a long-
term fiscal plan, otherwise we will be dealing with more and more loan bills in this chamber. I would not like to 
see us do that. 

HON AMBER-JADE SANDERSON (East Metropolitan) [3.45 pm]: I, too, rise to make my contribution to 
the Loan Bill 2015 that is before us this afternoon. It is a significant bill, which is not reflected in its physical 
size—it is only one or two pages long—but its impact and implications go far beyond what it looks like. This 
government is requiring us to participate in an unprecedented level of borrowing to operate government. It does 
not need this money for just major infrastructure projects, as has been asserted; it needs it, in part, to continue 
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operating government—paying the bills, essentially. We see it in the context of the budget, which was released 
last week, which forecasts overall debt to reach over $30 billion over the next three to four years. That is up from 
$3.9 billion forecast in 2008. That is despite record growth of 40 per cent in revenue that the government has 
seen. It is extraordinary and unprecedented in the history of the state’s finances that we find ourselves in a 
position of having to borrow so significantly, not just to fund infrastructure but, essentially, to pay the bills. 

We see this borrowing in the context of a range of projects but also in the context of cutbacks to the public sector 
and public services such as education and health. We have not seen a growth in public transport. If we are 
spending millions of dollars, we would think we would see a significant growth in public transport but we are 
not. We are seeing a few more railcars but no real plan. Any real public transport commitments that were made 
are not being fulfilled or essentially are not being committed to fully. We are yet to see the full time frame for 
the airport rail link. 

It is the assertion of this side of the chamber that while we have had a downturn in the economy and a slowdown 
of growth and have witnessed the impact of the iron ore price, this government has made a number of bad and 
poor decisions with what money it has that have resulted in waste and projects that will not provide the kind of 
support and economic growth that is required for the long term of this state. Under this government, we have 
seen state debt rise around $1 billion every 10 weeks. Over the period of this government, we have seen our 
credit rating downgraded from AAA to AA+ and we are now on negative watch. We are anticipating a further 
credit downgrade because we are not meeting debt targets. On top of that, we are being asked to support a bill to 
borrow another $8 billion with no promise that that is it, that the government has reached its limit and there will 
be no more borrowing. In answer to questions in the other place, Hon Mike Nahan was very clear in saying that 
he cannot give a commitment that this will be the end of the borrowing. The bill in front of us is unprecedented 
in its size and the fact that it is for recurrent expenditure is unprecedented. According to debate in the other 
house, around 40 per cent of this bill is for recurrent expenditure. I am interested to hear from the minister when 
we go into committee—if we get to that stage—about whether that is actually the case. I have certainly read 
Hansard and the response from the government in the other place that 40 per cent of this is going on the 
government’s bills. It is going on putting petrol in police cars, it is paying the bills for services and it is paying 
the salaries of public servants. That is not considered good debt. 

I will talk a bit about the role of debt in an economy and the function that it can play. This is not good debt. In 
front of us is a bill authorising the government to borrow $8 billion. Over the last eight years there have been 
three loan bills from the government—one for $8 billion, which we have in front of us, one for $8.3 billion and 
one for $5 billion. That is only in the years of this government. Prior to that, there was one loan bill from the 
former Labor government for $250 million. That is peanuts in comparison. It borrowed $250 million, yet the 
former Labor government was largely derided by Hon Colin Barnett and members of the Liberal opposition at 
that point. As I said, the Premier stated on 22 April that this Loan Bill will cover the day-to-day expenses of the 
government. The Premier himself stated that it is to cover the day-to-day expenses of government. This is not for 
major infrastructure projects. Hon Brian Ellis said that he is perfectly comfortable leaving a legacy of debt to his 
children, and to future children. Debt can play an important role in a growing economy. I do not have any 
particular argument about debt as such. When money is borrowed to build major infrastructure projects that 
create jobs and contribute significantly to the long-term economy, that is called good debt. That debt, in many 
cases for governments, is somewhat justifiable. This bill is not about good debt; this is about bad debt. This is a 
bill of bad debt and it will cover the day-to-day running expenses. There is a reason that debt is bad; it is because 
we have to pay interest on it. That takes money away from other projects that grow the economy. 

I refer to a book called Economics for Everyone: A Short Guide to the Economics of Capitalism. I recommend 
that financial managers of this government read it, although it is probably a bit left wing for them. It talks about 
debt and a range of other things. The author, Jim Stanford, had the following interesting thing to say about 
debt — 

Productive projects funded by public debt can enhance overall economic performance, and can even 
stimulate stronger private investment. 

… 

At the same time, there are costs to public debt, too. The biggest cost is the burden of interest payments 
made to service the debt. If public debt is growing, then interest costs eat up a larger proportion of total 
government revenues. Interest payments play no productive economic or social role. Worse yet, they 
are received by financial investors, who tend to be among society’s richest households. Interest 
payments thus constitute a “reverse Robin Hood” … 

We are borrowing from institutions whose shareholders already have significant amounts of debt. The 
government is supporting them essentially, whilst everyday taxpayers are being left with the burden of paying 
off that interest, which has no genuine economic and social role in building society and building the economy. 

 [10] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 21 May 2015] 

 p4124b-4137a 
Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson 

Let us look at what the government has spent money on. Granted, there have been a number of large projects. 
There has also been a lot of waste under this government; a lot of cutbacks and a lot of pain inflicted on people 
who can afford it least, frankly. In the area of health, funding has been axed for the redevelopment of Royal 
Perth Hospital. The funding to redevelop Royal Perth Hospital into a 400-bed trauma unit was a major promise 
made by the Liberal Party at the last state election. I believe that promise played a significant role in winning a 
number of seats around that hospital. I wonder how those people are feeling right now about the government’s 
assertion — 

Hon Jim Chown: Your government was going to close it down altogether. 

Hon Sue Ellery: The Treasurer said yesterday he wants to demolish it. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: The Treasurer stated yesterday that it might be demolished. The 
Liberal Party platform promised to transform RPH into a 400-bed trauma facility with a new emergency 
department and a new west wing. He promised the redevelopment twice—in 2008 and in 2013. I think it was at 
the time of the first budget after the last election when that money started to disappear. The bottom fell out of 
that promise. We have seen that in health. 

We have seen an $18 million funding shortfall for medical research. Over the last two years we have seen cuts of 
$183 million to primary schools and high schools. Most high schools will lose about $250 000 per year over the 
next few years; many losing up to $700 000 over the next three years. With the number of enrolments going up, 
that will be a double cutback. It will be not just a cut in the budget; schools will have to do more with even less. 
We have seen around 500 jobs cut from public schools and a 30 per cent cut in the school support program 
resource allocation funding. We are due to see another 490-odd education support jobs cut from schools—
surplus to requirements, apparently—yet enrolments are increasing — 

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: “Surplus to requirements”. I am using the government’s language; it is 
much more comfortable with that. 

When enrolments are increasing, it is hard to understand how that is possible. The schools I visit in my electorate 
say that they have had to let education assistants go. They are providing excellent programs including extra 
literacy support and extra support in the early years, particularly in kindy classes. They do not want to get rid of 
them. They are not surplus to requirements. The schools’ one-line budgets cannot afford to keep them anymore 
so they essentially have to cut them. 

In transport, we have seen a lot of promises about roads, roads and roads. 

Hon Donna Faragher: Is the Gateway WA project not in your electorate? 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: Is that not a mostly federally funded project? Yes, I think it is. 

This is the most unimaginative government possibly ever to exist! Maybe it is second to the current federal 
government in terms of transport infrastructure. All this government wants to do is build roads. Many of those 
roads, such as the Perth Freight Link, will not provide significant benefits. After the Labor Party at the last 
election — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! One at a time. At the moment it is Hon Amber-
Jade Sanderson. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: After the last election, after Labor had released a comprehensive transport 
plan that would have revolutionised public transport in Perth under Metronet — 

Hon Jim Chown: At what cost? 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: I will get to that, Hon Jim Chown. Do not worry; I am getting there. 

Hon Darren West: Less than $8 billion! 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: Less than this government’s $8 billion Loan Bill; that is how much. 

The Liberal Party came out with Metro Area Express light rail. Now it says “We’re not going to do it. We’re 
going to push that back. We’re going to push back MAX light rail and maybe actually make it MAX light buses. 
It’s actually going to be MAX buses; not MAX light rail.” 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! There is room for a little interjection from time to time but not continual 
interjections across the chamber. I would urge the member on her feet to perhaps try not to respond to the 
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interjections and then maybe they will not be as numerous as they are. At the moment, Hon Amber-
Jade Sanderson has the call and she will be listened to by everybody.  

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: Thank you, Madam Acting President. 

The other major announcement in East Metropolitan Region was the airport rail line. This has now been 
delayed—completion is not due until 2020, was the last that I read. 

Hon Helen Morton: It’s pretty good, though. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: What—2020? That is more than five years away. 

Hon Helen Morton: Do you support it? 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: I support transport programs that have a solid business case. I think that if 
we put those business cases next to each other, we will see that the MAX light rail has a better business case than 
the airport rail line, and that is why the government will not release that business case. 

Labor went to the last election with a very comprehensive public transport plan, Metronet, and between Treasury 
costings and Labor costings, it was estimated to cost about $5 billion. This Loan Bill will pay for that, and more. 
It would pay to revolutionise public transport in Perth. It would take cars out of the city and it would genuinely 
connect transport hubs and local suburbs to each other. 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! In front of the Chair is a list of names of those people 
who have already spoken to this bill. There is also a list of those people who have indicated that they want to 
speak to the bill. I do not happen to see the names of the people who are continually interjecting. I do not have 
their names on either of these lists at the moment. Can I ask that they wait their turn if they are so intent on 
having their words taken down and recorded in Hansard. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: Thank you, Madam Acting President. 

We could have paid for Metronet with this bill and had some money left over. In fact, with this Loan Bill, we 
probably could have paid for two Fiona Stanley Hospitals. When Labor was in government, we put money aside 
in a trust so that Fiona Stanley Hospital would be paid for. The Labor government used the proceeds of the 
resources boom to pay for infrastructure projects such as major hospitals. With this borrowing, we could provide 
two of those hospitals. It was a similar situation with the Mandurah rail line. We used the funds from the 
resources boom to pay for public transport. We did not borrow for it; we used the money that we had. In fact, the 
former Labor government put aside 13c out of every dollar towards the surplus, for a rainy day. This government 
has spent more than a dollar for every dollar it has received, and we will now see a deficit in this financial year 
and over $30 billion worth of debt. 

We saw a $70 million cut in funding for local roads. This was despite an agreement to spend 27 per cent of 
motor vehicle registration fees on local roads. We have seen that cut as well. It is pretty poor. 

Let us look at the waste. The government has entered into a number of private partnerships with people. The 
most infamous so far is that it provided Serco with a 20-year contract to run Fiona Stanley Hospital. However, 
because the commissioning of Fiona Stanley was delayed, the government ended up having to pay about 
$118 million in fees for Serco to run an empty hospital because of the contract that the government had entered 
into. That $118 million could have gone into schools and hospitals, but it was just handed over to a private 
company. It is embarrassing that this government is living up to the 1980s satire Yes Minister—the best hospital 
that runs is one without any patients. That was evident when Fiona Stanley opened. 

I want to know how much it has cost the government to bring the sterilisation contract at Fiona Stanley Hospital 
back in-house. No-one is surprised at the issues around Serco running Fiona Stanley Hospital. I would like to 
know from the government how much it has cost to bring Department of Health staff into the Serco contract to 
train up and fix up whatever mess was being made over there, how much it has cost to bring that contract back 
in-house, and how many other contracts we will see brought back in-house. 

Hon Helen Morton: Have you asked any questions about that? 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: Yes, I will, in the Health estimates, minister. 

Hon Helen Morton: But you have not done that yet. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: Yes, I will be, absolutely. 
We saw a $400 million blowout for the information and communications technology system at Fiona Stanley 
Hospital. That is $300 million more than was anticipated for the ICT system. It is a fantastic hospital and it is 
complex and state of the art. There is no question about that. But the mismanagement of the opening and 
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commissioning of that hospital has cost taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars more than it should have. I am 
not the only one who thinks that. I refer to an ABC news article in which the Chair of the Education and Health 
Standing Committee, Dr Graham Jacobs, is quoted as making some scathing findings about the government’s 
handling of the Fiona Stanley Hospital project. This is not me saying it; this is people on the government’s own 
side saying it. The article states — 

As a result of the delay, the Education and Health Standing Committee was tasked with examining the 
Health Department’s handling of the $2 billion hospital project. 

It turns out that Dr Snowball was chair of a task force set up by cabinet, but he was also responsible for 
overseeing the commissioning of the hospital. The article states — 

… Health Minister Kim Hames has defended both Dr Snowball and his own handling of the project. 

He … did not accept that Mr Snowball filtered information … 

“He … admitted and recognised the challenges that were there, the risks to outcomes, but he was of the 
view that those things could be fixed,” … 

The committee found otherwise. The article states also — 

Dr Jacobs told Parliament the taskforce itself was flawed. 

“The role of this taskforce was, quote, unquote, transparent governance,” he said. 

“Our report shows quite clearly this program, and this management of this commissioning, did not 
entirely get a transparent governance process.” 

The article states also — 

The committee also found that by December of 2012, several reports had identified that the Information 
and Communication Technology (ICT) program was a major risk that was likely to delay the opening of 
the hospital. 

“Over time, there was a litany of reports … the litany of these reports showed this was falling behind 
significantly and there were delays in recognising and conceding we were never going to deliver a 
hospital, not in April 2014,” Dr Jacobs told Parliament. 

“It was never going to happen. 

“If the recognition of the delays, backed up by early reports, was actually recognised, a lot of the costs 
could have been mitigated.” 

Outside Parliament, Dr Jacobs said Health Minister Kim Hames could have saved taxpayers hundreds 
of millions of dollars had he been more familiar with problems surrounding the commissioning of the 
hospital. 

If the government had had a tighter handle on the commissioning of the hospital, we could have saved that 
$300 million. That certainly adds a nice little chunk to the Loan Bill. 

We saw a $300 million blowout due to the administrative failure of the solar rebate scheme, because people were 
not stamping the applications as they came in and keeping an eye on how much money was being spent. That is 
sensible! We saw hundreds of millions of dollars spent on the Muja A and B debacle. We saw $275 million extra 
for temporary staff contracts, while at the same time the government was providing big redundancy payouts, 
mostly to people who had been in the public sector for a very long time and were reaching the end of their 
career. It is topsy-turvy to say the least. The government is now employing temporary staff to fill those positions. 

We saw the recent $475 million contract to provide clerical, administration, finance, accounting, professional 
and ICT services, which is a $275 million increase over a similar contract that had recently ended. The 
government had a contract, and it is now paying $200 million more for the same services. More than 2 500 jobs 
have been targeted in two voluntary redundancy schemes, costing taxpayers millions of dollars in payments. The 
first of these schemes cost $119 million, and the second scheme is currently underway. We are yet to see exactly 
what the savings will be from those redundancies. The government is spending lots of money on expensive 
consultants to provide advice to government, while getting rid of experienced public servants. 

We saw $83 million in speculative investments that, frankly, could be described as dodgy. The West Australian 
of 26 February states — 

The State Government will pay back $195,000 to tenants of an “affordable” housing development in the 
Pilbara because they paid higher than market rents. 
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Rents at the 293-unit Osprey service workers village in South Hedland were reviewed in October but 
the Department of Housing did not adjust them until December. 

The government also has not been able to sell or lease the units. The government engaging in speculative real 
estate investment with taxpayers’ money does not make any business sense. We saw $30 million spent on the 
Pelago apartment complex in Karratha, which has sat idle while public servants use different apartments. This 
project included a payment of $24 million from royalties for regions to developer Finbar. The government was 
unable to sell 28 of the 50 units. It is not clear why the government paid so much money in a declining real estate 
market. The links between government parties and the developers have been made, as have the donations. People 
join the dots and make their own conclusions on that one. 

It is estimated that the government has wasted around $40 million on the local government amalgamation 
process. That is a shining light of success—Colin Barnett’s great local government amalgamation. What an 
exercise! What a lesson in how not to do things! For a new member observing the government, it is a great 
lesson in how not to do something, and how to get everyone offside, waste a lot of money and then fail at the last 
turn. The Barnett government spent around $20 million on it, and local councils report spending $20 million. A 
number of those local councils have launched legal action against the government. It has had an impact on local 
ratepayers. For example, the City of Bayswater spent well over $1 million on planning for amalgamation. It was 
told that the writing was on the wall, and that this was going to happen, and to stop jumping up and down about 
it. So, the city got on with it and started the process, and now it has wasted all that money. There are things that 
that council needs to do. Recently I made representations to the council, because of the state government’s 
failure on closed-circuit television and law and order in Morley, to have some mobile CCTV cameras put up in 
the Progress Street and Bishop Street retail area, which is suffering from significant issues of antisocial 
behaviour—people coming into shops and stealing armfuls of stock, jumping up and down on cars in car parks 
and making life really difficult for those businesses, and putting people off wanting to go to those shops. The 
government’s promise of $13.5 million for CCTV has not materialised, so I made representations to the local 
council, asking it to increase local ranger patrols and install temporary CCTV. The council said it could not 
afford that because it had spent so much money on local government amalgamation. There is a cost; it is not a 
bottomless pit of money. From a taxpayer point of view, local governments will try to retrieve that money from 
the government, but whether they win and the state government foots the bill, or lose and local government foots 
the bill, it all comes from the same pool. Ratepayers are taxpayers. It makes no difference to the person on the 
street; we are paying for that $40 million failure. 

We saw $30 million frittered away on Elizabeth Quay by selling land for significantly less than it is worth. In 
March last year The West Australian reported that the state government was giving away more than 3 400 square 
metres of prime Swan River frontage. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 4147.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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