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TAXES AND CHARGES, INCREASES 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr F. Riebeling):  Today I received a letter from the Leader of the Opposition seeking to 
debate as a matter of public interest the following motion - 

That this House condemns the Gallop Government for breaking its promise not to increase taxes and 
charges despite massive revenue windfalls and for presiding over a dangerous blow-out in state debt. 

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The SPEAKER:  The matter shall proceed on the usual basis. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [3.12 pm]:  I move the motion.  

It is a requirement under our Constitution that a budget be prepared.  That is reinforced through the Financial 
Administration and Audit Act.  By convention, the budget is presented in its entirety to this Parliament and 
indeed to this House.  Interested members who read the front cover of the budget would see that the words 
“presented to the Legislative Assembly” appear on the title.   

The budget document is an annual accounting mechanism.  It includes the policy positions of the Government 
and their financial implications.  However, just as importantly, it is a Treasury document.  It is a document 
prepared by Treasury on the financial results and performance, according to program management, of a range of 
government agencies.  It is a report from a public service department - Treasury - to this Parliament.  The budget 
should be properly presented to this Parliament.  However, this year, the Premier has sought personal promotion 
and photo opportunities, effectively selectively announcing virtually all parts of the budget over the past three 
weeks.  We have seen successive ministers appearing on television like garden gnomes nodding mindlessly 
behind the Premier’s left or right shoulder.  The Labor Party might think that is clever politics; however, it is 
undermining the integrity of the budget process and the integrity of a parliamentary process that has been in 
place for well over 100 years.  That is the choice of the Government and it is consistent with the conduct of 
Labor politicians and Labor Governments.  

One wonders what is left to announce of the budget.  I suppose the hapless Treasurer will be allowed to 
announce debt levels and increases in taxes and charges.  The Premier has taken for himself, to the exclusion of 
every other minister, every skerrick of good news that he can find.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  He is doing a very good job.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  For the past two and a half years the Government has continually tried to blame the 
previous Government or the Commonwealth Government for what it portrays as the financial challenge it faces.  
I refer to the budget papers.  The Treasurer is very fond of giving great credibility to the forward estimates, more 
than I would; he places great store in them.   

I refer to the pre-election budget statements, last year’s budget papers and the mid-year review.  I will examine 
the long-term trends of the State’s finances over a period, and I begin with taxation.  We all remember the great 
lie of the election campaign when the now Premier said to the people of this State that he would not increase 
taxes and charges.  That was a horrendous lie to the people of this State, and they now understand that.   

An opposition member interjected.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  He is absent.  He is always absent. 

In the 2001 budget, the Gallop Government increased taxes by $147 million.  It then abandoned the premium 
property tax and made changes to payroll tax.  Nevertheless, its first budget increased taxes by $132 million a 
year.  Its second budget added to that a further $110 million a year.  In other words, this Government increased 
taxes by $250 million a year.  In addition, the economy grew, in which case tax revenue automatically increases.   

I refer to the tax trends in revenue.  I examined Treasury’s forecast in the pre-election budget statement.  The 
forecasts in the forward estimates included allowance for growth.  I measured the difference between what has 
actually happened and the increase that was forecast before the election.  Tax revenues in the year of the election 
- 2000-01 - increased by $97.5 million.  In 2001-02, tax revenues increased by $220.2 million.  In 2002-03, they 
are estimated to increase by $301.2 million and in 2003-04 they are estimated to increase by $310.7 million.  
When those figures from 2000-01 to 2003-04 are added, the budget estimates show an increase in tax revenues in 
this State of $927.8 million.  That is nearly a $1 billion increase in tax revenues alone.   
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I refer to royalties.  This Government has gained enormously by the increase in royalties, primarily because of 
oil prices, and to a lesser extent because of higher gold prices and a strong demand for iron ore, particularly in 
the Chinese market.  This Government has done nothing to increase royalty income by itself.  In fact, I cannot 
find one significant project in Western Australia that has been undertaken by this Government.  Project after 
project has either been deferred or abandoned or it has just disappeared into the ether.  After two- and a half 
years, I cannot find one project that this Government has initiated - not one.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The Geraldton port enhancement.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That is public sector expenditure.  I am talking about private sector investment whereby 
people display confidence by developing projects.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  The Burrup.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Burrup Peninsula?  There is nothing up there.  I was up there recently and I saw 
nothing there.  I will tell the Premier who approved the liquid natural gas train 4: the previous Government, not 
this Government.   

The Government cannot point to a single major project that has been initiated in this State, yet because of high 
commodity prices, mining royalties in 2000-01 were up by $81.3 million.  In the following year, they increased 
$45.9 million; in 2002-03 they were up $85 million; and in 2003-04 they are estimated to increase by 
$95.6 million.  That is an increase in mining and petroleum royalties of $307 million over and above what 
Treasury forecast before the election.   

I refer to commonwealth grants.  This is the Government’s excuse for everything.  No minister uses 
commonwealth grants as an excuse more frequently than does the useless Minister for Health, who cannot 
manage his portfolio.  I will examine the combined effect of current and capital grants from the Commonwealth.  
I compare what has actually happened and the latest estimates with the increase in commonwealth grants that 
Treasury forecast prior to the election.  Commonwealth grants in the first year - 2000-01 - were above the 
Treasury pre-election forecast by $78.4 million.  In 2001-02 they were above the Treasury forecast by 
$336 million.  In 2002-03 they were up by $571.9 million and in 2003-04 - last year’s estimates - they were up 
by $333.4 million.  In total, on the Treasury’s own figures, commonwealth grants over those four years are 
$1 320.3 million above Treasury’s pre-election forecast.  Despite all this Government’s grizzling, it has actually 
had $1.3 billion in additional commonwealth money above Treasury’s forecast, and members should remember 
that Treasury forecast an increase in February 2001.  If the increases in tax and royalty revenues and the massive 
increases in commonwealth payments above the figure forecast are added, in the four years from 2000-01 to 
2003-04 this State has received extra revenues totalling $3 294.6 million.  The rhetorical question is: what is 
there to show for an extra $3.3 billion above that forecast by Treasury prior to the election?  Under that scenario 
one could expect taxes to be reduced, services dramatically improved and state debt decreased.  I cannot see any 
sign of that at all.  When referring to the operating balance, the Treasurer will get up and prattle on about deficits 
and surpluses - 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  He certainly will.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Members should look at those two members opposite - Bill and Ben, the flowerpot men. 

I remind the Treasurer that in 2000-01 he inherited a net operating balance in surplus to the tune of $167 million.  
He inherited a budget with a large surplus.  As every householder understands, what matters is not so much the 
surplus or deficit year to year but the amount of money owed, the amount of interest to be paid and the total 
amount that ultimately must be repaid. 

I remind members of the record of the coalition Government.  During the eight years of the coalition 
Government $4.2 billion of state debt was repaid - essentially Labor’s WA Inc debt.  The coalition enjoyed 
strong economic growth and paid off Labor’s debt burden by $2 200 for every man, woman and child in Western 
Australia.  What has happened under this Labor Government?  In its first year, debt went up by $891 million.  
Last year it was estimated that debt in its second year - the current financial year - would increase by a further 
$585 million.  The forecasts show that by the end of this term of government Labor will have added 40 per cent, 
or approximately $2 billion, to state debt.  Again, what has this Government to show for it?  It has not even 
started work on the south metropolitan railway, which is largely debt financed, and it has already blown out debt 
by $2 billion when it has received an additional $3.3 billion in revenue.  This Government reckons it can manage 
the books of WA.  Give me a break!  This is absolutely incompetent financial management.   

Labor tries to get around that by some fancy economic reasoning.  It says, “It is not absolute debt that matters.  
Let us talk about debt-to-revenue ratio.  What matters is the ability to pay.”  Yes, that is important but what 
really matters is how much is owed, when it will be paid back and the interest bill.  That is the amount written on 
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the cheque and the amount this State owes the bank.  However, I will continue on the subject of this 
Government’s debt-to-revenue ratio.   

When the coalition came to government in 1993, it inherited the Labor Government’s WA Inc debt.  The debt-
to-revenue ratio then was 73 per cent.  That Labor Government had essentially left Western Australia bankrupt.  
The level of debt was nearly three-quarters of the total revenue of this State.  That was Labor’s legacy. 

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes, the now Premier was assisting the Treasurer of the day.  What a brilliant performance 
that was!  When the coalition lost government and Labor came to office the debt-to-revenue ratio had been 
halved to 34 per cent and the State was in a strong financial position.  Now, under Labor, that ratio is up to about 
44 per cent, and probably still rising.  This Government has had very good economic times, not in any way due 
to the performance of the Labor Government in this State.  It has not done anything.  The Premier can tell us 
what he has got under way in Western Australia.  I would be fascinated to hear what this Government has done 
to improve the long-term economic development of this State.  It has not got a private sector project up and 
running in this State.  It has not got anything going in this State.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  It is go, go, go in Western Australia.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Premier is go, go, going out. 

These have been good economic times.  The Australian economy has been strong for the past two and a half 
years.  This State’s economy in particular has recovered strongly from the Asian crisis of 1997.  This 
Government has had an upswing and a period of high economic activity.  We all know that the cycle does not go 
on forever and there will be an inevitable cyclical turn.  What will happen when the cycle turns, given the 
underlying state of finances?  This Government has squandered the revenue surge it had.  It should have used 
that to reduce the debt burden.  It has exposed this State to a financial risk if economic activity slows down 
globally and nationally.  At the same time, this Government has not put in place, attracted or achieved long-term 
investment, particularly in the mining and resources sectors, to get economic development.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Just as well John Forrest did not listen to people like you.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The forest is sitting there - 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  I said John Forrest.  Just as well he did not listen to people like you; we would have got 
nowhere. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Premier is going nowhere.  I wish to conclude -  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  We are building the State.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This Government is doing nothing.  It has not got a project of significance off the ground in 
two and a half years.  I can list 10 projects that have failed or disappeared, one after the other.  They have either 
been deferred or abandoned or the businesses have closed shop.  Some of them are going to other destinations in 
Australia or overseas.  The Minister for State Development has worn his badge today so that if he sees someone 
from the mining industry, they will know who he is.  He should continue to wear his badge.  People from the 
tourism industry also would not have a clue who he is.   

This Government has enjoyed a benign environment but it has squandered money; therefore, there should be no 
tax increase in this budget at all.  This Government should consider paying back some of the tax increases it has 
imposed.  It should offer small business and families some tax relief from the $250 million increase that it 
imposed in its first two budgets.  There is no basis for increasing any charges, but this Government has already 
increased some.  Certainly, any charges by utility or government services should be less than the rate of inflation.  
This Government should comfortably achieve a budget surplus of between $100 million and $200 million.  If 
that cannot be done in this environment, this Government cannot manage the State.  This Government should be 
able to demonstrate that it has stopped the blow-out in state debt and that it will substantially reduce state debt to 
the order of $1 billion over the next two years.  That should be this Government’s financial target. 

Finally, if this Government cannot present to this Parliament on Thursday a detailed costing of the south 
metropolitan railway showing exact cost estimates for each stage or individual component of the railway, and 
exact timing for its construction, its budget cannot be taken seriously.  I remind this Government that it said it 
would construct the railway for $1.2 billion on time and on budget.  If a detailed financial presentation on the 
railway is not included in this Government’s budget, it will not be worth the paper it is written on. 

MS K. HODSON-THOMAS (Carine) [3.28 pm]:  I will continue on from the remarks by the Leader of the 
Opposition about the south west metropolitan railway.  Last week the Premier made an announcement that 
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$240 million would be spent on public transport.  I think that $240 million is the proceeds of the AlintaGas sale 
that was earmarked for the south west metropolitan railway.  This State is about to embark on its biggest single 
infrastructure project and, as the Leader of the Opposition has already stated, it does not seem to be happening.  I 
say that, given the fact that until now all we have seen is some drilling in the city.  Very little has happened.  We 
should have seen much more by now in terms of the project getting on its way.  I agree with the Leader of the 
Opposition that we need to ensure we see proper costings in the budget on Thursday.  If not, I must remind the 
Premier that he said we would have an open and accountable Government with the highest standards of integrity.  
I am not convinced that the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has handled her portfolio at all well.  We 
have not seen any thorough studies or evidence to support the change of route.  The patronage studies have not 
stacked up.  All we will see is people being transferred from one mode of transport to another.   

We have heard the Premier and the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure state that the railway will be 
delivered on time and on budget within the $1.2 billion costing.  That will not be the case.  There is likely to be 
an increase in the cost of fares on public transport.  That is simply unacceptable.  We should try to encourage 
people to use public transport; we should certainly not put a further impost on public transport commuters.  This 
project should stand the test of time but I simply do not believe that it will.  I encourage the Premier and the 
Treasurer to ensure that the costings are available in Thursday’s budget.  If not, it will only highlight that the 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has handled her portfolio in an irresponsible way. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [3.32 pm]:  The stream of gratuitous media 
launches by the Government over the past week has been somewhat sickening.  It is an unprecedented abuse of 
the parliamentary process.  In the past, the first member of this House to complain about such abuse was the 
Premier.  When he was sitting on this side of the House there was no way he would have accepted the range of 
media events that have been going on this past week.  A statement was made in yesterday’s media that the detail 
of the information was as good as the Premier’s mother’s shopping list.  That is about right!  We are hearing all 
the bubble and squeak - all the good news - but on Thursday we will hear the detail.  Some time after that we 
will go into the estimates committee.  It is a sign of the continuing and growing arrogance of the Gallop 
Government that it is not prepared to go about processes the way it should.  In the past, sections of the budget 
have been released before it was formally introduced.  However, never before in this State has there been a 
process in which most of the good news has been released early with limited detail.  Mr Speaker will be 
interested to know that every media release so far has focused on the city.  There has been no emphasis 
whatsoever on regional, rural or coastal Western Australia.  Where is the money coming from?  We hear about 
all sorts of increases; billions of dollars are rolling off the tongue. 

I read the budget papers that are sent out monthly and quarterly.  I agree with the Leader of the Opposition that 
the State is receiving a considerable amount of extra revenue.  Where is it going?  It seems to be going into a big 
black hole in health.  There is uncontrolled spending in health - it is consuming $2.6 billion but the general 
public believes health is going backwards.  The two largest areas of the budget will be health and the railway 
line.  We will no doubt get some detail on Thursday. 

What about Western Power?  We have heard the announcement that $395.4 million will be spent by Western 
Power.  I read a letter the other day from someone living in Dalwallinu who asked how Baghdad could take 
1 500 hits and still have its lights on when he could not have his lights on.  It is a fair question.  Will the budget 
show that something different will happen for thousands of people living in regional Western Australia who are 
without power every day?  Where does it say in the “good news” that regional people will get assistance with 
their power?  They are receiving a third-world service.  The Premier and the Attorney General love to say that 
there are only sheep in the country.  My area contains 75 000 people and most of them are having problems with 
their power.  Where does it show in last week’s announcements that the problem will be fixed? 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  The capital works program. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  We will look for it on Thursday, but I am absolutely certain we will not see it.  Only a 
few weeks ago, the Treasurer said in this House that people in the regions should be pleased to get power at all.  
He said they were getting subsidised power and should be delighted to get any power whatsoever. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I think the member is verballing me. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am verballing the minister right now.  He should read his speeches in Hansard; he 
should look at his own words.  The same 75 000 people knock out $2.7 billion worth of export income for this 
State.  The Government says that every country family is subsidised $2 400 so they can turn on their power.  
There is no mention of the $2.7 billion those people earn for the State.  I can run through all these issues but I am 
quickly running out of time. 
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The Premier talked about $34 million worth of high-tech equipment for the Police Service at the Midland 
operational facility.  What about the bush?  There is a reduction in police numbers.  That is what we have to look 
forward to. 

Only a few minutes ago the Minister for Health talked about the death of Medicare.  The minister does not know 
that bulk billing in the country has not been around for decades.  The minister wants to totally ignore that point.  
Under this minister the situation is only getting worse.  Conditions in country health services are declining; the 
number of beds is being reduced.  Rural Western Australia is petrified about what will happen.  The Minister for 
Health administers $2.5 billion of taxpayers’ funds but the Auditor General states that the minister cannot tell us 
how he spends it.  He has been the worst-performing minister for 15 years in terms of accountability with the 
Auditor General. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I do not accept that - at least 30 years! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes.  I cannot remember a minister being in the situation where, for five months, the 
Auditor General would not sign off on any of his reports - not one of them.  Performance audits - 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  The member for Avon is misleading the House. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I spoke in depth to the Auditor General with a few of the minister’s backbenchers 
about this issue.  The Auditor General would not sign off for five months.  A range of issues including transport, 
school buses and roads need addressing.  We will be pleased to hear the budget on Thursday because we might 
be able to chase down some of those issues.  We can be assured that there will not be appropriate expenditure in 
country areas. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [3.39 pm]:  Before we go into the arguments about this Government’s 
financial record we should examine the credibility on financial matters of members opposite who have mounted 
this feeble attack.  As the Leader of the Opposition correctly predicted, probably because of his guilty 
conscience, the first point I will turn to relates to the operating balance achieved by the previous Government 
and the operating balances it expected to achieve in its pre-election financial projection forecasts.  In 1993-94, 
the previous Government achieved an operating balance of minus $359 million.  In 1994-95, it was plus 
$417 million and in 1995-96 it was plus $301 million.  The financial collapse that occurred during the second 
term of the coalition Government resulted from a complete loss of discipline and a lack of control of spending by 
ministers such as the then Minister for Education, who is now the Leader of the Opposition, and the then Leader 
of the National Party, who was also the deputy Premier.  In 1996-97 there was a deficit of $198 million and in 
1997-98 there was a deficit of $264 million -  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  What is the bottom line?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is the bottom line.  The bottom line is a deficit of $198 million in 1996-97, $134 million 
in 1998-99 and $30 million in 1999-2000.  A surplus followed in 2000-01, which, of course, was a budget for 
which the end outcome was delivered by the Labor Government.  That was the budget that the coalition took to 
the election, which occurred half way through the financial year.  Of course, in dealing with the State’s finances, 
this Government had to confront the financial plan left by the coalition Government.  That financial plan, which 
was announced by the Under Treasurer at the beginning of the election campaign, was never contradicted, so far 
as I could see during the election campaign, by any politician from the coalition side, and showed a surplus in 
2001-02 of $25.5 million and then two deficits - $68.8 million in 2002-03 and $41.4 million in 2003-04.  Let us 
get this matter straight.  For this forthcoming financial year, the one for which we are now budgeting, the 
Government inherited coalition estimates showing that this financial year would be in deficit by $41.4 million.  
That is where its policies were headed.  The first task of this Government for the forthcoming financial year is to 
find $41.4 million to turn around that deficit.  Some action has been taken in the Government’s previous budgets, 
which is helping to turn around that $41.4 million deficit.  However, we should not misunderstand from where 
the situation began.  The Government started with a plan that showed we would be $41.4 million south for this 
financial year, and its first task was to turn that around.  If it is not bad enough that we have had that run of 
historical deficits and a forecast deficit, we have also had unfunded commitments.  The first budget process for 
the incoming Government was horrible, because it discovered item after item that the coalition had announced in 
press releases and projects that were under way that had not been properly funded in the forward estimates.  
Members will recall that I tabled in this House a list of unfunded commitments.  That list, which was tabled in 
this House on 25 October 2001, is tabled document No 801.  It shows, over a total of four years, $432 million 
worth of unfunded commitments that were entered into by the previous Government that had to be funded by the 
incoming Gallop Labor Government.   

I will give an example so that members can see that this is, regrettably, an ongoing process.  The previous 
Government entered into two communications and technology projects with the Police Service - the Delta 
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communications and information technology project and the computer-aided dispatch and related 
communications system project - without providing the proper funding in the forward estimates.  In fact, the 
Commissioner of Police told our expenditure review committee that he had gone ahead because he had a letter of 
authority from the previous Premier.  There was nothing in the budget papers, nor was anything announced 
publicly.  He had only a side letter of authority from the previous Premier.  The previous Government expected 
that the matter of additional funding would be dealt with in the forthcoming processes.  It was not acknowledged 
in the pre-election financial projection statement and the fact that money would be required in the future was 
hidden from the public.  Of course, the future has arrived, and we have had to find that money.  From the time of 
their inception to the end of the forward estimates, the DCAT and CADCOM projects will cost, on a capital and 
recurrent basis, $509 million.  I have revealed that information for the first time during this debate.  Out of that 
funding, $269 million has to be found by this Government.  That is the size of the DCAD and CADCOM hole.  
We have had to add 52 per cent to the DCAD and CADCOM funding.  As stated by the Minister for Health, who 
was a former senior police officer, they were warned internally about the cost of DCAD and CADCOM.  
However, they chose to go ahead on the basis of a side letter that hid the true cost from not only themselves, but 
also their colleagues, and, most importantly, the public.  Presumably the Treasurer knew because he signed the 
side letter.  If the Opposition had learnt its lesson, we might have been able to give some credibility to its 
arguments.  However, the regrettable truth is that it has not learnt its lesson.  The Liberal Party has continued in 
opposition as it did in government.  As I indicated during question time, in just over two years in opposition, the 
Liberal Party has made, by its own admission, $851.6 million worth of promises.   

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected.   

The SPEAKER:  Leader of the Opposition!  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  A significant number of promises have been made for which the undoubted costs have not 
been acknowledged.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Not only did they recognise that they would be running deficits, but they also found that there 
is nothing left to sell.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Exactly.  The Leader of the Opposition indicated, in his remarks on this motion, a debt 
reduction figure.  Interestingly, that debt reduction figure was $600 million less than the privatisation proceeds 
figure.  In other words, the previous Government sold assets and spent that $600 million; it did not use it to pay 
off debt.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  When a Government sells an asset, it sells a revenue-producing asset.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Indeed, and revenue streams from those assets are no longer available to the public purse.   

Not only has the Opposition made that $851 million worth of promises on its own admission - not counting the 
promises it has not properly costed - but when we examine the true cost of these promises - it has not been 
possible to cost them all because some are too vague - we come up with a figure of $1.622 billion.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Opposition members laugh, and the Leader of the Opposition asks me to prove it.  I am about 
to do that.  I am about to go through the spendometer of the coalition.  The spendometer begins with the big 
banana himself - the Leader of the Opposition.  His commitment to a regional power upgrade will cost 
$500 million.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  That is right.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  He says that that is right.  That is part of the $800 million.  He also confirmed, during 
question time, that he had committed to the development of the Maitland industrial estate.  He would not give a 
figure, but I can say that the cost of that would be $470 million.  Two quick statements from the Leader of the 
Opposition total $970 million.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It is nothing like that.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition says it is nothing like that.  I am sure that is what the previous 
Minister for Police said to the then Premier and Treasurer - it is nothing like that.  It turned out to be 52 per cent 
more than the estimate upon which they were operating at that time.  The Leader of the Opposition should not 
tell me it is nothing like that.  He has form on this sort of matter.  

I now turn to the Fremantle eastern bypass.  The Opposition has committed itself to building that.  It will not 
give a price for it, but I can say that the price will be $80 million.  That is the promise of the Opposition.  Then 
we go to the issue of compensation for land clearing.  The member for Vasse protested during question time that 
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he had not made this promise, but he did make it.  It is a $100 million promise, and here is the evidence, from the 
transcript of an interview broadcast on ABC radio news on 2 September 2002.  The newsreader says - 

Mr Masters says the Opposition intends to offer farmers compensation payments totalling up to 
$100 million and will campaign heavily on the matter before the 2005 election.  

There is then a direct quote from the member for Vasse, who says - 

And I have no doubt that we will be highlighting this as a clearly marked line in the sand where people 
will have a choice to either abandon those one to two hundred farming families who are going to be 
affected by this effective clearing ban, or they could put their hand in their pocket in a fair and 
reasonable way and look after those people.  

Let us investigate just how clear this line in the sand is.  Have the winds now blown it away; has the water 
washed it away; or does the Leader of the Opposition confirm that that promise by his shadow Minister for the 
Environment and Heritage is still operative?  He confirmed Maitland and the regional power upgrade.  Why will 
he not confirm this one?  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Never confirm anything.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Aha!  We might have uncovered the first inoperative promise of the coalition.  We have direct 
evidence of the shadow Minister for the Environment and Heritage making this promise, and a conspicuous 
failure by the Leader of the Opposition to confirm it. 

I will move on.  The Opposition has promised to reduce the Water Corporation dividend, which it has costed at 
$50 million.  It has also promised to reinstate the Eaton and Clifton Park sewerage program.  It has not given a 
costing for that, and the Government has not yet been able to cost it.   The Opposition has promised a subsidy for 
bottled gas; to appoint a children’s commissioner; additional funding for private schools; and to restore a land 
tax exemption worth $11.4 million - is that still an operative promise?   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  We will announce our land tax policy in the next couple of weeks.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Is that still an operative promise?   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Wait and see.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition will not even confirm that one!  A marked backing away is 
going on here.  It is interesting, as I go through this list, that the Opposition was able to confirm the first two 
items, but I am not yet even a quarter of the way through it and the Leader of the Opposition is backing away 
from it already.   

The Opposition has promised the goldfields motor sports facility, costing $8.2 million; a special minister for 
tourism, costing $1 million; an increase in control burns - we do not have a figure for that; and to reinstate Loch 
and Grant Street train stations.  The coalition would not give a figure for that last item, but the Government’s 
figure is $450 000.  The Opposition proposes to relocate the Department of Agriculture.  No figure is given, and 
as we do not know where the Opposition is proposing to relocate the department, I have no costing for that.  The 
Opposition proposes to reinstate a media campaign on domestic violence, which is costed at $500 000.  That is 
the right costing, in my understanding.  It proposes a referendum on daylight saving.  No costing is given for 
that, but I suggest that it would cost $3 million.  The Opposition has costed improved safety for police parking at 
$73 000, and for the time being we will take its word for it.  Reinstatement of the small business improvement 
program is a $500 000 promise, on the basis of the Opposition’s costing; the Government’s costing is $581 000.  
It is not surprising that the coalition would under-cost a promise, given its record.  The Opposition would reopen 
Peel Health Campus beds.  There is not enough detail there, but no doubt there will be a cost for it.  The coalition 
promises upgrades to regional hospital emergency departments at a cost of $40 million.  We will take that as 
given for the moment, but we would like to see the detail.  Fixing the Bussell Highway between Vasse and 
Margaret River is a $26 million promise.  This is interesting, because on the basis of what the Government 
considers necessary, it could be done for $17 million.  We will give the Opposition back $9 million, because it 
has over-costed that promise.  That is probably too generous, but I want this analysis to be fair. 

Redevelopment of the Northam central business district is costed at $2 million, but we think it will cost 
$6.1 million.  The expansion of the Broome jetty is costed by the Opposition at $5.5 million; the Government 
thinks it will cost $14 million.  The country towns sewerage program has been promised $25 million by the 
Opposition, which is what it will cost, but the Government will examine the details more closely there.  
Development of regional airports has been costed by the Opposition at $2 million.  Here is another massive 
promise, on which the Opposition has campaigned heavily: full funding of the National Action Plan for Salinity 
and Water Quality.  The Opposition says that is a $98 million promise, but the Government’s estimate of the 
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cost, on the basis of what the Commonwealth Government is doing to Western Australia, is $127 million.  The 
Kulin recreation centre - this is probably a National Party promise, and I do not know if it counts for the Liberal 
Party any more - will cost $400 000.  The Dowerin industrial park will cost $500 000; the Port Gregory 
desalination plant will cost $890 000; and upgrading the telephone lines for Lifeline will cost, according to the 
Opposition, $225 000, but the Government thinks it will be $400 000.  The coalition did not cost the provision of 
tax relief on account transfers for regional banks, but the Government thinks it would cost $400 000.  The 
goldfields recreational lake feasibility study was costed at $30 000.  The coalition did not cost a proposed land 
tax exemption for agricultural land, and we are not sure what land the coalition proposed to exempt.  There is 
already a primary production exemption for land tax, so it is a bit hard to know what the proposed exemption 
was all about.  If the Opposition were to give us a few more details, it could be costed.  The coalition did not cost 
a rates concession for leased accommodation, but it would cost about $1 million.  A program to teach first aid 
and diet in schools was not costed by the coalition, but it would probably cost about $1.3 million.  The coalition 
did not cost the Bussell Highway-Robertson Drive intersection upgrade, but the Government estimates that work 
would cost about $1 million.  The infill sewerage works for Eaton, Australind and Capel were not costed by the 
coalition and the Government has not been able to get a costing for that.  The coalition did not cost the Peel 
deviation, but the Government knows that the Peel deviation would cost $141 million.  The provision of a new 
school in Australind or a high school in Dalyellup was not costed, but that would cost $19 million.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  So Labor will not be building that?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  No.  That is a promise the coalition made and for which it did not provide funding.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  So you will be building it?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is a matter for the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to determine on Thursday.  That 
school was promised by the coalition, but it did not say what it would cost.  The Opposition’s promises are not 
credible.  The Government has done a very fair analysis.  Not all the costs that might have been included were 
included.  In fact, the Government has acknowledged that the Opposition might have over-costed one promise.  
Nevertheless, the $851 million total for coalition promises is more realistically priced at $1.6 billion.  The 
Opposition pretends - 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  So cut the railway. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Would the member for Merredin cut the railway?  Would a coalition Government cut the 
railway?  Is that how it would fund the $1.6 billion in promises?  

Mr B.J. Grylls:  The National Party would say to cut the railway.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Ah, the National Party part of the coalition says that it would cut the railway.  We will go to 
Rockingham, Mandurah and the southern suburbs -  

Mr B.J. Grylls:  I’ll come with you! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The National Party will come with us and tell the people of those areas that a coalition 
Government would not build the railway.  That is a very interesting outcome. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  After they had done that to the people of Mandurah, I wonder whether they would promise to 
still love them in the morning.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is a very interesting question, Minister for Health.  That is an interesting outcome of this 
debate.  Members opposite pretend to be an alternative Government.  They pretend to have the credibility to 
attack the Government on financial matters.  If they want to debate financial matters, they must present their 
financial plan.  Accountability cuts both ways in politics.  Members opposite cannot just go on television 
programs and carp, criticise and be negative.  They cannot say that the Government should spend more, tax less, 
carry out more capital works and borrow less.  The Opposition must have a coherent, consistent, coordinated 
financial plan if its promises and statements are to have any credibility whatsoever.  The Leader of the 
Opposition has a golden opportunity.  I will deliver the budget on Thursday and he will deliver the Opposition’s 
response to the budget next week.  The first thing the Leader of the Opposition must do is to say whether the 
$851 million worth of coalition promises are still operative.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I will answer now.  What you have there is a pile of absolute crap!   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition will find that the Government has the documentary evidence for 
each of those promises.  If he is saying - I will not use the word he used - that those promises are rubbish, we 
will ask why he made that press statement and that comment in an interview.  We have the evidence that the 
Leader of the Opposition made those statements, so he should not try to run away from them.  The Leader of the 
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Opposition has two options.  He could deny those promises.  He could say that the coalition might have said 
those things, but that we should not believe it, because it was just playing politics.  He could say that it would 
start with a clean slate.  It would be very interesting if he were to say that.  That is probably the honest truth and 
what he should say.  The other thing the Leader of the Opposition could say is that the Opposition wants to be 
considered as a credible alternative Government and wants to be believed when it makes those sorts of 
statements.  It could provide its plan.  The Opposition could at least give us a plan for its $851 million worth of 
promises.  We might then have a debate about whether those promises would cost $851 million or $1.6 billion.  I 
think it would cost $1.6 billion, but the Opposition has not given us the plan for the costs that it has 
acknowledged.   

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I have finished with the coalition’s record.  I do not think it has any basis on which to criticise 
the Government’s financial record.  The question of revenue has been raised, and I will deal with that before I 
briefly deal with the question of debt.  In the Government’s first budget for 2001-02, revenue rose by 4.1 per 
cent or $438 million.  That compares with average revenue growth during the coalition years of 6.6 per cent.  I 
will run through the revenue growth experienced in the previous Government’s term.  In 1994-95 revenue 
growth was 9.5 per cent.  In 1995-96 it was 7.2 per cent.  A decline of half a per cent occurred in 1996-97.  
Revenue growth rebounded in 1997-98 to 8.7 per cent.  In 1998-99 it was 5.1 per cent, in 1999-2000 it was 7.5 
per cent, and in 2000-01 it was 9.3 per cent.  I have provided those figures to show that the revenue growth 
experienced under this Government is much less than the revenue growth experienced under the previous 
Government.  There was $425 million worth of revenue growth in this Government’s first year.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You have not understood the simplest concept.   

The SPEAKER:  Order, Leader of the Opposition!   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  In its second financial year, there was $323 million worth of revenue growth.  I understand 
the point the Leader of the Opposition is making, but the appropriate comparison is between the revenue growth 
experienced under this Government and the revenue growth experienced under the previous Government.  
Members will find that, on average, the revenue growth of this Government has been significantly less than the 
revenue growth experienced under the previous Government, which averaged 6.6 per cent across its term.   

I turn to the question of debt.  The coalition must be honest.  It must admit that it was committed to the southern 
rail project.  It was committed to a big roads program.  It was committed to many other capital works.  It 
intended to borrow.  Its intention to borrow was well and truly revealed in the Under Treasurer’s pre-election 
financial projection statement, which was delivered at the beginning of the election campaign.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Treasury did not have any idea what we were going to do in a policy sense.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Okay.  The forward estimates were formulated on the basis of no changes in policy.  The 
Leader of the Opposition is saying that the coalition had hidden policies that it was not prepared to tell the public 
about.  It was going to turn around the awful figures presented by the Under Treasurer at the beginning of the 
election campaign.  I cannot understand what happened with the coalition’s campaign team.  Those figures were 
absolutely terrible.  If the coalition had secret policies to turn around those figures, on the day the Under 
Treasurer released those awful figures why were its members not telling people not to worry about what the 
Under Treasurer had said because things would be better under the coalition’s policies?  The coalition did not 
and could not say that.   

I turn to the question of net debt.  The forecast in the pre-election financial projections for total public sector net 
debt at 30 June 2003 was $5.4 billion.  The forecast in the Government’s last midyear review was $5.393 billion.  
In other words, for all the huff and puff and arguments of the Opposition, its forecast for debt for the end of June 
this year was higher than the Government’s last forecast in the midyear review.  I predict that on Thursday we 
will see even better figures.   

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [4.10 pm]:  I support the motion.  I listened to the Treasurer and the 
hypocrisy he was spouting about the previous Government’s promises.  What about this Government’s 
promises?  What about the promises that it made to the community prior to the last election?  What about the 
promises it made before the sentiment “we are in government now” came in? 

This Government said that it would stop logging old-growth forest, yet old-growth forest is still being logged.  
What has the Minister for Health done for this State?  One of the promises that he made was that he would 
improve health care services.  This Government seems to engage in the very selective allocation of resources.  
Resources have not been made available to service constituents in my electorate who must go to Fremantle 
Hospital.  The minister spouts on about how wonderful this Government is because it has provided a magnetic 
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resonance imaging machine for Princess Margaret Hospital for Children.  What about the 200-plus children - 
passive smokers - who are admitted to Princess Margaret Hospital each year because their parents are smokers?  
This minister has been sitting on the tobacco control legislation.  When I asked him today what he would do 
about people who are smoking in children’s playgrounds and about children who are being exposed to passive 
smoking, he said that the Government would look at it later.  When will it look at this issue - next year or the 
year after?   

What has the minister done for nurses?  We hear on a regular basis that the State has X number of new nurses, 
yet when the minister is asked where the nurses are, I do not think that he has any idea.  The minister talks about 
all the new nurses, but how many nurses have resigned because he has not implemented the workloads order?  
Conditions in the hospitals are just as bad as they were two years ago - in fact, they are worse because of this 
minister and this Government. 

The Treasurer spoke about the previous Government selling off community assets.  Most members in this House 
know about the community asset in my constituency - Duncraig House - and that this Government and this 
minister support its being sold for less than 0.5 per cent of one year’s health budget.  It is the sale of a 
community asset.  Unfortunately, the Minister for the Environment and Heritage is not present.   

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I will come back to the minister.  What about the promises this Government made on 
environment and heritage?  What has the Minister for the Environment and Heritage done?  She has ignored the 
Swan River Trust Act and the Heritage of Western Australia Act.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure is 
supporting her on the sale of three lots on the Raffles Hotel site at Canning Bridge to Multiplex.  The Minister 
for Planning and Infrastructure tells us to look at the community benefits.  Do members know what those 
community benefits are?  For every $20 000 that Multiplex or its client, Abe Saffron, puts into the community, 
they will get an extra unit.  They are looking for an extra 90 apartments.  For each of those 90 apartments, they 
will put $20 000 back into my community.  I do not think that is a community benefit; it is completely ripping-
off taxpayers.  It is this Government helping make the rich richer and the poor poorer.   

What about the promises that this Government made on education?   

I believe also that this Government intends to sell off Woodside Maternity Hospital.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order! 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.16 pm]:  One must ask who 
writes the Treasurer’s speeches.  If it is Max Kay, I suggest that the Treasurer change his speechwriter.   

It is quite clear that the Treasurer has not addressed one word of today’s motion.  I will pick up on one very 
interesting matter that the Treasurer indicated.  The Treasurer said, and I would have to agree with him, that 
using the Treasury figures prepared prior to the last election, if one examines the fiscal situation in 2003-04, 
there will be an operating deficit of $41 million.  I will explain the significance of that.  Those figures are based 
on figures prepared by Treasury prior to the last election, which were based on all the Government of the day’s 
commitments, financial strategies and financial programs; in other words, that figure does not lie.  It is the figure 
that the Treasurer has used.  I have in front of me a table from which one can determine the figure of 
$41 million.  It indicates that the Treasurer is correct, but do members know what the Treasurer did not tell us?  
He did not tell us that for 2003-04 the previous Government had in place the largest road construction and 
maintenance program that this State has ever seen.  It also had in place an extensive multimillion dollar sewerage 
infill program.  Guess what?  By 2003-04 the Kenwick line through to Mandurah would have been well under 
construction.  

What the Treasurer forgets to say is that for a $41 million operating deficit, the previous Administration would 
have brought in all those projects.  It begs the question: what would have happened if the Treasurer had not 
delayed the railway project, cut back on the sewerage infill program by $60 million or $70 million a year and 
reduced road funding by $200 million to $300 million a year?  The midyear review of December last year shows 
that this Government ended up with a scrawny little surplus of $33.1 million.  If one adds to that anything up to 
$500 million for the cost of building the railway line on schedule, up to $100 million for the sewerage infill 
program and approximately $200 million for road funding, this Government would have been in deficit to the 
tune of half a billion dollars.  That is despite the fact that revenues have gone up under this Government in an 
extraordinary manner.   

I will use the same document as that to which the Treasurer referred, which is Treasury’s pre-election statement.  
It shows that under the previous Government operating revenues would have gone up from $10.2 billion to 
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$10.9 billion over a four-year period.  Under this Government they have gone from $10.2 billion, not to 
$10.9 billion but to $11.9 billion.  According to the latest government figures, the cumulative revenue growth 
under this Government is now nearly $4 billion.  As the Leader of the Opposition has pointed out, that has been 
fuelled by tax increases of some $250 million a year, predominantly on the business community alone, and it has 
resulted in a cumulative increase in expenditure of $3.4 billion.  I make the point that one thing never lies; that 
is, a cash budget.  This Government has brought in two cash deficits in the past two years, something for which 
this Treasurer criticised the previous Government, and that is fuelling state debt.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result -  

Ayes (21) 

Mr R.A. Ainsworth Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.F. Johnson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr B.K. Masters Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr P.D. Omodei Mr A.D. Marshall (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.G. Pendal  
Mr M.F. Board Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr R.N. Sweetman  
Dr E. Constable Mr M.G. House Mr M.W. Trenorden  

Noes (26) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Dr G.I. Gallop Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr C.M. Brown Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr A.J. Dean Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman  
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich  

            

Pairs 

 Mr J.L. Bradshaw Mrs C.A. Martin 
 Mr W.J. McNee Ms A.J. MacTiernan 
 Mr T.K. Waldron Mr M.P. Whitely  

Question thus negatived. 
 


