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McGOWAN GOVERNMENT — ELECTION COMMITMENTS — 
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Motion 
MS M.J. DAVIES (Central Wheatbelt — Leader of the National Party) [4.01 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the McGowan government for misleading the people of Western Australia 
during the March 2017 state election, specifically by having no plan for financial management; increasing 
taxes; privatising assets; increasing household fees and charges; and cutting royalties for regions. 

I welcome the opportunity at almost the end of this parliamentary year to review some of the record and decisions 
that this government has made over the course of eight months since the March election. I primarily want to focus 
on the fact that this government was absolutely elected on a lie. It went to the election saying one thing and has 
consistently done completely the opposite since coming to power. The Labor Party said one thing to get elected, 
but it has done the opposite in a shameless and arrogant way again and again. At the end of its first parliamentary 
year, it can boast a litany of broken promises so audacious that even political commentators who have been 
watching this process for a long time are scratching their heads and wondering how it thinks it can get away with it. 

I absolutely believe that the electorate will come back and judge this government for the decisions it has made. 
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition made the point during the matter of public interest that has just been debated 
that there is a tradition of governments coming in, washing through and making some fairly unsavoury decisions 
early on in the piece, hoping the electorate forgets, and moving on to become the government of good news towards 
the end of its term. I can promise the government of the day that this opposition will not be allowing the electorate 
to forget. I do not think we will have to try too hard because the pain will continue to be visited on 
Western Australians for the entire four years it will be in government. The government will not get away with it. 
The electorate will learn that it is being duped through the pain and heartache they are going to feel as a result of 
increased taxes and household charges, the job cuts in the public sector that have been talked about today, and the 
cuts to regional spending that we are starting to see wash out. That is despite the promises that royalties for regions 
would be retained. There is increasing pressure to deliver essential services. The community is being duped by 
a government that came to power promising the world but it had absolutely no intention of delivering. The 
community was duped by the Premier and a very slick media campaign that promised the world but it had no 
intention of delivering. As far as we can see, having observed in this chamber what the government has been doing 
for the last eight months, there is only one project that we know it will doggedly pursue. There is no doubt that it 
will wear this as a badge of honour. It means nothing to the constituents that the National Party represents. In fact, 
all it represents is a draining of resources from their part of the world into the Perth metropolitan area.  

The government will doggedly pursue Metronet to the detriment of everything else. There are reports of increased 
defaults on mortgages. I recall an article this week or last week in one of the newspapers that stated that we have 
an increasing rate of defaults on mortgages. There are people and pensioners who are unable to pay their bills and 
public servants have the threat or prospect of either losing their job or having to do more with less. During question 
time today we touched on comments that previous members of the opposition who are now in government made 
about the false economy of cutting public servants. In opposition they believed in it vehemently, yet they have 
discarded those principles coming to government and are now aggressively pursuing 3 000 public servants 
before March next year. While all of this is happening, an enormous air of uncertainty exists within every 
department. It has not been so long that we do not still have contacts with the people who we worked closely with 
while we were in government. We know that there is chaos in these departments. As a result of the 
machinery-of-government changes people are unsure what their task is, how they are to achieve what the 
government is asking them to do and they are most certainly going to be asked to do it with fewer people and less 
resources. That can only lead to further chaos and pain. 

On the other hand, the Minister for Transport continues on her merry way delivering on Metronet, which she will 
wear as a badge of honour, adding debt and spending taxpayers’ dollars when there are no dollars to be spent. That 
is absolutely disgraceful. It is a project that is already demonstrating that there will be blowouts and no doubt 
across the course of this enormous project more households, businesses and public servants will be asked to pay 
for that, along with sectors such as the gold sector. Although there might be a good argument to run that everyone 
has to pay their fair share, there are sectors that were given explicit promises by this government that they would 
not be touched. The moment members of the government hit the shiny green chairs on that side of this chamber 
and the cabinet — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): They are blue! Sorry. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: Shiny blue chairs, my apologies. The moment they hit the shiny blue chairs on the opposite 
side of the chamber, they completely forgot those commitments. The government is pursuing increases to fees and 
charges in households, slashing the public service, increasing payroll tax and asking the gold sector, which it 
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explicitly told it would not go anywhere near, to pay more. I seem to remember these enormous billboards around 
town. I had to drive up and down the Great Eastern Highway quite a number of times, as I do on a regular basis; 
my electorate starts in Northam. I can recall a big billboard as I was jumping off Roe Highway to get onto the 
Great Eastern Highway turn-off. It was a picture of Mr McGowan, our now Premier, that read “WA jobs”, 
I believe. It definitely had a big word like “jobs” written on it, with the Labor Party logo. That was what I believe 
was spread all around this state. There was a commitment for jobs, jobs, jobs. This government promised that and 
again it has failed to deliver. 

The government was quick to claim the upside in September this year when the Australian Bureau of Statistics 
released stats showing an increase in the employment participation rate in WA. I think the Premier stood and 
crowed in this house about an increase in business confidence—he has done it again today. In September, that was 
a 5.6 per cent to a 5.5 per cent reduction in unemployment. He said that it was a strong sign of recovery. He was 
nowhere to be seen when the 17 November numbers came out with reports that the jobless rate has deteriorated to 
5.9 per cent. The government is happy to take the upside and happy to promise jobs without delivering on that. 
Worse than that is introducing policies that it explicitly said it would not, to put at risk the jobs that people already 
have. Those in the public service are very nervous and I agree with everything the Deputy Leader of the Opposition 
and others spoke about, specifically about the education department. Certainly, we would expect that the education 
and health departments will be taking a majority of those 3 000 redundancies, because they are the biggest 
employers of the state. They both deliver incredibly essential services. Staff who are not on the front line cannot 
be pulled out without impacting on the capacity of frontline staff to do their jobs. It is a farce and the government 
must know that it will not be able to achieve it. It went to the election with a promise of jobs and turned up on the 
first day and said, “Sorry; we lied. We had our fingers crossed behind our back. We didn’t mean that. We made 
a few too many promises during the election campaign. We now need to pay for them, so we’re going to ask you 
to pay more.” It is not going to ask everyone to pay more, even though that is the rhetoric that we are getting from 
the unions now. I noticed that today in their latest attempt to support the government, even though their own 
members are at risk, which I find extraordinary. 

This promise of jobs was entirely fallacious, with nothing in it or sitting behind it. It was simply a slogan—
a billboard to be driven past that captured the imagination of a public that I think desperately wanted to believe 
that this government would deliver. Unfortunately, over the last eight months we have seen that it is falling short 
of that mark. Even Labor’s own federal shadow Minister for Employment and Workplace Relations, 
Brendan O’Connor, described the state of unemployment in Western Australia recently as “stubbornly high and 
continuing to rise”. He was no doubt having a go at his opposite number in the federal Parliament, but it has 
ramifications for what is happening here. The government in this place is trying to convince everyone that 
everything is okay and that there is nothing to see here. It claims that win only when it is going in the right direction. 
It is nowhere to be seen when it is disappearing. There are 20 066 people between the ages of 35 and 44 years, 
who are the people most likely to be supporting a family, paying a mortgage or supporting an ageing parent, who 
have no prospect of relief from a government that is hell-bent on spending and not providing any relief. I think 
that people would be prepared to accept increases in fees and charges if there were a noticeable and real reduction 
in debt, but the government’s own budget papers state that that is not occurring. The question is: where is all the 
money that the government is saying it must raise through this belt-tightening exercise going? It is going to 
Metronet and the promises that it has not funded but that it made in a ploy to get itself into government. It then 
thought it would be okay if it got the bad news out of the way in the first year and moved on. I think that is 
a deplorable way of doing business. It speaks volumes about the people sitting on that side of the house that they 
are prepared to conduct themselves in that way. It will break faith with the community and more people will start 
to question why they voted for a Labor government in such great numbers. I promise the government that by the 
time we get around to the next election, those people will not have forgotten. 

Clearly, the unions were strongly supportive of the Labor Party in the election. I find it extraordinary that in this 
whole process they bit their tongues to allow that strong jobs message to be delivered and ignored some of the 
more unsavoury things that they knew were on the horizon. The unions would have known that the government 
could not continue to spend without ramifications for the public service. I know that behind closed doors they are 
absolutely ropeable about what this government is proposing with the 3 000 cuts to the public service. What has 
been put out today from the Community and Public Sector Union–Civil Service Association of WA? There is 
a request for every member to write to their member of the Legislative Council saying that everyone has to pay 
their fair share; otherwise, more cuts will be on the horizon. I find it extraordinary that unions are not protesting. 
They would if we were in government and there was any discussion of redundancies. When we introduced 
redundancies in our term of government, we had protests outside the offices of members of Parliament and on the 
steps of Parliament. The unions have been remarkably silent in this debate. I am not a member of a union, but 
I assume that their members would expect them to make representations in the most forceful manner to the members 
who are now sitting in government and making these decisions and to say that union members do not think that they 
should be paying with their jobs so that the government can deliver on promises that it made, knowing full well the 
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financial situation this state was facing. I will get to that in a little bit. One of the things that this government has 
rolled out over the last 10 months is this notion that it had no the idea that the books were so bad.  

Anyone who sat in this chamber for the last eight years would know full well that the key people in this government 
came into this Parliament and prosecuted arguments about the state of the finances and the triggers and the inputs 
that created the challenges in this state—namely, Western Australia’s GST share and fluctuating iron ore prices. 
Those issues do not go away. They are well known and discussed and they were well canvassed in this place. To 
me, it is extraordinary that the government continues to roll out these lines and say that it did not see it coming. 
The government says that we have to make further cuts and be stronger and asks people to tighten their belts. 
However, it has not asked everyone to tighten their belt, and I think that is incredibly unfair. 

There are 3 000 jobs to be cut from the public service. I cannot remember seeing that written on a billboard 
anywhere—and there were lots of them. I cannot remember the Labor Party saying anywhere that it would cut 
3 000 jobs from the public sector. It did not go to the election with that policy, but it should have because it is 
a substantial policy position taken by this government. It is extraordinary that the unions have been quiet on this 
matter. We have started to see them arc up and do their job a bit today. Pat Byrne from the State School Teachers’ 
Union of Western Australia went on the record questioning where these 3 000 positions will come from and 
predicting that it will have a devastating effect on the public school system. We just had a debate about the public 
school system in this place. It cannot be improved by cutting a significant number of positions. We do not know 
whether it will be 800 positions. The numbers are rubbery and no-one seems to be giving too much away. They 
had all lined up their answers when asked questions on individual departments. They said that it is an overarching 
government aim, but I suggest that education is very much in the firing line. 

It is chaos when we start to think that the Minister for Police will refute that there would be any impact on frontline 
policing. How can there not be any impact on frontline policing when police officers will shift from frontline duties 
to the back room to take up the roles that were previously done by unsworn officers? It does not make any sense. 
The public will come to understand that because they will see fewer police officers on the beat. The Nationals are 
here to make sure that this Parliament keeps an eye on and a mind to the regions at all times and from a regional 
perspective this will bite heavily. Particularly in some of the bigger centres—Northam, Merredin, Katanning, 
Moora, Jurien Bay—any of those pullbacks in an administrative sense will have a real impact on the ability of 
police officers to do their job. I know that the minister stood and said that the government has added to police 
numbers. Does she not understand that in the same sentence about cutting the number of people, she is talking 
about adding people? There is no strategy in this. The government is hoping that, at the end of the day, it will wash 
out and no-one will really notice. I assure members that that will not be the case, because any time there are 
changes to service provision across the public service, regional Western Australia feels the pinch first. It is 
a difficult place to deliver even the most basic services. Regional Western Australians do not expect to have 
a Fiona Stanley Hospital on their doorstep or a police service that is exactly the same as the police service in 
a major Perth suburb, but they expect some degree of equity. If we start to take a large number of public servants 
out of the areas that we are talking about—namely, education, health and police—we will start to have a real 
impact on some of those far-flung areas that have their own challenges in attracting and retaining public servants. 

The Minister for Health is in denial when he says that doctors, nurses and allied health workers will be quarantined 
and safe. I am sure that is his ambition, but if we put on additional pressure—I think the Minister for Community 
Services articulated this very well in 2011—it is a false economy. The government is asking people to do more 
with less. It puts them under further pressure and then inevitably we have the creep back. I think that was in an 
article in today’s The West Australian. We have a creep back whereby an organisation says that it cannot cope. 
The government books the savings and moves on; there is a mutiny within the ranks and then all of a sudden we 
will see more. It will be done in an ad hoc manner by the departments as opposed to the government simply trying 
to manage the finances of the state effectively. A way of generating revenue for the state is being doggedly ignored 
by the Treasurer and the Premier and the cabinet, and that is very disappointing. 

The Premier has refused to rule out forced redundancies. I think his words yesterday in the house were, quite 
frankly, weasel words. He read out the Labor Party’s election commitment, which was not an answer to the 
question that we put, which was: will the government rule out forced redundancies? The Premier said that the 
government will review the redundancy process and ensure that forced redundancies are applied only when they 
are most needed. That, to me, is an easy get-out-of-jail-free clause. It is very disappointing. I think that everyone 
in the public service will be watching closely and waiting for the “don’t come Monday” note from their bosses. It 
will end in more chaos for organisations that have already undergone such enormous change, none of which was 
flagged before the election so that the public could understand it.  

I want to go back to the article in today’s The West Australian titled “Push or shove, jobs will go”. It offers great 
insight into the chaotic and flawed approach of the government. I have quoted what the Minister for Community 
Services articulated in 2011—how it was a false economy. I question those ministers who came to government 
with such strong union backing. We sat in this house and listened to a lot of the first speeches from new members 
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and we know that they played a strong role coming into the last election. I am quite sure that not one Labor member 
who is sitting in this house now had these conversations with the public service or any of their fellow members 
prior to coming to government. That is not a discussion one would have when seeking support to come to 
government. Again, I go back to the fact that the government was elected on a lie. It made promises it had no 
intention of keeping. Members cannot be a warrior in opposition, as many members on the other side were when 
they turned up every day and were highly critical of the decisions we made as a government—that is the role of 
the opposition—but then become a mouse in government. They have refused to answer the question, which their 
colleagues will also be asked, about whether there was any argument when agreeing to the 3 000 redundancies 
now being offered by this government as a revenue repair, debt repair measure. I have a strong suspicion that they 
did not. They chose to say to the unions and their members, whom they say they fought for in opposition, as 
warriors, every day in this house, “I’m sorry. We are not going to have a discussion with the BHPs and the 
Rio Tintos of the world; we will, instead, ask you to give up your jobs and put further pressure on your colleagues.” 
I think that is completely unreasonable. Government members will be judged for that by the broader electorate and 
most definitely by those who put them in this place and supported them to get here. They are hamstrung by their 
party’s lack of financial plan, which was non-existent coming into government—it was all about making promises 
they had no intention of keeping. Their colleagues are faced with a futile and pointless task because, in the 
Minister for Community Services’ own words, it will be a false economy and deliver nothing.  
Cutting 3 000 jobs before March next year is an implausible and unreachable target. I would like to hear how the 
Treasurer and cabinet are planning to achieve that. We understand that it will come predominantly from 
Health and Education, and it will cost the government absolutely more in the long term. The only way we will be 
able to determine that will be over the course of the next budget and the budget after that as we continue to 
scrutinise this government’s decisions. The government campaigned on a jobs for WA platform. It told the 
electorate it had a plan, but we know that the government did not. We are not the only ones making that 
observation. Certainly over the course of this year, numerous articles have been written about that. The community 
will be asking some serious questions at the next election.  
I want to go to the notion that gets rolled out that the government did not know how bad it was and that it needed 
to pull in some of the measures that forced it to break its promises to the electorate, and I want to talk about some 
of the things that the government said it was going to do. Having gone back through some of the debates we have 
had in this place and having read some of the comments that were made by now senior members of the government, 
I cannot believe that this is actually a plausible defence. I am struggling to figure out how they can stand up and 
say this with a straight face. The Labor Party made $5 billion in election promises in full knowledge of the situation 
the state was facing, because in opposition it would come into this place during loan bill debates, budget debates 
and any other debate one can name and moved private members’ business motions and matters of public 
importance on that issue. 
The first example I will provide is that of the member for Kwinana, the now Minister for Health. On 15 September 2016 
he stated — 

We have always known what was going to happen with the GST. There are no surprises around where 
the state’s share of the GST was going to go. 
… 
The government cannot come to this place and say that it did not know it was going to receive such 
a small proportion of the GST because that was always one of the great knowns of the state’s finances. 

The Labor Party cannot argue one thing in opposition and then, having prosecuted that argument again and again, 
come in and say, “Whoops, sorry, didn’t know, so we get to break all those promises we made to the electorate 
and can we please be excused, because we didn’t know?” Surely the public’s memory is not that short; I can assure 
the government that ours is not. If we scroll through Hansard, we find comment after comment by government 
members that clearly demonstrate that they knew the challenges the state was facing and why it was facing them. 
On 15 November 2016, the now Premier stated in a debate — 

They — 
Meaning the then Liberal–National government — 

ignored all the warnings. They ignored every report after every report … 
One would assume that the then opposition would have read those reports, which means it would have known, 
when formulating its election platform, that it would have to make some accommodation for that and have some 
sort of financial plan. It would have known that it would have to come to government with some sort of revenue 
source that it had put to the people of Western Australia, and it declined to do so. It heavily criticised the former 
government for proposing a plan to recycle assets, or the sale of Western Power, and also the revenue source that 
the National Party put on the table. We were up-front with the electorate and we recognised, going into the election, 
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that there needed to be a new revenue source for this state. The Labor Party was not up-front; it had shiny billboards 
that referred to jobs, and it relied on the fact that people in Western Australia desperately wanted to believe that 
there were jobs around the corner and that this would all be magically delivered without a new revenue source. 
That is untruthful at best, under any analysis of the way in which the Labor Party came to government. 
Mr McGowan continued — 

They ignored every report after every report—every Treasury report after every Treasury report—and 
every financial commentator who indicated that the government’s financial management was a problem. 

The then opposition clearly had a view about what we were doing; there is no doubt about that, and it was free to 
express that view. It came in here and prosecuted the argument that there were challenges with the budget, yet it still 
made $5 billion in election commitments, of which about $1.5 billion was unfunded. The now Premier continued — 

We are going to engage in the solid, responsible financial and economic management of this state, if we 
are elected in March next year. 
… 

… we also know that Western Australians want a plan and they want change. They want a fresh start in 
this state. History will record this government as having presided over the state’s worst unemployment 
levels, the worst debt in history, the worst deficit in history and the worst credit rating in history. It will 
record this as being a disastrous period of government, with no plan for the future. 

Unfortunately, those words have come back to bite the government. The government has come into office without 
a financial plan and is now asking the people who can least afford it to pay for election promises it should never 
have made because it knew full well that there was no capacity to pay for them. It was unwilling to go to the sectors 
of the community that could afford to pay more to take the pressure off the decision-making and deception it 
undertook throughout the election. 

There are any number of quotes and comments from the now government when in opposition that clearly articulate 
that it was in full comprehension of some of the challenges. The Labor Party understood the GST. The federal 
Labor leader chooses to ignore that proposition and essentially has thrown this government under a bus, so if there 
is a federal Labor government come the next federal election, we can presume that the GST issue will not be fixed. 
We will continue to be at the mercy of top-ups and all sorts, which I do not think is acceptable. I am also critical 
of the current federal government. I believe it should be acting on the GST issue and we have freely said that again 
and again. When we had a member from the Nationals WA in the federal government chamber, we took the 
opportunity to do something about it. We were the only party on that side of the chamber to ask for a solution to 
the GST. It is uncomfortable but I think that the federal government should be making these decisions. Given that 
we are now getting closer to a federal election, it is unfortunate that the federal opposition has declined to put 
a policy on the table that would assist us in resolving some of the challenges we face in Western Australia as 
a result of the GST.  

I would like to remind members and tell the newer members here that over the course of the previous government, 
we had many debates in this place about the impact of increasing power and water prices. There was much 
indignation from members opposite when they ran debates publicly and in this house that articulated the impact 
of increasing fees and charges. Labor Party members said in this house and wrote in their policy documents that 
they had spoken to people who were sacrificing their heating so they could afford to eat during winter, or were 
going to bed once it was dark so they did not have to use electricity or heating. Very soon after the Labor Party 
came to government, electricity prices in power bills increased by 10.9 per cent. I wonder whether this government 
went back and spoke to the same people it professed such sympathy for and prosecuted that argument so 
vehemently for in this place. I do not think it did. Again, I did not see a billboard during the election campaign 
that said, “We will put up your power prices.” In fact, I think the exact opposite was argued; the Labor Party argued 
that if Western Power were sold, electricity prices would go up. The government is not selling Western Power and 
electricity prices have gone up. The government has done this itself; prices have gone up.  

A member interjected. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: After eight years in this place—four years for me—I heard every member opposite who was 
here tell us hard luck stories from people who were genuinely in pain. Those people are out there, and they are 
now under further pressure because of decisions by the member’s government. Those decisions were made despite 
explicitly telling the electorate that government members had no intention of making them. The Labor Party 
promised the electorate. Members opposite were elected on a lie. They knew they would have to break that promise 
because they understood the situation very well. The Treasurer, in particular, expressed a desire to sell 
Western Power because he knew that was part of the solution that needed to happen. I think that is very 
disappointing. Members opposite spent eight years criticising the previous government, but when they switched 
into election mode, they forgot about all those people and started rolling out promises. They rolled out Metronet 
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and the commitments for jobs first in WA. We saw that in the budget. When the budget was brought down, every 
portfolio had the line “Local Projects, Local Jobs”, so everyone got a little bit of sugar to roll out in their local 
electorate. There were no business cases or evidence of local job creation, or how it would be audited whether the 
government was delivering on the promises it made. It cannot be; it is simply pork-barrelling by any other name. 
It does not address the issue that is still at the heart of the challenge that any government faces—whether it be the 
National Party or the Labor Party—which is our financial situation. The government ignores the fact that there is 
a real opportunity to have a discussion with the two biggest miners in the state to generate a meaningful revenue 
source for this state. Then the government could go back to the public service and make the reforms required. 
No-one is arguing that the government should grow the public service and create an overblown and lazy 
organisation. That is not what we are arguing. There is opportunity for reform, but the loss of 3 000 jobs between 
now and March is unachievable. It will not be done without placing increased pressure on those left behind and 
without creating chaos in the delivery of important services that many of our constituents rely on. 

The government has promised the world to Western Australians but I think that facade is about to start crumbling. 
Perhaps one of the greatest examples of the government’s willingness to abandon all principles, despite, as a Labor 
government, purporting to always be there for workers—setting aside the 3 000 workers about to be made 
redundant—is its willingness to backflip on a gold royalty rate increase. This is an issue that the National Party 
thought had been put to bed but it has been brought back. I feel that the sector has every right to feel betrayed by 
the Labor Party. It is a sector with which the Labor Party stood shoulder-to-shoulder on the steps of Parliament 
House because, again, it was convenient for it to do so. The Labor Party grasped onto it in opposition and was 
happy to stand by the gold sector and make promises and get the kudos in the communities that knew and 
understood the way the sector worked. Labor Party members said all the right things and agreed wholeheartedly 
with the gold sector. However, they got into government and we can only assume that they either do not believe 
anything they said previously or they were blatantly lying. That, I think, is a sign of real concern for anyone who 
hopes to do business with this government going forward, because its word cannot be relied on. 

The perfect example of this government’s arrogance, having been elected with a huge landslide, is its belief that it 
can steamroll through any decision it makes. When the Treasurer responded to a question about who had been 
consulted when the first tranche of the gold royalty rate increase was introduced, he said, “I didn’t talk to anyone 
because I knew what they were going to say.” That is the height of arrogance. Surely, any organisation, any 
government or any significant sector in this state has the right to be consulted about a proposed significant 
imposition that is directly opposite to the undertaking they had been given. As we know, the National Party, the 
Liberal Party and the crossbench in the Legislative Council resoundingly said that they do not agree with the 
Treasurer on the basis that this sector cannot afford what he is trying to impose because it would have future 
ramifications. They also reject the premise on which he is asking the sector to pay more because he is saying that 
it is about debt reduction but it is about paying for the government’s election commitments that the Treasurer did 
not have a plan to fund and is now asking the gold sector to foot the bill for. The government has gone through 
a farcical process of bringing the proposal into the budget in direct opposition to what it had said previously and 
has had it rejected but has now come back for round 2.  

What amazes us the most is the notion that there has been consultation this time around, but when we have talked 
to people in the sector who would be directly impacted, most say that it is not true; they did not talk to the 
government and had no idea. Telling someone in a conversation what is going to happen is not consultation. That 
is not the way a significant sector in this state should expect to be treated. Quite rightly, those who have the 
opportunity to reject this again, will take it, unless the government decides to continue on this path of ultimate 
arrogance and introduce a regulation after the chamber has risen. That will be a real sign of a government that 
thinks it is bigger and more powerful than anyone else and should not have to take its decisions to industry for 
consideration but that it should just steamroll them through. That would be incredibly disappointing but another 
one that can be chalked up as, “Sorry, here’s something we said before the election but we are breaking that 
promise and we’re not sorry about it.” None of the actions of either the Treasurer or cabinet demonstrate that they 
have any sense that this has been a betrayal. I cannot imagine standing next to someone and saying, “We’ve got 
your back, mate; don’t worry about it”, and then, when we are on the other side and in a position of power, saying, 
“Sorry; we’re going to ask you to foot the bill for something that we did.” That is what this is about. Before the 
election, the Labor Party committed too much and promised too much. Now that the Labor Party is in government, 
it has to find a way to pay for it. It made those commitments and promises on a wing and a prayer, in the hope that 
it would be able to come up with the funding after the election. The challenge is that the gold industry understands 
very clearly that this government cannot and will not listen. 

That is what we have been frustrated about. We understand that neither the Liberal Party nor the government of 
the day will embrace the idea that we took to the election. We have heard response after response that they are not 
interested in ripping up state agreements. We have heard loud and clear from the Treasurer and the Premier, and 
everyone involved, that they do not want to rip up state agreements. If they had been listening, they would have 
heard us say that they should sit down and have a conversation with Rio Tinto and BHP—two organisations that 
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have legacy state agreements—about the potential for them to contribute. That is the sort of conversation any 
industry would expect to have with a new government. I understand the Treasurer and the Premier when they say 
they do not want to rip up state agreements. If the Treasurer and the Premier went through the questions that we 
have asked in this place over the last eight months, they would know that we have not asked the government to do 
that. We have simply pointed out that that is a revenue source that could be investigated. However, the government 
will not go near that, either because of political belligerence, or because of arrogance. I have a suspicion that at 
some time over the next four years, the government will have no choice but to do that. The government’s budget 
situation will not get any better. The government will continue to spend. The government will continue to roll out 
Metronet. Metronet is an enormous project, and it is not fully funded. There will inevitably be blowouts in that 
program. The government made that commitment, in the hope that it would be able to come up with the funding 
later. That is in addition to all the other commitments made by the government. 

I do not understand why the government is asking everyone to pay more, yet the Community and Public Sector 
Union–Civil Service Association of WA is now arguing that the gold sector should be the one that pays more. The 
CPSU needs to understand that it is not an either/or situation. The CPSU is being asked to pay more by reducing 
by 3 000 or 4 000 the number of people in the public service. The gold sector is also being asked to pay more. It 
is not a debate about whether one or the other should pay. The Treasurer and cabinet have made that decision. That 
is happening, albeit the gold royalty can be blocked in the upper house if an opportunity is given to the 
Legislative Council to do its job properly. That shows the ultimate arrogance of this government. This government 
has broken commitments and promises, hiked up household fees and charges, cut jobs in the public service, slugged 
the gold sector, and racked up more and more debt. The government has no plan to reduce debt. The biggest con 
job of all is that the government wants the electorate to believe that it has a plan to reduce debt. The government 
made promise after promise in order to get elected, but it has demonstrated in all its actions since it has come to 
power that it has turned its back on the electorate. Eventually, the government will be caught out. People remember 
the promises that governments make. There needs to be some integrity in what governments promise. It does not 
wash for the government to say it did not realise the finances of this state were so bad. People do not believe it, 
and they should not believe it, because it is not true. People will figure out that what the government really means 
is, “We want you to pay more so that we can pay for our pet projects.” 
I believe the National Party was generous in offering to provide a solution for the government in the form of the 
special lease rental. We offered to do that under the protection of a parliamentary inquiry that would be dominated 
by government members. That would have provided an opportunity for Parliament to assess those state agreements 
in a professional manner. I do not think anyone would question the right of a government or a Parliament to look 
at state agreements that they were a party to passing. This could be done in a way that provides the government 
with some cover to look at what these state agreements are delivering. However, the government belligerently 
refuses to go anywhere near it. 
Ms J.J. Shaw: You did that for eight years. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: That policy was not known to us. That opportunity, actually put to us by Treasury — 
Ms J.J. Shaw: You never turned your mind to the opportunity to review state agreements in the entire eight years 
that you were in government. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I am talking about the special lease rental, as an opportunity. The special lease rental increase 
was put to the government by Treasury as an opportunity to consider, and after further investigation we believe 
that opportunity could be pursued. We are now saying that there is an opportunity for the government. We are not 
in government anymore, member, so it is a moot point. Members opposite now occupy the seats in which they get 
to make those decisions and they are choosing to reject that opportunity to make sure that two very profitable 
companies could actually deliver — 
Ms J.J. Shaw: We are protecting the very important principle that contracts need to be honoured. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I am not taking interjections from the member, Mr Acting Speaker. 
Ms J.J. Shaw interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, member! 
Ms J.J. Shaw: It is an absolutely nonsensical argument. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: The member has indicated that she is not taking interjections. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I think the irony of this is that the Treasurer, having continued to bleat about everyone having 
to pay their own way, confirmed in estimates that if the original gold royalty plan had gone through—not the one 
that he is now trying to bring back in—the gold sector would have been contributing $400 million over four years. 
Meanwhile, iron ore, which is predominantly Rio Tinto and BHP, would be kicking in an extra $177 million. He 
went to great lengths in the budget presentation to point out that BHP and Rio Tinto would be paying their fair 
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share through the payroll tax increases—$400 million from the gold sector and $177 million from Rio Tinto and 
BHP. I am happy to be corrected, Treasurer. I think the challenge in this is that the iron ore sector is considerably 
more able to absorb some of those costs. 
There is an anomaly in the state agreements that could be reviewed. We are happy to have the discussion. That 
was the purpose of putting the review on the table through a parliamentary inquiry, but we could not even get the 
government of the day to say that it was the right time to make sure that we were getting the absolute best value 
from a resource that can be dug out of the ground and shipped overseas only once. Many arguments have been 
prosecuted in this place over time about why the iron ore sector, and those legacy state agreements in particular, 
are no longer serving the purpose they were set up to deliver. They have undoubtedly done a very good job of 
creating a stable investment environment, but we are now in a mature market, and I continue to believe, and the 
Nationals continue to believe, that this is something the government should be looking into.  
We are resigned to the fact that because of either political belligerence or outright arrogance, the government is 
asking everyone else to pay for something that no-one asked for. This government has made election commitments 
to the tune of $5 billion and there is no discernible decrease in debt. That is incredibly unfortunate, because 
householders will be footing the bill and bearing the brunt of that every day. 
I would now like to move on to some of the commentary we have seen. There has been some assessment of the 
government, and that is exactly what we are doing at the moment. We are looking at the commitments that have 
been made and what everyone believes this government has delivered. We have pointed out that there have been 
a number of broken promises. I refer to the headline of the year, because this is what gets thrown back at me by 
the government on occasion. We say that the government is breaking promises, but the government says that we 
are asking it to break a promise on the special release rental, because it said it would not do that. 
I am of the view that if a government is going to break a promise, it should at least make it worthwhile to the 
bottom line. I know that the Treasurer would like to see those books balanced so that he does not have to cull 
3 000 public servants or have the discussion with people in the gold sector, whose hands he shook. He has more 
integrity than that. But I believe very firmly that if a government is going to break a promise because it did not 
have a financial plan in the first instance, it should make it worthwhile so that it can do something meaningful 
while in government without running up debt. 
Ben Harvey wrote an article in The West Australian on 9 September this year. The opening paragraph states — 

The only thing that Ben Wyatt wanted to do on Thursday — 
Which is a reference to the state budget — 

more than hit BHP and Rio Tinto with a royalties increase was to sell Western Power. 
Both of those options were off the table and both of them were an opportunity for this government to set the 
revenue side of its budget to an even keel and remove some of that pressure, as explained previously, around 
defaults on mortgages and the increasing number of people accessing the hardship utility grant scheme and unable 
to pay their bills. This is all getting worse and I suspect it will continue to get worse. Ben Harvey’s article goes on 
to state — 

He knew that only these initiatives would have any material impact on the State’s finances. Rising to 
deliver his first Budget speech, he was aware that these two lost opportunities meant the first Labor State 
Budget in nine years was a pale imitation of what it could have been. 
Wyatt and Mark McGowan had a once-in-a-political lifetime opportunity to do something audacious. 
For months they had been softening us up with shrill talk about the worst set of books since the 
Great Depression. 
If you listened to McGowan over the past few months you would think he was the Mayor of Shanty Town, 
not premier of one of the world’s most affluent economic provinces. 
He set the scene for some eurozone-style austerity and the punters were ready for it: we threw out 
Colin Barnett because we were disgusted the greatest economic boom since the gold rushes ended with 
a colossal mountain of debt. 
And with an overwhelming majority in the Legislative Assembly he had more than enough political 
capital to do something about the $43 billion albatross around our necks. 
But he squibbed it. 

That is the line: a missed opportunity because of political belligerence. He could not accept an idea from the 
opposition, one that has significant capital in the community. People are still talking to us, particularly those who 
are starting to feel the pinch as a result of this government’s decisions and broken promises. Those people are 
starting to ask: “Why aren’t we talking to BHP and Rio Tinto? Why aren’t we asking everyone to pay their fair 
share?” That is a missed opportunity. There are other articles on and around that budget. I cannot imagine it is very 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 22 November 2017] 

 p5946c-5973a 
Ms Mia Davies; Mr Terry Redman; Mr Shane Love; Mr Bill Johnston; Mr Peter Rundle; Mr Ben Wyatt 

 [9] 

pleasant having gone through an election campaign, in which the party promised the world, to come into 
government and figure out that he does not have a financial plan. His party will not let him institute the things that 
would get this state debt back on an even keel. He has to go to the community members whom he is very closely 
aligned with, the people he purports to represent, and tell them that there is only more pain coming because he will 
not talk to the big end of town. It is very unfortunate. 
Gary Adshead wrote an article on 23 June this year and he also observed that it may have been a missed opportunity. 
His article states — 

All up, families will have to find about $440 more to meet these increases, — 
That is, the power and water charges — 

and that hit to households will do virtually nothing to improve the Budget deficit as it heads to $3 billion. 
That is very unfortunate. These people are working hard and coming under increasing pressure. They were 
promised the world by this government and are now under enormous pressure, and for what? For nought because 
there is no reduction in debt in this government’s budget. It is absolutely a missed opportunity. 
I want to finish on this because royalties for regions is something very close to the heart of the National Party and 
those of our constituents. It should be like that for the entire state because if our regions prosper, the state prospers. 
It is where the wealth of the state is generated. We have some wonderfully resilient communities in regional 
Western Australia. For those members who do not recall the genesis of royalties for regions, I will take them back 
to the premise that we set prior to coming to government in 2008 that 25 per cent of royalties collected by the state 
government would be quarantined for expenditure in regional Western Australia. We were not overreaching. At 
that time, about 25 per cent of the state’s population was based in regional Western Australia. We thought that was 
fair. We thought that would not only win the hearts and minds of communities in regional WA who had felt 
neglected and left behind for many years, but also of those in the metropolitan area who understood the challenges 
of people living in the country. Undoubtedly, it is a program that has delivered extraordinary change. I do not think 
anyone could argue otherwise. Anyone who had been a visitor to the regions of Western Australia prior to 2008 
would now see the change in those communities. 
The argument we continue to make is that regional development is hard and we have to make a conscious effort. 
We need to have people sitting around the cabinet table who are constantly making the point and arguing day in, 
day out against the flat earth brigade from Treasury who will always say that the cost–benefit analysis does not 
stack up and the project cannot go ahead and cannot be justified because not enough people will benefit. That is 
the mentality we have to fight and why Parliament is an important place. The royalties for regions legislation was 
one of the most important pieces of legislation passed in 2009 when the government was formed. Unfortunately, 
this government has, along the same lines as everything it did prior to the election, broken its promise on that. The 
royalties for regions legislation and the fund are still there, but I can promise members that people in regional 
Western Australia understand fully that it is not being spent the way it should be spent. Whole programs of 
expenditure from normal consolidated revenue within departments like education, water and others have been 
shifted into royalties for regions. That is enormously disappointing. We have heard members of the bureaucracy 
and the government describe programs as no longer being worthy of pursuing. I have it on good account that 
the Minister for Regional Development is currently travelling the state and putting incredible pressure on 
groups that have been provided with funding, have signed financial assistance agreements, have money in 
Treasury Corporation accounts or have already been provided that funding to hand back some of that money. These 
projects have been approved and have assistance agreements. They are local governments and not-for-profit 
organisations. In keeping with everything else that this government has done, I probably should not be surprised 
by that. But it is not welcome in that space, because those projects were delivered with strong business cases on 
the back of plans developed by regional development commissions that identified opportunities for growth. 
One project I can think of in my electorate is the Central East Aged Care Alliance. That project is striving to improve 
the quality of housing for seniors and those who require assistance to stay in their houses as they age. It is a very 
difficult task for people in some of the smaller communities in regional Western Australia to stay close to their 
families and friends. Royalties for regions provided the bureaucracy and communities with that opportunity to think 
outside the square and come up with projects that did not necessarily fit the very ordered and linear way of thinking 
that typically comes out of Treasury. I think that is the great challenge. There is a lot of advice—I have seen it, 
having been a minister—that states, “That doesn’t add up. You can’t do that.” Over the next four years, I urge 
government members to not lose what has been started by royalties for regions in regional Western Australia. That 
momentum will serve them well if they embrace what we started in the previous government.  
Regional Western Australia needs to thrive, otherwise the state will not. That is indisputable. People in some of 
these communities pay taxes but see very little return for it from government services. Royalties for regions was 
an opportunity for local communities to tap into to become self-sufficient and create opportunities for employment 
through the construction of projects and then the provision of services, particularly for aged care in the wheatbelt, 
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which is something I am incredibly passionate about. We now see that put at risk, along with the provision of child 
care. These are all things that we would assume a Labor government would be heavily investing in, yet we see 
them cut or re-prioritised to ensure the Labor government can pay for local jobs, local priorities and Metronet. 
That is what is most disappointing, although we should not be disappointed, because we probably expected it. We 
knew that the Labor Party was travelling the length and breadth of the state making promises it could not deliver 
on—there were the big billboards—and we have now seen day after day over these last 10 months confirmation 
that the Labor Party was prepared to say anything and then break the promises just so it could deliver on its pet 
projects. I am seriously concerned for the people of Western Australia and their capacity to survive what will only 
become worse if the government is not prepared to have a real conversation with the BHPs and Rio Tintos of the 
world about a serious budget repair measure. That is exactly what needs to happen and I urge the Treasurer to 
think about it over the break and have the discussion with his colleagues about those two entities and 
Western Power. I know he wants to do it. It would certainly make some of the conversations with the public sector 
a lot easier if he had a revenue source that meant he did not have to tell its members he was going to sack them 
all. With that, I will hand over. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Moore; I am sorry, member for Cannington. 

Point of Order 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Two members stood at the same time and I believe that you made the call that the member 
for Moore — 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): There is no point of order. I am sorry, Member for Moore, I thought 
you gave a hand movement to say that you were deferring to the member for Cannington. Was that not the case? 
You gave a hand signal and I thought you were deferring. 

Mr R.S. Love: No. What the hell? 
The ACTING SPEAKER: If you seek to speak, member for Moore, I return that to you. 

Debate Resumed 
MR R.S. LOVE (Moore) [5.01 pm]: I am always very glad to hear from the Minister for Mines and Petroleum, 
but not just at the moment—maybe in a few minutes. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: He might not be, to be fair. 
I would like to make a contribution to this motion that the house condemns the McGowan government for 
misleading the people of Western Australia during the last election, specifically by having no plan for financial 
management, because we know there was not one. We do know that there was some talk about careful budget 
management that would slowly pay off the debt, but there was no indication of where the money might come from. 
There was an indication that there would be no increased taxes and yet we have seen increased taxes. There was 
not going to be any privatisation of assets such as Western Power, yet almost unbeknownst to anybody else, 
a foreign organisation has taken a very large position in some substantial renewable asset projects and plants in 
Western Australia—through what process, I do not know; it just happened. There was not any openness about it 
and there was no public discussion. Whether or not it was the best outcome for WA, we probably will never know, 
but it is something we need to look into further, and I am sure the member for Warren–Blackwood will have some 
things to say about that. We were told that the plan was not to increase household fees and charges, and yet we 
have seen electricity prices and costs for households go through the roof, leading to a lot of financial difficulty and 
a huge increase in the number of people needing to apply for the hardship utility grant scheme. Demonstrably, 
there is an increase in these things despite the government saying it would not be so. I went through an election 
campaign standing next to a candidate for the Labor Party and, I have to say, a member of the other place who 
assisted that person and is now in a senior position in this area as parliamentary secretary to the—is it still the 
Minister for Regional Development or minister for Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development? 
Ms M.J. Davies: Minister for Regional Development. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: It is still the Minister for Regional Development, okay. There are that many changes that I do not 
know. 
That person told everybody in my electorate that royalties for regions was not under any threat whatsoever and not 
to believe the Nationals when we said we would be the ones to safeguard royalties for regions because Labor 
would make sure royalties for regions was kept intact. As we know, that has not come to pass. I will talk about 
that a little further down the track. We also know that the plan that was put in place was in fact either a deliberate 
misleading of the people of Western Australia or perhaps the Labor Party is so dopey that it cannot work out it 
cannot get blood out of a stone. There is no magic pudding in Western Australia. Unless the government has the 
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temerity and courage to seek substantial increases in revenue from organisations, it cannot make a dent on the 
position we are in at the moment. 
One of the reasons for that is the GST. That problem has bedevilled the previous government and it continues to 
bedevil this government. The Premier and, I think, the Leader of the Opposition in the federal Labor Party claimed 
they had the solution. They were going to help out Western Australia. We were led to believe that Bill Shorten 
was the future of Western Australia in the sense that he would fix the GST debacle. He promised a few handouts 
for a fairly short period. As soon as the Queensland election was called, he went over there and made it quite clear 
he had no intention of making any structural changes to ensure that the underlying problems Western Australia 
faces with GST would be addressed. Unless we actually are going to change the way that the GST is distributed, 
we really are going to be living on handouts for a very long time. 
We were also told that there would be no increased taxes. We now see a situation in which a payroll tax is being 
pushed through. That is quite ironic for us because we had a plan to reduce payroll tax, especially for smaller 
businesses in Western Australia. We have a view that payroll tax is a job killer. It is not only us who believes that. 
If anyone asked the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia or any independent economic think 
tank anywhere in the country, they would have the same opinion. Payroll tax is a very regressive tax in the sense 
that it penalises people for employing people. It is not a good tax. It is certainly not the sort of thing that the 
government should be looking at as an answer for Western Australia going forward. Even if anyone really does 
believe that the government intends to only have the tax levied for a few years, that few years is damage that is 
being done every day. 
The other area of course that has had some discussion of late is gold tax. As soon as the government came in, it 
seemed to change its views on gold. I will quote from an article that appeared in the Kalgoorlie Miner in 2014 
from the now Premier when he was Leader of the Opposition. He said — 

… gold was often treated as the “poor cousin” of iron ore, oil and gas by the State Government. 
“That’s why they think they can get away with this royalty increase,” … 

That was at a time when there was only a discussion around an increase in royalties, which the Nationals by the 
way vehemently opposed at that time. He went on to say — 

“(Kalgoorlie–Boulder) and its surrounding communities have large numbers of people engaged in gold. 
“When they — 

The Liberal–National government — 
increase this mining tax, which is what it is, that will mean mines will close and jobs will be lost and 
these communities will suffer.” 

But what did we see? As soon as the Labor Party was able to take up the benches of government, its hypocrisy 
showed through. Despite the fact that we have a relatively small and marginal gold industry, that industry was 
attacked virtually straightaway by the government in a bid to pull back about $400 million over the forward 
estimates. That led to some rather strong opposition not only from ourselves, but also from the industry itself. The 
goldmining industry is not usually very vocal—not like BHP and Rio in their opposition to political situations. 
I will quote from an article by Bill Beament published in The West Australian on 11 September 2017 in relation 
to this gold tax. It states —  

 “The Premier gave all West Australians a cast-iron promise. No caveats, no ifs or buts. Once he got their 
vote, he broke the promise. And all he says now is I’m sorry about that. He has been completely devious, 
dishonest and destructive.” 

Those are pretty strong words. As I said, in 2014 the Premier said to those people in Kalgoorlie — 
“Gold, by its nature, can often be very marginal. A lot of work, a lot of processing, a lot of employment—
but at the end of the day, costs are high and if this royalty comes in, mines will close and jobs will be lost.” 

What happened? It is just an example of what the Leader of the Nationals was talking about before: when in 
opposition, the Labor Party tends to say one thing, but when it takes over the treasury bench, everything changes 
and suddenly what was wrong before becomes right. It is right to shed jobs in the public service, it is right to 
increase taxes on households, mums and dads, and it is right to increase charges on a smaller and more marginal 
industries. I only wonder who is going to be up for it next. We do not know what other industries will be hit. We 
do know of an industry that is very profitable. It contains some of the largest companies in the world that operate 
right here in Western Australia, yet those very large and profitable iron ore mines have been left untouched by this 
government even though we could argue that a lot of the problems we are in were brought about by the mining 
expansion, which this state helped to enable. That expansion was necessary to provide for not only the 
infrastructure that those mines needed in their immediate area, but also a population increase in this state of about 
half a million people—roughly the size of the population of Tasmania—in a very short time. Those costs were 
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borne largely by the taxpayer. That is one of the reasons that our debt has grown. In order to provide for the 
schools, hospitals, roads and everything else that was needed, a debt was incurred. Furthermore, the extraordinary 
rise in wages and the cost of living at that time led to a situation in which the budget itself structurally ran into 
some problems because the cost of employing people suddenly went through the roof. When the last Labor 
government was in power, students fronted up to many classrooms in Western Australia only to be babysat because 
there were no teachers to teach them. Nurses were not showing up to work, and the situation for police was 
similarly hitting a crisis point because it was much more attractive—especially for some younger people and others 
heading toward their retirement years—to head off to the mining areas and pick up relatively low-skilled but very 
highly paid jobs in that sector. That caused a lot of problems for the state budget that has never really washed out. 
Even though some of those pressures have come off for new hirings, it is hard to go back to someone and say, 
“We can’t really afford to keep paying you at those rates because the general economy has gone backwards.” That 
is why some of the costs of the government of Western Australia are higher than costs faced by other states. 
Given that we are largely in this situation because of that mining expansion and boom, it is extraordinary that the 
government so pig-headedly refuses to discuss what could be done to elicit a greater contribution from those two 
highly profitable companies that are making massive profits every day, raking in, I believe, around $1.3 billion 
a month in underlying earnings, but are still contributing nothing extra to our budgetary situation. During estimates 
this year, the Treasurer said that the sum total that the gold tax would bring in was only about $400 million over 
the next four years. We know from work that the Nationals did before the election that we had a program of 
identifying the special lease rental situation as an issue and we prosecuted that argument. I accompanied the former 
Leader of the Nationals to many of my communities, where he explained that very well to people. Throughout my 
electorate at least, it was very well received—that is, the idea that the companies that had profited the most from 
the expenditure of the state government should now make some return to the state government and the people of 
Western Australia, which the state government represents. It is easy to think of it as a separate entity, but it is the 
collective public wealth of many Western Australian people. 
To ignore a situation that we identified would return about $7.2 billion into the coffers in a similar time frame as 
this $400 million that the gold industry is being asked to bring in is reprehensible. I cannot understand why the 
government continues to ignore that situation when everybody else in the state is being asked to pay. The mums 
and dads are huddling around a single light globe because they cannot afford to turn on all the lights. They are 
probably not running their air conditioner anymore because they cannot afford to. Companies—some of them large 
companies—are being asked to pay an extra slug that they did not expect to pay. Why is it that these two companies 
and this industry remain a protected species when it is our largest industry and could potentially be our largest 
source of, if you like, corrective income to bring the budget back into some sort of state of normality and to start 
to repair some of the large debt blowout that we have?  
The plan that has been presented by the Labor government does not reduce the debt. I do not know what we are 
being told the $400 million is for. The last time the justification was having to reduce the debt but it did not do 
that. The Community and Public Sector Union–Civil Service Association of WA is now telling us that if we do 
not get $400 million into the state coffers, more jobs will go. That will not reduce the debt either. Labor seems to 
have a magic pudding mentality with money and the fictitious uses that they want to put it to seem to be coming 
to the fore. It is surprising that that organisation has come out to talk about the gold royalty but these 
announcements were made before the government decided to increase the gold royalty. I cannot quite see the nexus 
between the two. The Treasurer will no doubt explain how this all comes together. It seems to me that the union 
has been tasked to add pressure on parties such as our own and the Liberal Party to support the government’s raid 
on gold. Maybe the government is expecting that enough pressure will be placed on someone for them to crack 
and give their support to the increase in the gold royalty. Perhaps that is an example of the union working 
hand-in-hand with the government. I do not know, but it seems a very strange way for the union to be treating its 
workers. It is saying that the only way it will be able to save their jobs and get them a decent outcome is by hitting 
another industry and potentially, as that industry told us, losing thousands of jobs in that sector. We have a real 
“robbing Peter to pay Paul” situation. 
The gold industry is unique. It is certainly not of the scale of the iron ore industry. Goldmining often takes place 
in a very difficult circumstances, with fairly low returns and low grade ores in deep underground mines with high 
cost structures. That is opposed to what we see in the iron ore industry, in which the cost curve is continually being 
driven down because of increased automation and the increased scale of both the mining operation and the 
shipping. I would also ask what effect some of the trading systems that have operated in iron ore might have on 
the royalty flow coming back to a state. We have things like these Singapore trading hubs. The Treasurer, if he is 
listening, might be able to explain in his reply the effect of an iron ore product being sold to a related company in 
Singapore at a lower price than it would be sold at on the open market and then being onsold by that company. 
I would like to know on which price the royalty is calculated. Is it calculated on the Singapore price or the deflated 
price paid at our ports? That is certainly worth investigating so that we have a better understanding of how that 
will affect the state’s finances. 
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[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr R.S. LOVE: As we heard from the Leader of the National Party, one of the unfortunate aspects of what has 
happened is cuts to the royalties for regions program. I say “cuts” because even though the headline amounts 
remain in the budget, we know that there has been very significant substitution, as they say, of about $861 million 
in the budget and forward estimates. That will go into regional water costs and other things that were formerly 
paid for by consolidated revenue. There was a discussion about this matter during the estimates hearings 
in September. My colleague the member for Warren–Blackwood asked some questions of the Treasurer. I will 
quote from Hansard. The member for Warren–Blackwood put to the Treasurer — 

There are $860 million worth of substitutions. That is the headline figure. There are at least four 
components to that. The big one is the regional water subsidy. The next one is the TAFE subsidy. The 
next one is remote essential services in remote communities, and of course the increase in PATS. 

I think it is a fair bit of the patient assisted travel scheme. The member continued — 
Three of those four—that is the first three, being the water subsidy, TAFE and remote essential services—
do not start having an impact on the budget until the third year of the forward estimates. 

The Treasurer said — 
Yes, the member is right. They start in 2019–20. 

Further on in the discussion, the Treasurer said — 
I think I understand what the member means. For example, will country water, sewerage and drainage 
coming from royalties for regions be at least $284 million in 2020–21? Yes, that is right. 

That is a further increase of $50 million on what was quoted in that last year of the budget. Not only are royalties 
for regions funds being used to substitute $860 million over the forward estimates, but also most of that is occurring 
at the back end and will increase further in future years. That means that probably half or thereabouts of the whole 
program will go straight into those recurrent items that used to be covered by consolidated revenue. I go back to 
my earlier discussion about having to go through a campaign with Labor candidates and members telling 
communities that there would be no change to royalties for regions and that they would spend it in areas with more 
need, such as roads. I know we had a program in my electorate for $15 million immediately for a line route running 
from the Gingin coast across to the wheatbelt. That has been cut back. That was part of a $60 million program that 
would have been eventually funded but had not yet been through the cabinet process. The plan was that it would 
have been the first part of a much larger program. Another $45 million, from memory, was for roads within the 
agricultural remit. A lot of that would have been spent on wheatbelt roads, which would have worked well with 
a program that the wheatbelt shires have been working on for a number of years to improve their road structure. 
Perhaps, potentially, the funding would have been used for an application to the federal government for a much 
larger contribution from it. It would have been a great boost for the agricultural industry and road safety throughout 
not only the wheatbelt, but also Western Australia. Again, that program does not seem to be funded at the same 
level it was funded. It has been cut back to about $10 million and that is it. We will not see any buy-in from the 
federal government at that rate. 
The funding was cut for a very, very important road that runs from Northam in the Leader of the National Party’s 
electorate to Pithara in my electorate. The funding for that road is gone. Not only is that road unsafe — 
Ms M.J. Davies: It’s a death trap. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: It is a death trap. However, if there were actually a decent road, it would take a lot of pressure 
off Greenmount and Perth, and that would mean that many vehicles on the east–west run that want to run north 
would not have to break up at road transport dissembling centres such as Apple Street in the electorate of 
Swan Hills, just outside my electorate. It would mean a much more efficient freight task and it would cut many 
kilometres off the trip, heading north. Again, no-one could justify that that was not a worthwhile investment. It 
was critical for road safety, but it also had a very big payoff for road transport efficiency far beyond any country 
road that I can think of. It is most unfortunate that these things just get hacked to pieces, yet we are told that 
royalties for regions continues. That is a complete furphy that country people will increasingly not buy into. 
It has recently been announced that the boarding away from home allowance will be reduced and the royalties for 
regions component will be steadily cut back over four years. That has caused a great deal of angst in my electorate. 
I seem to have an especially large number of the executive of the Isolated Children’s Parents’ Association as 
residents in my electorate, especially in the North Hampton area. They see this move as a sign that the government 
does not really care about them or their families. Not only is a large amount of money being lost, but the cost of 
sending their children away to school is ever-increasing. When the Leader of the National Party raised this matter 
in the estimates committee this year, the Premier, who was representing the responsible minister in this regard, 
seemed to be talking about the government trying to put educational opportunities in towns where these children 
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come from rather than them leaving home to go elsewhere. That is what I read in Hansard anyway. In fact, in the 
quote that I have just found, the Premier stated — 

… those students in those towns to get those good results and for those parents who might otherwise send 
their kids off to boarding school to keep their kids in the schools in those towns. 

He completely does not get what the boarding away from home allowance is all about. It is about families who do 
not have a town within a drivable or commutable distance. Criteria of isolation must be met to show that there is 
no suitable school to cater for a child of a particular age. It does not necessarily have to be for years 11 and 12; it 
could be a district high school, for instance. It may be expected that children go there until year 10 and then go to 
another senior high school, but they are not able to get the boarding away from home allowance or the allowance 
for isolated children from the federal government while living in a town or near to a town that is offering education 
at a level suitable for them. It was very disheartening to hear the Premier say that in the estimates committee and 
to be leading a cabinet that is making decisions that affect those families. I do not blame my constituents in the 
Isolated Children’s Parents’ Association for being upset about that particular cut. The savings are minimal. I have 
not calculated what that would add up to over time—no doubt my good friend next to me is looking for that at the 
moment—but it is not a huge amount of money. It means a lot to those families in two ways: not only financially, 
but as a signal to whether this government really cares about them, their lives and their children. One thing that 
I do know is that the educational opportunities for children in electorates like mine are always challenging due not 
only to government policy, but also isolation, geography and the difficulty of getting enough students to make 
classrooms viable. It is always going to be difficult, and I accept that. To get back to what the Leader of the 
National Party said before, if we take the very narrow view of what makes sense in the city, country people will 
always miss out because we never have the numbers. Kids will never get an education, we will never get a doctor 
in the local area and we will never get a sporting facility. We will never get any of the things that other people take 
for granted, unless we live in Bunbury, Albany, Geraldton or even Esperance. For people who live in Eneabba, for 
example—forget it. They will get nothing. 
That is the problem that we face as representatives of those small areas, and that is what royalties for regions was 
all about. It was about not only giving country people those facilities, but also the idea that country people are 
important and that their industries, their lives and their kids matter to the state. That has largely come under attack, 
and probably the saddest part of the whole thing is that some of these things did not cost a huge amount of money. 
It just goes to show that Labor does not care about country people or people who are not in Labor seats. In the earlier 
discussion about education, we heard about the Minister for Education and Training doing all these magnificent 
tours around every Labor seat. There was no offer to come up to look at the situation in any of our seats. 

Mr P.J. Rundle interjected. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I have written to her on many occasions about many things and have not had much of a result so 
far. I will keep trying; do not worry. 

The government has to realise that it is governing for everybody. I shake my head every time I hear the government 
squawking about royalties for regions being a pork-barrelling exercise. Members opposite should go and look at 
the Ord and look at who is the local member there. They should go and look at the Pilbara, and look at who was 
the local member when most of that money was spent. They will find that the previous government spent money 
quite blind to who held the seat. It was about who needed the investment, not who was representing that seat, and 
that is not the case now. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [5.31 pm]: I am pleased to make 
a contribution to this debate and I indicate that I am not the government’s lead speaker. I will answer one of the 
member for Moore’s questions about trading hubs for the sale of iron ore. That is an issue that I was interested in 
when I was shadow Minister for Mines and Petroleum. During an estimates hearing, I asked the then 
Minister for Mines and Petroleum, the member for Nedlands, the very question that the member for Moore just 
posed: is the use of trading hubs in Singapore undermining Western Australia’s take of royalties for iron ore? The 
then minister deferred to Richard Sellers, who at that time was the director general of the then Department of Mines 
and Petroleum, now the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety. The director general explained to 
me that the Department of Mines and Petroleum had sufficient systems to ensure that all the due royalties were 
paid, despite the fact that they may be traded through the Singapore trading hub. 

I indicate that the processes — 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, I am not going to do that. I just make the point that at that time the member for 
Warren–Blackwood and the Leader of the National Party were in cabinet, and that was the answer given to me by 
the former government of which they were members—that the processes of the department were sufficient for 
ensuring that the valid amount of royalties were collected. The people who now do that work are the same people 
who did it at that time, under the same rules and regulations, and using the same systems. I can assure the house, 
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based on the answer provided to me in those estimates hearings by the member for Nedlands in his capacity at the 
time as Minister for Mines and Petroleum, through the director general at the time, that the processes of the state 
are sufficient to ensure that the appropriate revenue is collected from the iron ore sold out of Western Australia. 

I make a point about this: people do not understand the importance—to not only Western Australia, but also the 
nation—of the nearly 800 million tonnes of iron ore that is sold out of Western Australia. Let us make it clear: 
were it not for that export, Australia would have a significant financial problem. We would be running a large 
trade deficit. At the moment, for the first time in living memory, we are running a current account surplus; that is 
extraordinary for Australia. Let us understand that during the whole period of white settlement, we have run 
a current account surplus for only 30 or 40 years. We are currently running a surplus because of the combination 
of the LNG export surge and the iron ore exports. That means the exports underpin the income of every Australian, 
regardless of the industry they work in because, if it was not for them, our currency would be much lower, as it 
was in the 1980s, and that would reduce our capacity to pay for imports. We can buy cheap cars and televisions in 
Australia—all these things—because of the success of iron ore exports. It is not a marginal issue. It is at the heart 
of Australia’s prosperity. That is why saying flippant things about the profitability of mining companies has to be 
put into proper context. That is its context. Do not forget that the mining companies also pay income tax to the 
commonwealth government. Members can have a look at the commonwealth budget’s income tax receipts. I read 
in The Australian Financial Review the other day about the tax receipts of commonwealth companies and the huge 
surge in dividends paid out to superannuation funds. That is because of the success of Western Australia’s resources 
sector. That is why I am so proud to be the resources minister in this state; because it is the best job in the world. 
That is what we are doing in this state. We are underpinning every aspect of Australia’s economy. The next time 
members hear somebody from New South Wales going on about how important Sydney Airport is, they can remind 
them that the channel at Port Hedland is far more critical to Australia’s economy than Sydney Airport is. When 
members hear somebody going on about some success in the finance sector in Melbourne, they can remind them 
that the only way they are able to underpin that success is because of the success of Western Australia’s resources 
sector. Those things must not be forgotten. 

I also want to make a point about the National Party’s tactics. I do not understand why the National Party keeps 
moving resolutions for the consideration of this house, and then it abandons them. On 21 June, we debated 
a motion moved by the Leader of the National Party about enrolments in the Pilbara. It was never debated again. 
It never came back. It was so important that the National Party would spend time debating it, but it was not brought 
back on to conclude the debate. On 28 June, the member for Warren–Blackwood moved a resolution about 
uncertainty and confusion in regional Western Australia. Why was that such an important issue if it was never 
even brought back for debate? The National Party did not complete the debate. On 6 September, the Leader of the 
National Party moved a motion that asked to refer a matter to the Economics and Industry Standing Committee. It 
did not come back for debate. The National Party did not want to talk about it ever again. It disappeared from the 
National Party’s agenda. Then on 18 October, the member for Warren–Blackwood condemned the Premier for 
something. Again, it was so important that the National Party did not even want to debate it again. It is like a pigeon 
going from spot to spot, drinking out of the puddles in the road! That is the pattern of the National Party’s strategy 
in this chamber. Every day, it has a new topic. The National Party does not want to talk about its history. It does 
not even want to talk about the history it is bringing into the chamber today. I bet you $100, Madam Acting 
Speaker, if I am allowed to—a metaphorical $100—that this matter will never go to a vote. I bet that the 
National Party cares so little about the resolution it is moving today that it will never ask anybody to vote for it. 
That is exactly the way it is. National Party members come in here, rabbit on, talk through their overcoats, and 
then they move on to the next topic. They never want to bring anything to a conclusion. It is no wonder that the 
National Party was such a hopeless government. It is no wonder that the National Party could not run the state or 
make a decision. The National Party now say that the lease rental fee for the iron ore companies should be 
increased. What is wrong with that? For the eight and a half years the National Party was in government, why 
could it not manage to do it themselves? After eight and a half years in government, it was such a genius idea that 
the National Party never did it once! What a joke; what an embarrassment. We have asked the large companies to 
pay extra—to pay payroll tax. I am sure that the Treasurer will talk about that. We have asked them to pay extra 
on the use of the government-owned ports. They are very important contributions we have asked the large 
companies to make. Quite frankly, the Treasurer—I have asked him previously—has also indicated that he is 
happy to talk to them about other charges they might pay. The other thing is that we have got the large companies 
to agree to increase the number of apprentices they hire. For the first time, a government is getting good outcomes 
for the people of the Pilbara in training and apprenticeships. That was not done by the former government but is 
being achieved by this government. 

We understand that the economy is a complex business and it takes a lot of effort to run it, and that is what we are 
trying to do. This constant carping about royalties for regions is interesting. I make the point: the Labor Party has 
not cut one cent from royalties for regions. Yes, we have our priorities; the Nationals had theirs. We are not funding 
their priorities; we are funding ours. What is wrong with the party with the single largest representation in the 
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regions having its agenda? It is probably part of the reason we are the largest party in the regions. That is their 
problem. They do not like the patient assisted travel scheme. We understand that, but we do like to support PATS 
and we are happy to guarantee it for the future. We are happy to support the subsidies for the water system in 
country Western Australia. I know National members do not support that but we do. These are important 
government decisions that will guarantee services for the regions into the future, not just through building shiny 
new things that councils are now complaining about. Councils are coming to government and saying that the 
former government gave them a piece of infrastructure but they cannot afford to run it. It is interesting that the 
Western Australian Local Government Association did a sustainability report in 2008 in which it warned against 
the state government building capital infrastructure for local governments without having an ongoing funding 
source. I forget the words, but it was something like dumping by the state government on local government. The 
Western Australian Local Government Association specifically warned against doing that, yet that is what we are 
finding across regional Western Australia where the National Party funded the construction of infrastructure but 
not the operations attached to the infrastructure. That was a travesty, caused by the National Party failing to 
properly plan for the operations of what royalties for regions was spent on. I make it clear: it does not matter what 
the National Party tells us, the Labor Party 100 per cent supports royalties for regions. There is not a single word 
in the Royalties for Regions Act that has been changed by the incoming government. We have never proposed any 
amendments. Nothing like that has ever happened. Every cent going to royalties for regions is being spent in 
accordance with the legislation introduced by the National Party. The problem National Party members have is 
that they are no longer in government so they do not like the fact that we are funding our priorities. 

I want to talk about another thing. National Party members come in here and allege that we are not keeping our 
election commitments and criticise us for that and then demand that we break our election commitments. What is 
this? National Party members have to pick one side of the debate. Which side of the debate are they on? Do they 
want us to keep our election promises or do they want us to break them? That is the problem for National Party 
members. They want to tell us which election promises to break. They do not get this. 

The member for Moore went on at some length about the incoming government’s plan to pay down debt. I make 
two points about it. The first is that we said we would pay it off carefully and slowly, like paying off a mortgage. 
That is exactly the plan we have. The only way we can reduce debt is to run a cash surplus. We cannot pay down 
debt if we do not run a cash surplus. Privatisation itself does not reduce debt. We know that because during the 
Court government there was a series of privatisations, yet debt went up, not down. Debt now is much, much higher 
than it was when Richard Court was defeated in 2001. We need to understand that privatisation of itself does not 
reduce debt. What is important is what we do with that money. We need to understand the con job of the proposed 
part privatisation of Western Power. It would have resulted in an $11 billion reduction in the headline net debt of 
Western Australia. That is because although the debt in Western Power would still exist, it would no longer attract 
a government guarantee. That is not a debt reduction strategy. The debt owned by Western Power would continue 
to be paid by exactly the same process by which it is paid now—that is, by the customers of Western Power. There 
would not be even a one cent reduction in what Western Power charges its customers. 

On Friday, I was at a party at Curtin University to celebrate the end of this year’s course for a Master of Science 
(Mineral and Energy Economics). Curtin University is one of only six universities in the world that offers that 
course. At that party, I met the American professor who runs that course. He made that exact point. He said that 
all the research he has done shows that if we privatise an electricity system, costs and prices go up. That has been 
the case everywhere in the world. That is why Singapore has rejected the idea of privatising what it calls the 
transmission and distribution business. The idea that the part privatisation of Western Power was a debt reduction 
strategy is not correct. The debt would remain—it just would not attract a government guarantee. The former 
government said that the sale of Western Power would net proceeds of about $3 billion. It then said two separate 
things. It said that that $3 billion would be used to reduce debt, but it would reinvest that $3 billion in new 
infrastructure. That is a contradictory purpose. We cannot use that $3 billion to both reduce government debt and 
build new infrastructure. We cannot use money twice. The money can be used either for debt reduction or to build 
new infrastructure. If that money is used to build new infrastructure, the debt will be maintained at exactly the 
same level. It is mathematically impossible to sell an asset and use that money to buy another asset, and reduce 
debt. It cannot happen. We cannot add one and one and get seven. If we sell $3 billion worth of assets and buy 
$3 billion worth of assets, our net debt position changes by zero. There is no net debt effect from that transaction. 
That is a fact. It is mathematics. I know the former government had trouble with mathematics. However, that does 
not change the fact that that is the truth. 

Mr D.T. Redman: You must accept that the government has an asset investment program that can be offset by 
asset sales.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No. If we were to accept what the member is saying, we would never create an additional 
asset. All we would do is use the sale of one asset to fund an asset that we had already intended to build. That 
would be of no benefit whatsoever, because we were going to build that asset in any case. 
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Mr D.T. Redman: To use the example of your Metronet, if we had had the part sale of Western Power, you would 
have been in a much better position on your balance sheet. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No. That is not correct, and I will explain why. First, if we sell an asset and buy another 
asset, we cannot pay down debt. Okay? It is just not possible to do that. We can do that only if we run a cash 
surplus. That is what we have to do. The only way to pay down debt is to run a cash surplus. 

I seek an extension, Madam Acting Speaker. I was not going to seek an extension, but the interjections have 
distracted me. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms S.E. Winton): Certainly, member. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I will make another point. Western Power makes a positive contribution to the general 
government sector. Again, it blows my mind that members opposite have never had a proper understanding of the 
difference between the total government sector and the general government sector. The general government sector 
is the part that is reported in the budget. When we talk about a budget deficit or a budget surplus, that is the part 
of the budget we are talking about. The operations of Western Power do not impact the general government sector. 
The impact is on the transactions between the general government sector and Western Power. I will make a note 
here. There is actually a little chart in the budget papers, and it has been there for years, explaining this in 
a diagrammatic format. It shows with arrows how these two things relate to each other. Western Power makes 
a positive contribution to the general government sector. If it is sold, we lose that positive contribution. We know 
this to be true, because UBS Australia made the same point about the privatisation of the transmission and 
distribution business in New South Wales, in the report it did for its clients, which was referred to widely in the 
newspapers. It was exactly the same report that was done when the unions got a consulting firm to do exactly the 
same analysis in Western Australia. Selling Western Power reduces the amount of money available for the general 
government sector. It is just a simple fact. The operations of Western Power are paid for by the customers of 
Western Power. It blows my mind that the former government—the current opposition—still does not get that. It 
is just bizarre that, after all these years, members opposite do not understand the budget. No wonder the state is in 
such a mess. Only the transactions between the entity and the general government sector affect the budget, not the 
entity itself. It beggars belief that I am still having to have that discussion with former ministers, who sat at the 
cabinet table making decisions about these matters. 

Let us get back here. The National Party needs to decide what it is actually about. Is the sum total of the 
National Party policy to increase the revenue from two specific companies? Is that the way the Nationals are going 
to run this state? If a third company becomes successful, are the Nationals saying that that company would also 
have to pay more? Is that what they are saying? If a fourth company was successful, would that have to pay more? 
Is that the method the National Party is going to apply to the operations of the budget in this state? It is 
extraordinary to think that a government should make its budgetary decisions based on the name on the front of 
a building. Because it has BHP on the front of a building, that company has to pay more than a company that has 
some other word. If it shows Rio Tinto on the front, a company must pay more than if it shows Woodside or 
Chevron. Is that the way the Nationals are going to make these arrangements? 

As I have said, the government wants those companies to make a greater contribution to our economy, and that is 
why we have asked them to do things such as employing more apprentices. That is why the member for Pilbara 
can so proudly say that he has achieved something that the former member for Pilbara was not able to achieve, 
which is genuine jobs for local people in the Pilbara. People can grow up and become apprentices in the Pilbara. 
More training is available in the Pilbara. More workers are employed directly by the companies in the Pilbara. 
This is not some headline, but an achievement. That is what government should be proud of. 

I want to get on to the gold issue just briefly. We have designed a process that would ensure that marginal operators 
would be protected from an increase in the royalty on gold. The companies that were named by the member for 
Churchlands would all be protected and would not pay additional royalties if the proposal goes ahead. The 
Treasurer promised some weeks ago that if we reintroduced the gold royalty, we would make sure it would be 
disallowable in the current sitting of Parliament, so clearly it will happen in the next short period of time. We have 
had discussions with industry. I am not saying that we have had agreement from industry—of course not. A number 
of people in other industry sectors have said, “Go for it.” Then the gold people have said, “You should have a look 
at that other company.” But nobody says, “I’ll pay more.” I note the comment by the outgoing chief executive 
officer of Wesfarmers about the increase in payroll tax. He said that he does not want to pay it, but he understands 
why the government has done it and he accepts that it is necessary. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: Which we supported. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, we are very happy about that, but I am just making a point about the gold royalty. 
The companies that have marginal operations are protected in the plan that has been put forward now. Those three 
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important changes to the proposal for the gold royalty have been designed to respond to the issues raised with me 
and the Treasurer by industry. They are specifically designed to overcome those issues. I have had positive 
feedback from members who are probably going to vote against the amendments. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: So have I. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, and it is interesting. Would the National Party support the gold royalty changes if 
we increased the lease rental? 

Ms M.J. Davies: No; you have got your little contribution going on there. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is interesting. A member of the National Party approached me outside the chamber 
yesterday to say exactly that. 

Ms M.J. Davies: You, as a government, have ruled it out. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No. A National Party member told me yesterday that if we increased the costs to BHP 
and Rio Tinto, they would support the gold royalty. That is what the National Party member said to me yesterday. 
The Leader of the National Party is acknowledging that that is her position—that if we were to increase the charges 
on BHP and Rio, the National Party would support the gold royalty. That is what people should remember. We 
are seeing crocodile tears on the other side of the chamber, like always. 

Ms M.J. Davies: You’ve ruled it out. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. We have ruled it out and the National Party has not. That is the whole point. The 
National Party members say that they would support an increase in the gold royalty if we increased the charges on 
Rio and BHP. That is exactly what the National Party member said to me outside the chamber, and the leader has 
just said it here. That is exactly what she just said. 

Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: A National Party member told me that outside the chamber and the National Party has 
acknowledged it inside the chamber. The position of members of the National Party is that if we do a deal with 
them, we could increase the gold royalty if we also hit up BHP and Rio. They cry crocodile tears on behalf of the 
gold industry, but, in reality, they would increase the gold royalty if we agreed to increase the charges on BHP and 
Rio. That is their position. That is exactly what the National Party member proposed to me yesterday, and they 
have just acknowledged it here in the chamber. 

The final thing I will close on is this: not once did the Leader of the National Party or the member for Moore 
outline any evidence to support any of the issues raised in this motion, and that itself says much. It has been an 
hour and a half and we have not seen a single piece of evidence to support any of the assertions in the motion. This 
government has the strong support of the people of this state. They voted for us to get away from the chaos of the 
former government. They knew it was time for a fresh start for this state. They knew that in the Premier they had 
a person who lives in the suburbs with a wife and children, who has a strong background as a lawyer and a naval 
officer and who is the most experienced Leader of the Opposition ever to be elected as Premier in this state. They 
know that the united team on our side of Parliament is here to make the tough decisions to ensure that all the 
community shares the responsibilities in repairing the budget, and that over time, like paying down a mortgage—
slowly, slowly over a long period—we will get rid of debt in this state. But the only way that will ever happen is 
exactly the way that is shown in the Treasurer’s budget. When we run a cash surplus, we can pay down debt. What 
the member for Moore said about the magic pudding is true; there are no magic puddings. The only way to do 
these things is through hard work and diligence, and that is what the people of this state have in the Premier and 
the Treasurer. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [5.59 pm]: I want to make a couple of comments and probably pick 
up on the last point that the member for Cannington made, but he is about to leave the chamber. He is paired, is 
he? He makes a big statement and shoots through. Anyway, he will be able to diligently read Hansard tomorrow 
and get a good rebuttal on his commentary. 

This motion reads — 

That this house condemns the McGowan government for misleading the people of Western Australia 
during the March 2017 state election, specifically by having no plan for financial management; increasing 
taxes; privatising assets; increasing household fees and charges; and cutting royalties for regions. 

I will just grab one of those statements. The member for Cannington asked what evidence my colleagues, the 
Leader of the National Party and the member for Moore, have presented in the debate so far that gives any sort of 
support to that particular motion. I will pick one example—no new taxes. What was said in the 2017 election 
campaign? No new taxes. I could easily go and find commentary from the current Premier that there will be no 
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increases in taxes when he is in government. What happened? The government is pushing for the introduction of 
two taxes. One will be successful and one probably will not. Straightaway, the member for Cannington loses 
credibility when he starts to press arguments like that—that no evidence has been presented in this debate. Of 
course, evidence has been presented in this chamber and no-one can dispute what has happened. 

I think it is time for a bit of a report card. Today, in supporting the other contributions to this debate, I will go through 
a report card for the year. As we get to the end of 2017 and the first year of the Labor Party in government, there have 
been a number of issues. Let us see how they fared. I think this is an appropriate motion to pick up on that. 

Dr A.D. Buti: Is it a high distinction or a distinction? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Sorry? 

The no new taxes claim is an absolutely classic example. For the member for Cannington to say what he did in his 
comments on this motion is absolutely misleading Parliament, let alone what the Labor Party did going into the 
election. 

On public sector cuts, the Premier could not confirm in question time yesterday that the government would not 
look at involuntary redundancies. That must send a shudder rippling through the backbench sitting in this chamber. 
In the first instance, they are looking for 3 000 redundancies by March next year, but with the proposal of possibly 
going to involuntary redundancies. I would have thought that would be almost taboo for the Labor Party to even 
consider, yet it was not dismissed in any way by the Premier. I understand that the Treasurer has not dismissed it 
either, and I can see it happening. The government will not hit the target of 3 000 redundancies without hitting 
education and health. Half of the budget is roughly $9 billion for health and about $5 billion for education. 
The rest of government is picked up in the other half of the budget. The government cannot just touch up 
3 000 redundancies without hitting those two areas. To run a commentary that redundancies will not hit frontline 
services and will not impact service delivery, to me, beggars belief. In fact, we know it will be a massive challenge 
for the government to hit its target. The notion of public sector cuts is coming, and the challenge of hitting that 
target will be very, very difficult. 

My colleagues have talked about what is happening with royalties for regions. That royalties for regions has not 
been cut is, of course, a statement that the Labor Party will use, but in reality the program has been absolutely 
gutted. The member for Moore pointed out very, very carefully and diligently what is really happening behind the 
scenes. 

Before the election, the commentary was that if we sold Western Power, power prices would go up. I think I have 
said in previous debates in this place that what the Labor Party did not say was that if Western Power was not sold, 
power prices would go up—in fact, massively, by nearly 11 per cent. That is a significant increase in power prices. 
That, again, must be a ripple that is going through the Labor Party backbench, because that will be felt by people 
who can ill afford to have such increases occur. We see this coming through with what is happening with the 
hardship utility grant scheme.  

The member for Cannington was right. I think one of the most important books for any backbencher or new person 
in this house to read is the Economic and Fiscal Outlook. Understanding this book is really important, particularly 
the interaction between the government trading enterprises and the general government sector. It is not an area that 
is fully understood. It is complex—there is money going in and money going out—and having an understanding 
of that and how those things behave is really important. In this case, we have run the argument that there is 
a net-accrual-to-government position for the Water Corporation of over $400 million a year, so in net terms the 
Water Corporation contributes over $400 million a year to the general government sector. Last year I think it was 
pushing up just short of $300 million, and in previous years it was down to $120 million or $130 million. Clearly, 
it is being used as a cash cow. The current water minister held us to ransom on and made commentary about the 
fact that the Water Corporation was being used as a cash cow, but the current government has upped its 
contribution by, I think, $100 million to $120 million. Of course, it is the same thing for the rest of the utilities. 
I think the figure is $250 million or something like that. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: There has been no change in the dividend arrangement. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: There has been no change in the dividend ratio, but efficiencies and whatever have flowed 
through with a net accrual to government that is higher. It is high in comparison with historical positions, and of 
course those possible benefits could flow through to power and water prices if the government chose to do so. 

I turn to fees and charges. The government is raising a couple of hundred million dollars over the forward 
estimates. Again, that is a position that was not taken to the election, but it is there. Of course, there is the wages 
policy. There is a really good read on page 8 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook about budget repair measures 
that the government has in place, and a lot of that would have been raised in the budget debate. There is a whole 
list there adding up to general government net operating balances of some $3.8 billion over the forward estimates, 
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with an impact on net debt of negative $3.5 billion over that period. There are a number of measures listed, five of 
which were not committed to and were in fact denied prior to the election. I make the point that a significant part 
of these budget repair measures—positions that the government took up and said it was going to tackle—were not 
mentioned before the election. Although there was a massive swing to the Labor Party, and that is acknowledged, 
with 41 members going around behind us here, it would be interesting to know how the election would have played 
out if all this had been put on the table—we are never going to know—with the Labor Party saying that it knew 
the state of the budget. There had been a midyear financial review and there had been the Pre-election Financial 
Projections Statement going to the election. The Labor Party knew the position and could have put all that stuff 
on the table. It would have been really interesting to see how the election would have gone had that been the case. 
We did that. The National Party took a couple of tough issues to the election. We supported the part sale of 
Western Power. We supported a new revenue source that seriously touched us up in the campaign, with a massive 
campaign from the big miners against us on that position. But, again, we were open and upfront, with a position 
of integrity. I think we probably fared quite well in the context of that election campaign. 

We highlight that this is a motion about misleading the people, looking at the first 12 months of a new government, 
and clearly that position has to be supported, because the government was not upfront about what it was going to 
do. The government was not upfront with the people of Western Australia and the impacts it has now imposed 
upon them. The government is hiding behind what it is saying is a revenue writedown of $5 billion since coming 
to power. I think the shadow Treasurer highlighted the fact that part of that came from changes to how Treasury 
assesses some of the forward estimates figures for royalty flows, exchange-rate impacts and the like. The 
government is hiding behind that and still committing to a campaign of a $5 billion election commitment—it is 
not pulling back from that. As a result, of course, we are seeing a fairly significant increase in net debt in the 
forward estimates. 

The issue is not so much the actions. The issue is not so much the taxes, the fees and charges or the wages policy. 
The issue is that the Labor Party did not say that was what it was going to do. We will continually remind the 
government in this place and the people of Western Australia, and in our context, the people in regional 
Western Australia, that the government was not upfront. In my experience, if a party goes to an election—I am 
talking about a local election such as my own campaign—holding its position on a range of issues, irrespective of 
how strong the headwinds are on them, and it gets past that, that is very, very powerful and strong. If a party does 
not, and it wobbles and changes its position and then backflips on that post-election, I hate that. That guts me. 
I feel really difficult having said one thing and doing something else. 

Dr A.D. Buti: You were part of the previous government that did it all the time! Not personally, but the government 
did. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am part of the National Party. I believe we took a position of integrity. I want to use a local 
example. When I was Minister for Agriculture and Food, I signed off on exemption orders for growing GM canola 
in Western Australia and for growing GM cotton in the Ord River Valley. There was a massive campaign against 
me in Margaret River with full-page ads and a massive spend in a local election context, but I stuck to my guns. In 
fact, the sector was worried that I would get wobbly on the back of my own election campaign and my own 
electorate. Successfully coming out the back of that—albeit a fine line—was very powerful. I have no regrets about 
that position. I would rather lose than change my position about something that seriously questions my integrity; 
that is, saying one thing and doing another. It is very powerful to hold a position of integrity and hold the line 
through these issues. We fundamentally believe that the Labor Party misled the people of Western Australia going 
into the last election campaign. 

The budget papers refer to the net debt impact of the government’s election commitments of about $600 million 
over four years. It assumes that all the actions in it will land. That position assumes that all the budget repair 
measures will be there but we know that one will not be there. I think we can be pretty sure that the severance 
position is going to be the same. The Treasurer and cabinet are going to find these things will be difficult at the 
time of the midyear review. It will know its real position but what will it do about its election commitments? The 
position of integrity to take on this would be to say, “We’re going to have to cut back on our election commitments. 
We’re going to have to take a little bit of railway line off Metronet.” 

In response to the severance package, commentary from the unions has suggested that if the gold royalty rate 
increase does not get up, jobs will be lost. We do not want to lose jobs but no-one is taking anything off the election 
commitments. That shows that the Labor Party would rather take jobs out of the public service than cut back on 
its election commitments. It is hell-bent on meeting its election commitments. In the public service, 3 000 jobs 
will be targeted by March next year. That is happening to fund the Labor Party’s election commitments. If I were 
one of those people, I would be pretty angry. 

Dr A.D. Buti: Haven’t you been arguing that you should go to the election with a position and then implement 
that position once you are in government? 
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Mr D.T. REDMAN: But the Treasurer has highlighted in this place that he has found himself with $5 billion 
worth of revenue writedowns. That is a changed position. The government could make a case—not to mention 
commitments that will not be met here—that it will take longer to do it. The government can take up lots of options. 

Dr A.D. Buti: One option is to try to improve the revenue source, like the gold tax that the opposition knocked 
back. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Yes. It is a shame the member for Cannington is not here, but I will talk about the special 
lease rental in a little while. We believe there are some issues here. The government has underdone the funding 
for Metronet. The shortfall of funds towards that has to be found. In the headwinds of the state budget financials, 
that will be more and more difficult. 

On behalf of the National Party, I presented recently to the Productivity Commission. I followed on from the 
Treasurer, which was good. We took a bit of a bipartisan view on the GST. A couple of interesting things came 
from it. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I am curious about what you thought. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I was going to have a bit of a dip at you in the first instance, but if I can get that out of the 
way first — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: There goes the bipartisanship! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I will get that one out of the way first! The Treasurer quite rightly made the case with all the 
Treasury people behind him or beside him, which is good support. I was on my lonesome for the National Party, 
without Treasury backing, but nevertheless I carried the case. The Treasurer argued that we had been done over 
on the GST and that the GST is a fundamental issue for Western Australia, which is quite right. In this place he 
would argue that the fundamental issue for Western Australia is what this side of the house did not do right in 
government: misspending—an abuse of spending powers of government—therefore creating net debt issues. At 
the time we argued that the GST was nevertheless a fundamental issue. I would argue that the National Party put 
it on the agenda by tackling the miners on the special lease rental issue. It had them even coming in to help fight 
the GST argument. The case for the GST would have to be made. 

I will go into some of the discussion now, because I was asked a similar question to the Treasurer. I was asked to 
give some evidence that the national horizontal fiscal equalisation arrangements, which contribute to how 
Western Australia gets its GST share, are not getting the necessary services in Western Australia or meeting 
service standards that we would expect to meet at an equivalent of other states. That was the question. It is not 
easy to answer. The Treasurer would have to do some research and find out whether there are little touchpoints in 
health, education or whatever. My response was that our net debt position was a signal that that was the case 
because, effectively, if there are infrastructure shortfalls in schools and health facilities, we have to fund to fill up 
that gap of infrastructure. We have to fund pay for nurses, doctors and teachers if they are not going to be driving 
a truck in the mines. There is a cost of maintaining those services. That was the sharpest point I could put on that 
in very simple terms. Nevertheless, Treasury has the challenge of how to demonstrate that we are not getting 
a service that other states get. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: There was another interesting point. I will talk about the special lease rental. This was 
a charge that we found in the early state agreements that later we found was put into the Mining Act. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: I didn’t make any political comment—you were there—but I raised the fact that at the last 
election, your policy around the lease rental fee was probably an example of the debate around the GST and the 
fact that 88c of each dollar et cetera is lost, and also that there has been, in effect, finally, a recognition—
admittedly, if at all, by the Commonwealth Grants Commission, assuming their current draft views form their view 
post-2020—that perhaps how they’ve been doing things hasn’t been as fair as they would like. That’s the most 
you’re going to get out of that bloody organisation, but they’re now recognising that maybe the equalisation has 
gone too far, so now it has this view post-2020, but only on any extra revenue. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Yes, it will just square it off from this point. When we were in government, one of the things 
that we tested was whether the special lease rental was a relevant royalty. All the research that we did was that it 
was there to contribute towards paying for services—teachers, nurses and so on—to support the expansion of those 
mines. I would argue that that is almost like a tax deduction for a business. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Which is another problem that was raised by us, and presumably by you as well, with the 
Commonwealth Grants Commission. I am hoping this comes out of the Productivity Commission series of 
recommendations; that is, that the Commonwealth Grants Commission doesn’t allow almost like a draft ruling, 
like you can get from the ATO. So you can’t actually test anything—you don’t know what position they’re going 
to take until after you’ve made a policy decision, which is mad. 
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Mr D.T. REDMAN: Yes, and we do not get the tax ruling if that is the assessment. 
I will go back to the member for Cannington’s issue. The special lease rental was there; it has a historical view. 
We argued it was there for a reason, and it should be isolated to that. In fact, the National Party does not believe it 
should be in the Mining Act. The reason it was put in is the reason it is valid today. We think it probably should 
not apply to modern iron ore miners. It was a historical position taken up at a particular point in time and early 
concessions were given for its introduction; therefore, in our view, it probably should not even apply to the GST 
distribution, but it does. 
While I have the Treasurer’s attention, it was an interesting point that he raised—I raised it as well—because it is 
a discussion we have been having ourselves. We know that if we increase the royalty, it has a flow-on impact on 
the GST distribution. We know that if we increase the special lease rental, that has a flow-on impact on the GST 
distribution. The Treasurer said, “What if you drop the royalty and you take an infrastructure payment, or 
something similar, from the mining companies that are paying for roads that might have co-use, or whatever it 
might be? How does that get applied?”  
Mr B.S. Wyatt: The problem if you just swap it for infrastructure spending is that it’s unreliable. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: They will still argue that this is something — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: How do you create another revenue mechanism that is an equivalent to a royalty, whether it is—
I do not know if this is even possible—for example, a special payroll tax for large iron ore miners. You can’t do 
this one because we looked at this one, but how high can you go in port fees, for example? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Drop the royalty rates and payroll tax. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Apparently, this happened in Queensland some time ago around coal royalties. My view of it, 
and Treasury’s view, is that the Commonwealth Grants Commission will still look through it and say, “We can 
see what you’re doing,” and just treat it the same. We would go through the heartache to be treated the same. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: And then it is extended to the cash-out argument. If the government were to cash out the 
special lease rental, which I understand would be something like $3 billion to $4 billion in a single payment, that 
would get applied to GST because there would be a flow-on impact. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: The value of that would be getting a commitment from the federal Treasurer to exempt it. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: To me, the benefit of that would be to get the federal government to treat that as a unique 
arrangement and exempt it. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Or, for example, treat it like it has treated a port sale in the other states where it has exempted it. 
Would we be able to convince the federal government that it’s an asset sale, basically? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: If it is looking for something to do for Western Australia, it is an opportunity. Treasurer, 
another one might be that, historically, value-adding commitments have been set in state agreements. We have 
never been able to get a steel mill happening in Western Australia. The ongoing benefits of a steel mill would have 
been massive for employment if that were a continuing business. At different times, when companies have needed 
something, the government has used a cash-out arrangement for those commitments in some other form of 
infrastructure. The most recent one that I can think of is the Bungaroo water infrastructure for Rio Tinto. How 
does it treat that in GST terms? Some of that legacy value-adding commitment is still sitting in BHP agreements. 
If the government were to cash out, how would the GST treat that in the historical context too? 

I think that a lot of questions need to be asked about Western Australia’s position. As the Treasurer has said, if we 
do not have solid positions, it makes it very hard to set government policy around that so that the government can 
make its budget work in a state that needs to support those investments and companies, to support not only the 
state, but also the nation. I intended to read out some commentary from Gary Adshead. I think that the Leader of 
the National Party mentioned some of that. He suggested a budget levy on the iron ore miners of $2 a tonne. He 
made the point that it had GST implications, but the government would get a bit of a benefit for three or four years.  
We might like to think that we will get to a point at which federal–state relations are slightly different from what 
they are now. That would be a way to get through the difficult position. 
Ms M.J. Davies: Which was the same for the SLR. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Yes, which was the same for the special lease rental increase that the National Party put 
forward at the last election. 
There is a budget cost to households and the impact is substantial. It has been pointed out by my colleagues already 
that the hardest hit in the community will be the ones who suffer. Of course, the government needs to respond to 
that. The argument for not selling Western Power is interesting. That was an asset sale issue that was pointed out 
by the government during the campaign. I will read some comments from a media release by the Leader of the 
Labor Party dated 7 March 2017 about the Labor Party’s policy to keep Western Power in public hands. It states — 
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If Western Power is sold service standards will go down and the profitable State asset will end up in 
foreign ownership. 

Foreign ownership was signalled as a clear issue. On what would happen to power prices, the media release stated 
— 

If Western Power is sold, Western Australians can expect even higher electricity bills 
Do not sell Western Power because the power bills will go up and, by the way, it will probably go into foreign 
hands and we do not like that. 
There was an announcement by the government. The Minister for Energy made this point recently when talking 
about selling an asset—that is, a joint venture for the wind farm. A number of assets were rolled into a deal 
whereby Synergy is a joint venture partner to develop stage 2 of the Greenough River solar farm south of Geraldton 
to increase its capacity from 10 megawatts to 40 megawatts. Additional to that, the final capacity size of the 
Warradarge wind farm can be developed up to 250 megawatts and is recognised as one of the best renewable 
energy projects in Australia due to its location et cetera. 
The Labor Party said not to sell Western Power because it is a public asset. It would not have liked the outcomes 
of privatising it, yet a quiet deal has been done to have foreign companies, we understand—we have not had it 
confirmed, but The West Australian has made some suggestions about who it might be — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: I will confirm that as soon as I can. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am sure that the Treasurer will confirm that. I do not have any doubts. I would have thought 
that it is not far wrong, because the government has as much as said in the paper that it is foreign owned. A foreign 
investment company will make an investment in renewable assets in Western Australia. It will be an 80–20 deal, 
as has been suggested in the paper, with 20 per cent owned by Synergy and 80 per cent owned by a foreign owner, 
to contribute to the mandatory large-scale renewable energy target that we have to meet by 2020. The Treasurer 
says that the pricing implications that might flow on to power users sit in the forward estimates. I struggle with 
that, given — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Can I explain why? Currently, in the forward estimates and in Synergy’s assumptions around 
prices, what they are currently doing is buying those renewable certificates. They have to buy them by 2020. They 
are, I want to say, about 900 000 certificates short if they just keep buying at the current rate—hence building 
something—because the effect of buying certificates is funding other states. You will probably remember this 
from your time in cabinet. This effectively means that we will no longer need to buy those certificates. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Meeting the target is one thing; the power price flow-on issue is another. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: The PPA issue is another. That will be about a 13-year PPA to buy the energy from the farm. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The assumption is made that anyone who buys into that will want a guaranteed return on 
investment. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Presumably, yes. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: They will want to meet particular targets, and I assume that there is a level of regulatory 
control over that. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: There is. The reason Synergy kept it at 19.9 per cent was so that it had some vision into the pricing 
structure. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The next question for the Treasurer is whether the purchase of renewable energy certificates 
coming off the market is a cheaper option than what the government has put up here, or has the government tested 
this against that option? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: We tested it against four different options: one, buy certificates; two, do not do anything and pay 
the penalty; three, just build it—Synergy, you own the asset; go build it—and, four, this option. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: My recollection is that when we were in government, we tested the market on a number of 
things, and purchasing certificates was the cheaper form. I think certificates were offered to us from wind farms 
in South Australia — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: This had the balance sheet advantage as well. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Wind farms in South Australia were the cheapest option, but I did not like that option because 
it does not help jobs and stuff happening here. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: That is a good issue because — 
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Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am running out of time, Treasurer, and I want to get through a couple of points here. I will 
make the point that jobs in Western Australia is an interesting issue. It will be interesting to get commentary from 
the Treasurer on that issue and find out what weight the government puts on it. 

The process was another issue. This was a surprise to local providers. A number of providers—I will not say 
who—have said that they were not in the mix of this discussion, yet a deal has happened. How was that process 
run to provide visibility and give local people a chance, which is one of the mantras of the government? It will be 
80 per cent foreign owned. The Labor Party was opposed to that position prior to the election. It is a breach of the 
Labor Party’s policy. I think that it is clearly an asset sale because it is passing government assets into a company 
that is 80 per cent owned by a foreign investor. The government effectively has an asset sale. I refer to the 
government’s “200 Fresh Ideas for WA”. Idea 195 is — 

Stop the privatisation of existing public sector services. 

I would have thought that those wind farms in government were public sector services that have now been 
privatised. Idea 37 is — 

Encourage local and overseas investment into renewable technology manufacturing. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am keeping the government to account here. It has the potential to be a monopoly on the 
renewable energy market. A substantial player in the renewable energy space has the potential to have some impact 
on that. I am uncertain about the longer term impact on power prices. That is one the government will have to 
defend. To the government and the Treasurer, in summary of the issues, we will keep the government to account 
because before the election the Labor Party misled the people of Western Australia about what it would do after 
the election. There are significant flow-on impacts from those decisions. It is questionable whether the government 
will land most of that. The Productivity Commission inquiry was interesting, and how the royalty issue will fit 
with the special lease rental and the GST implications is something that will need to be teased out. Of course, the 
privatisation of an energy asset is in stark contrast with what the government said before the election. As I have 
said, the issue is not what the government has done; it is the fact that it did not tell anyone before the election that 
it was going to do it. 

MR P.J. RUNDLE (Roe) [6.31 pm]: I rise to make a brief contribution prior to the contribution from the 
Treasurer, who no doubt will respond to the motion — 

That this house condemns the McGowan government for misleading the people of Western Australia 
during the March 2017 state election, specifically by having no plan for financial management; increasing 
taxes; privatising assets; increasing household fees and charges; and cutting royalties for regions. 

This motion is really about the fact that the government was elected on a lie and a series of mistruths. As time rolls 
on, we will see election promises broken. It is basically a flow-on effect. For me, without doubt one of the worst 
broken promises is the increase in household water and electricity prices. Mums and dads are paying the price. 
Still ringing in my ears is the commitment that there will be no new taxes. I now go back to the gold royalty, which 
was knocked on the head recently but which the Treasurer has had another go at this week. I do not know what 
has changed. 

[Quorum formed.] 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: As I was saying, the Treasurer had another go at the gold royalty this week, and we will see 
how that pans out. Payroll tax is a very insidious tax and is really a disincentive. I also refer to the subtle part 
privatisation of Synergy, which the member for Warren–Blackwood referred to a few minutes ago. I look forward 
to the Treasurer’s response to that shortly, especially when we heard the talk of “Western Power, no privatisation” 
and that sort of thing before the election. However, I would like to focus on the jobs scenario. Today I heard the 
member for Southern River ask a question about jobs and quote the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia, which found that confidence in the state’s economy is at a three-year high. I have a few quotes 
here. According to my calculations, we are now entering an almost technical recession, and the government is now 
overseeing an increase in the jobless rate of nearly the highest in the country, at 5.9 per cent. Since July, the state 
has shed 4 300 jobs, based on Australian Bureau of Statistics figures. I quote the Premier from an answer to 
a question without notice asked of him on Thursday, 14 September 2017 — 

Since coming to government we have seen confidence and certainty return to the state’s economy, and 
we have seen a government that is dedicated to creating more jobs in Western Australia and creating 
opportunities for its citizens. 

… 
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The opposition hates it. It hates that the economy is doing well and it hates the fact that it is in opposition. 
But it is in opposition … 

… 

Business needs to see that as a sign of confidence in the economy to support jobs investment and that the 
state government is dealing with finances properly. 

I now refer to a Western Australian member of the federal Parliament, Brendan O’Connor, shadow Minister for 
Employment and Workplace Relations. In the transcript of a doorstop interview in Perth he was quoted as saying, 
according to my notes — 

I should also note though—particularly because I’m in Perth, in Western Australia the home state of the 
Minister for Employment—we have had a very significant jump from 5.7 to 5.9 per cent in Western Australia. 

It wasn’t that long ago that Western Australia was the engine room of the nation’s economy, and yet the 
unemployment rate is stubbornly high and continuing to rise. It really is incumbent on the Prime Minister 
and the Minister for Employment to do better in Western Australia given this very disturbing increase to 
the unemployment rate in this state. 

These are a couple of quotes that contradict what the Premier and the Treasurer have been putting out recently. 
This all goes to talk about the 3 000 jobs that are going to be chopped. I will be very interested to see how the 
voluntary targeted separation scheme comes to pass. Yesterday when I asked a question of the Minister for Police 
about the 100 jobs that are going and about officers having to do backroom jobs, I did not really get a satisfactory 
reply. I am really worried about frontline services and the roles that our frontline officers are probably going to 
have to fill when they take up those backroom jobs that are going to be chopped under the government’s plans. 

What concerns me more than anything is the education sector. We heard today the Liberal Party’s concerns about 
jobs and about the education sector in general. There are 800 jobs that will have to go by March, and at this stage 
only 282 employees have volunteered to go. I am wondering where the other 518 are going to come from. 
Minister Ellery has said that she wants to reassure people and staff that this is not about any forced redundancies. 
We were told yesterday that all schools must partake in one of six languages—Chinese, Japanese, Indonesian, 
French, Italian or German—but at the same time, we have 269 schools with no language teacher. We are looking 
to sack another 518 people but somehow we have to find 269 language teachers to teach the compulsory language 
courses in our primary schools. To me, it is not adding up, and I can see that our regional primary schools will be 
the ones that suffer. I cannot see us digging up 100 or so language teachers out of nowhere when we have 518 staff 
in the education sector who are going to be axed, apparently. 

The other issue I want to talk about is health. The Minister for Health has said that no doctors, nurses or allied 
health workers will lose their jobs. Basically, he has handballed this to the Premier and the Public Sector 
Commissioner. I am still recovering from my question to the Premier a couple of weeks ago about the 
redeployment of health workers to Bunbury or Perth; he told me not to open my mouth if I did not know what 
I was talking about! The next day, the Minister for Health confirmed that, yes, there would be 40 jobs redeployed 
in the WA Country Health Service. He knew about it, but obviously he failed to inform the Premier about it. 

That is one of my major concerns. Over the next five or six months, we will face a really interesting period in 
which the government’s supposedly targeted voluntary separation scheme will come into play. I cannot see that 
the government will have enough voluntary redundancies so it will have to axe people from those sectors. I am 
really concerned about the effect that will have on our state’s economy because obviously, as we know, when 
people lose their jobs, they do not spend and so forth. 

I have much more to say, but I am quite anxious to hear the Treasurer’s response to some of the jobs issues. I want 
to talk about one other thing very briefly while the Treasurer gathers his resources; that is, the royalties for regions 
projects. I have a list of them, but I want to concentrate on just one—the great southern housing alliance. Ten 
shires worked together to inject $7 million in volunteering and cash. The federal government committed 
$10 million based on the cabinet committee, which the two members of the National Party in front of me were part 
of. The federal government committed $10-odd million but when we got to the budget, that money had been axed. 
Last week in the members’ dining room, I met Rick Wilson, the federal member for O’Connor. He has a federal 
commitment of $10 million for this fantastic project in the great southern. There is a waiting list for many people 
in Kojonup, Cranbrook, Mt Barker and Woodanilling. It is a fantastic, independent living unit project. The federal 
member for O’Connor is over here to meet with the Minister for Regional Development and trying to get the 
money that the previous cabinet had committed to. I cannot believe that the state government would throw away 
$10 million that was already assured. The federal government will, probably quite happily, pull that funding if it 
does not get any commitment from the state government. 
I will leave it at that. I am interested to hear the Treasurer’s response. 
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MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park — Treasurer) [6.42 pm]: I rise to make some comments on the Leader of the 
National Party’s motion that condemns the government for a range of things. The debate has certainly ranged far 
and wide on not only the topics that the opposition seeks to condemn the government for, but also more broadly. 
In the time I have, I will try to deal with some of the more specific issues but I want to make the point that when 
governments change, clearly, priorities change. We have had a very large reprioritisation. Yes, members, a lot of 
that reprioritisation was within royalties for regions. Does that mean that the government is not committed to 
royalties for regions? No; we have not changed the royalties for regions legislation. It is not going to change but 
we have certainly put our own priorities within it—absolutely. I appreciate and accept the National Party’s 
frustrations that its agenda has been interrupted by a defeat at the general election and a new government. 
I will make some broader points and then I will come back to some of the specific issues that were raised, if I can 
before seven o’clock. The member for Warren–Blackwood in particular raised the issue of the Synergy renewable 
energy fund. The reality is that whether we like it or not, there has been a significant revenue writedown since the 
state election. I want to highlight a couple of very interesting statistics that show what has happened over the last 
decade. This was in response to a very good question I got from Hon Dr Steve Thomas in the upper house. He 
asked what the annual revenue is above long-term trend each year; he asked since the early 1990s, but we can give 
him that information from 2001–02. It highlights that between 2009–10 and 2014–15, the relative trend growth 
was an extra $15.2 billion. That is not an insignificant amount of money. The fact is that over the life of the former 
government, including during the last couple of years when it had revenue writedowns, its actual revenue to budget 
revenue was $3 billion higher. Most of that—I made that point about the trend data—was in the first five to six 
years of the former government’s term when it was awash with revenue. It had revenue way beyond budget 
expectations. 
Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I am saying that from 2009–10, and for the entirety of the member for Warren–Blackwood’s 
government to 2014–15, it had $15.2 billion more than the long-term trend revenue. During that same time, not 
only was the long-term revenue above trend, but also, the windfall revenue was spent and debt was ramped up to 
very high levels. That is why the Minister for Mines and Petroleum made the point that that debt cannot be reduced 
or paid off in one budget. We never said prior to the election that that would be the case. As I have said, we cannot 
make one decision in here that will do that. We cannot; believe me, I have looked. I have fossicked hard. We 
cannot make one decision that will resolve this issue. Although it sounds trite to people, the reality is that paying 
off the debt slowly over time, as we would pay off a mortgage, is the only solution. We will only start paying that 
debt off when we get back to a cash surplus. I recall the Treasury analysis of the Liberal Party’s election costings, 
which contained the sale of Western Power. It had booked the sale but debt was increasing across the forward 
estimates because the government was still operating a deficit. Until we get out of a deficit position, we can sell 
all we want—that was being applied across a further spend—but debt will still increase. That is the point I made 
time and again. 
I want to deal with a point that constantly comes up. I get the contradictions—I have been in opposition and 
probably expressed a few over the years—of critiquing the government for breaking election promises and 
demanding it break them all at the same time. I appreciate the Leader of the Opposition’s argument that if we are 
going to break an election promise, break it properly and break it for something big. I think that is the argument 
Ben Harvey made in his article in The West Australian. If we are going to break a promise, break it big. The only 
problem is that Ben Harvey seems to be under the same misconception that somewhere out there is a magical 
solution that I am refusing to bring forward. Believe me, if there were an easy solution that would resolve these 
issues, I would have brought it forward in the budget and promptly retired in my glory. Unfortunately, that is not 
the case. 
There is also the idea of a mandate. The Leader of the National Party, the member for Warren–Blackwood and the 
member for Moore made the point that we did not say before the election we would have a voluntary redundancy 
scheme. The Leader of the National Party said, and I wrote it down: “a 3 000 voluntary targeted separation scheme 
is a lot of people and they should have taken it to an election.” The same point was echoed by all the National Party 
speakers. The same argument was applied to the issue of the gold royalty increase and to our payroll tax increase—
all these things should have been taken to an election. 

Ms M.J. Davies: They were promises you made prior to the election. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Wait for a second. 
They said that all these things should have been taken to an election, otherwise we as a government have no right 
to do that. This is an interesting point. How far does our mandate go and how limited are we, as a government 
confronting record debt and deficits and more significant revenue writedowns? Despite what the National Party 
says, we knew the state of the finances, yes, but until we came into government and got further writedowns—we 
have to react to those because that is what we have been elected to do—how much do we constrain ourselves to 
a so-called mandate? I remind members, Madam Acting Speaker, as you will recall, because you spent a long time 
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in opposition with me, that in the 2013–14 budget, the former government increased land tax by 12.5 per cent. In 
the 2014–15 budget, it increased land tax by 10 per cent. In the 2015–16 budget, it played with the land tax scale 
and increased land tax returns by nearly $1 billion. That was broadly a 20 per cent increase, but it had an impact 
on a larger number of people. At the same time, the former government had a voluntary redundancy scheme and 
about 4 000 people exited the public sector. Not one of those decisions was taken to an election.  
Ms M.J. Davies: But you would have to argue that the land tax — 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That was not taken to an election.  
Ms M.J. Davies: I am not saying it was. I am saying you would have to agree that part of the reason for the demise 
of the former government was that it did things that pissed people off, to excuse my language. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: We will all be judged on our decisions in government. The member is absolutely right. The 
member’s argument about a mandate clearly is not correct. 
Ms M.J. Davies: I never said the word “mandate”.  
Mr B.S. WYATT: You did. I wrote it down. The member said there will be 3 000 voluntary targeted separations 
and, to quote the member, “that is a lot of people, and they should have taken it to an election”. That is despite the 
fact that nearly 4 000 people exited under the voluntary targeted redundancy schemes of the former government. 
Not one of those decisions was taken to an election. We could fight and bicker about this all night, until seven 
o’clock. I am not inclined to do that, because I want to deal with a couple of specific issues that were raised.  
The reality is that as a government, we have to react to the circumstances in which we find ourselves. I accept that 
when I sat on that side of the house, perhaps I was not as patient in accepting that argument as I am now when 
I am making it. However, that is the reality of this great game we play. What I will do is be as honest with every 
decision I make as I possibly can be—absolutely. I will confront and defend the decisions I make. I will make 
those decisions in the best interests of the state and in the best interests of the finances of the state. 
The member for Warren–Blackwood talked about the Economic and Fiscal Outlook and highlighted revenue going 
in and revenue going out. The key part of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook is a subchapter headed “Statement of 
Risks”. I agree with the member for Warren–Blackwood that there are threats to the assumptions in the budget. 
A budget is predicated on assumptions. To be frank, there is a range of quite ambitious assumptions in the budget 
that I handed down. Those assumptions are around spending growth across the forward estimates, and around the 
success, or not, of implementing our budget repair measures. That includes the 3 000 redundancies. That is a bold 
and ambitious target. However, I assure members in this place that I will not allow that target to impact on frontline 
services. I understand that the former government took 4 000 people out of the public service. These types of 
reductions have a cumulative impact. As we go along in government, we learn what those impacts are and we have 
to react in a mature way. When I sat on that side I always highlighted the statement of risks. A budget is based on 
assumptions. One assumption is around iron ore prices. The former government saw iron ore prices go south at 
a rapid rate. There are also assumptions around payroll tax and savings et cetera. Those assumptions place a lot of 
pressures on the budget.  
In the seven or eight minutes that remain to me, I want to try to deal with two points. The first is the gold royalty 
consultation period. Just because there is a lack of agreement does not mean there has been no consultation. That 
is an important point to make. Yes, I accept that the Chamber of Minerals and Energy and a big chunk of the gold 
sector do not agree with the policy we have put forward, either in the budget or in the policy I announced this 
week. I get that. I also found myself in a situation in which I was critiqued at budget time for not consulting with 
the CME, and therefore industry, prior to the budget announcement. That is not unusual. The land tax increases 
that were brought in by the former government were not part of a long consultation period with the property sector. 
The former government just announced those increases at budget time. I was critiqued quite heavily by the CME 
for a lack of consultation. Okay. I will wear that. We will move on. We are in politics. We need to cop those sorts 
of things.  
I announced three weeks ago, I think, in the media that I am revisiting the gold royalty increase. I have said that 
in this place. I have said that to everybody. I said also that I want to work out a mechanism to try to protect the 
marginal miners. The debate was basically about the marginal miners. The CME was fairly specific about five 
mines that represent around 3 000 employees. I called the CEO of the CME and told him that I wanted him to have 
a think about a mechanism to protect those marginal miners. I said to him then on the phone that I did not expect 
the CME to come up with a modelled detailed figure—I could get Treasury to do all that—but rather a set of 
principles. I subsequently met with him and his deputy and had the same conversation. I asked for a set of 
principles around how we protect those marginal miners. I said that I accepted the argument they had made about 
the original proposal, and I asked them to come up with some thoughts about it. They asked whether they could 
come back to me after the meeting with their management committee, which was in the following week. They 
subsequently wrote back to me that they did not support it, and they were not going to engage. I found that I was 
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critiqued when I did not engage and that they did not want to engage when I tried to engage. So be it; that is the 
way of the world.  
The issue of the $2 500 threshold that Reg Howard-Smith raised with me is one thing that has been raised with me 
a few times during the past couple of weeks. That did not get a lot of mention during my first iteration of the gold 
royalty increase, but I accepted the argument because, ultimately, although the vast bulk of gold is produced by 
large gold producers, there are a reasonable number of smaller producers—10 000 ounces, say—for whom that 
threshold is of significant value. I accepted that, and hence made the decision not just on the mechanism to protect 
those marginal miners, but to keep the threshold there, understanding that that was of value to the smaller 
producers. It is important to note that the mechanism we created to fully rebate the increase was more generous 
than the industry was asking of us the first time around. It would have captured nine of the most marginal mines, 
including Telfer. I think Telfer was probably the important one, because of its size and number of employees, even 
though it was not actually in the top five most marginal mines, interestingly enough. It was further down, but so 
be it. I thought it was a good mechanism. I also increased the transition point of the royalty rate from $1 200 to 
$1 400 an ounce. I think it was a good package. In any case, the upper house will have its say. I made that 
commitment, and I stand by it. I am not trying to be sneaky around here. I am trying to be up-front with what I am 
trying to do, and the upper house will get to have its say before the summer recess. I could have done the sneaky 
thing and bring it in so that the miners pay the royalty until we come back. The upper house will have its say. 
Ms M.J. Davies: We are a bit cynical about the upper house. It comes with the territory. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Believe me, I have spent eight and a half years being cynical. 
A briefing on the Synergy renewable fund is open to the opposition as well. I have offered it to the shadow 
Minister for Energy, but I emphasise that it is also there for the National Party if it wants to catch up with Synergy 
and its CEO. I accept that it is a slightly unusual mechanism by which to implement public policy, because it is 
new to Western Australia. It is not necessarily new to Australia or the globe, but it is certainly new to WA. We 
have not had to think about these sorts of things before. It is also slightly new because we are actually trying to 
meet a commonwealth-imposed obligation; that is, the amount of large-scale renewable energy we have in our 
system. The reality, as Treasurer and the relevant minister, is trying to come up with a policy outcome—there was 
debate around the cabinet table, which is probably not unfamiliar to the Leader of the National Party—that did not 
require me to simply load it onto the balance sheet. That is what I was looking for. We looked at four options, and 
we also stress tested it quite heavily around pricing, to ensure that its value to the taxpayer and Synergy consumers 
stood up. When the opposition receives the briefing, I am sure the CEO of Synergy will take them through that. 
Importantly, when I came into government, this was floating around, but Treasury had not, to be frank, been 
terribly closely involved in it. I said that if this were to go forward, I would want Treasury and Synergy to present 
it to me as a joint submission. I wanted Treasury to come in on this as well. In the end, that is what happened. It is 
a good way to implement a policy. I have always been in favour of private sector investment in generation. That 
has been the intent of Labor for a long time, since we split Western Power back in the 2000s. That was one of the 
main reasons for it, and I dare say we will see more private sector investment in generation over the next 20 years 
as well, as assets reach the end of their lives, et cetera. Probably in the term of the next government—whoever that 
is—the Albany wind farm will reach the end of its life, in the early to mid-2020s. I do not think anyone wants to 
pull it down. 
Mr D.T. Redman: How do you market test the partnership? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: In one minute, I will try. Synergy, back in 2015, went out to the market, the member will recall, 
and tested the market, and a lot of other renewable projects provided a lot of information to Synergy, and were 
somewhat disgruntled by that. I accept that, because they are providing a lot of commercial information to 
a government-owned monopoly, and then the government-owned monopoly goes off and makes its own play with 
the renewable fund. I accept that frustration. I have seen the comments of Richard Harris and I have heard the 
comments from a number of smaller renewable projects. Clearly, Warradarge really is the cheapest renewable 
project in Western Australia. That is generally accepted and that is what I was looking for. It has the smallest 
impact on the consumer and the smallest impact on the balance sheet. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 
__________ 
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