
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 22 May 2012] 

 p2928f-2939a 
Speaker; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Ben Wyatt; Mr Christian Porter; Mr Andrew Waddell; Dr Kim Hames; Mr 

Brendon Grylls; Mr Bill Johnston; Mr Fran Logan 

 [1] 

COST-OF-LIVING PRESSURES 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams) outlined that he was in receipt within the prescribed time of a letter 
from the Leader of the Opposition seeking to debate a matter of public interest. 
[In compliance with standing orders, at least five members rose in their places.] 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [3.07 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Barnett government’s 2012–13 state budget for its failure to address cost-
of-living pressures and assist Western Australian families. 

Last week the budget was handed down by the Treasurer. If there is one thing that the Barnett government will 
be known for, it is the fact that it has made life more difficult for Western Australian families over its time in 
office. This government in this budget took more from Western Australian families than it gave back. It is full of 
a litany of broken promises, which we saw amply demonstrated in today’s daily newspaper, and it also shows 
that poor financial management eventually catches up with you. 
If there is one thing I have learnt in Western Australia over the years of this state’s economic success—the last 
10 years—it is that not everyone is benefiting from this state’s economic success. Indeed, a great proportion of 
the population are not benefiting from this state’s economic success. We see around this state people who are 
successful. We see people benefiting from the state’s success in the mining and oil and gas industries; we see 
people in industries and jobs associated with those industries. But then we see the broad mass of Western 
Australians—those people who are ordinary wage and salary earners, those people who are running small 
businesses and those people who are on pensions and welfare payments. Those families are doing it tough in this 
state because they are not receiving the benefit that comes with this state’s success. What we hoped they would 
see was a state government that put in place a budget that helped all of those ordinary folk in Western Australia 
who are not the beneficiaries of this state’s economic success. But what we have seen is a budget that makes life 
more difficult for those people. I want to go through some of the things that have taken place in this budget that 
have really made life more difficult for those families.  

The first thing we find in this budget is that the cost of living has gone up another $163 for the average family, 
on top of all the other increases put in place over the term of this government. That $163 a family takes the 
increases over this government’s four years in office to a more than $1 100 increase in the cost of living on those 
ordinary families in this state. That is a massive impost to put on ordinary people in Western Australia. But what 
did the government come out and say? It said, “We will benefit Western Australian families because we will put 
in place a new payment.” That payment is termed the COLA payment—the cost-of-living allowance. The cost-
of-living allowance will go to one-third of families and will offset that $163 increase in the cost of living by 
between $53 and $63 a year. Therefore, those families are somewhere between $100 and $110 a year worse off 
and everyone else is $163-plus a year worse off under this budget. This is at a time of record revenue growth. 
This is at a time when the state’s budget has gone ahead in leaps and bounds in what the state is taking in 
taxation revenue, royalties and other forms of revenue. If at a time we are receiving those record revenues—
namely, an increase in the state’s revenue receipts in the time this government has been in office of over 
$6 billion or roughly 30 per cent of the total budget—the government does that to families, the record shows that 
the government is making life more difficult for families in this state. The COLA payment—$53 for some 
families—is basically enough, as I said the other day, to buy one can of Coke at the deli once a fortnight per 
family. The government funded this COLA payment—this is the way the government gave money back to 
ordinary families—with $24.7 million in new money; the other money was taken from what is called the 
hardship efficiency program. Just so members know, $52 million was redirected from the hardship efficiency 
program into the COLA payment. The hardship efficiency program, just so members of the public are aware, is a 
program by which ordinary people, particularly people on lower incomes, are educated about how to cut their 
electricity use. Therefore, a program to educate people throughout the suburbs, particularly in Perth but 
elsewhere as well, about how to cut their electricity usage was removed and the money from that put into the 
COLA payments, with $24.7 million in extra funding. In the entire budget, that was what the government was 
able to direct towards a cost-of-living payment for families. 

On top of that, I want to talk about the issue of electricity price rises that was dealt with in question time. I asked 
a question of the Premier about the cost-of-living increases in the budget and we heard him say, “Aren’t we 
wonderful? We have kept electricity price rises down to 3.5 per cent, which is CPI.” Very tricky, Premier! That 
is very tricky because, of course, next year, the year after that and the year after that, according to the 
government’s own budget estimates, the government will put up electricity prices by another 25 per cent. Until 
now, in four years of government, this government has put electricity prices up by 62 per cent, including this 
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price rise, compounded. On top of that, when and if members opposite are elected at the next election, because 
they are the favourites to be re-elected, Western Australian families need to understand that another 25 per cent 
increase is in the government’s forward estimates, sitting there, waiting like a time bomb, that Western 
Australian families will have to meet.  

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Another 25 per cent is sitting there in the forward estimates. As the member for Riverton 
said, compounded it is probably 30 per cent. When we add that in, that will mean, compounded over the term of 
seven or so years of a Barnett Liberal–National government, a 90 per cent increase in electricity prices. When 
confronted with this, what does the Premier say? He says, “They’re all in the forward estimates, they don’t 
matter. They’re irrelevant; they don’t mean anything! It’s in the forward estimates; they don’t mean anything.” 
Therefore, what he is saying is that all those months—I know that the Treasurer is a diligent person who works 
hard; he was in the Treasury offices working hard and putting all this together—of work is completely and 
utterly meaningless. All that work is meaningless because the Premier says that the figures in the budget are all 
completely and utterly meaningless, according to the government. But if those figures are meaningless for 
electricity price rises, it would stand to reason, according to the Premier’s own logic, that they are meaningless 
for expenditure in health and education. For those members who can expect a new road in their electorate in the 
out years in the budget, that is all meaningless. The government cannot have it both ways. It cannot say that 
one cost increase is meaningless in future years and that everything else is all real, but the bad stuff is not real. I 
will tell members why. That is a complete con on the people of Western Australia because, of course, the budget 
figures in the out years are predicated on everything holding together; therefore, those cost increases and the 
other expenditure in the budget is predicated on those cost figures being accurate. Therefore, either the figures 
are accurate and everything is real or they are inaccurate and nothing is real. The Western Australian public can 
expect those price rises and they can expect some of the other things that the government promised in terms of 
school, hospital, road and other construction, or they can expect that those prices rises and every other 
commitment that the government is making to every other community around Western Australia is not real; 
otherwise, the government is not telling the truth. Therefore, I am saying to the Premier that he needs to come 
clean on what exactly is the government’s plan for electricity prices in years to come.  

What do we see on top of that electricity price increase? A six per cent rise in water, but we do not know what 
else. What do we see on top of that? An 8.3 per cent rise in gas the other week, approved by the hapless Minister 
for Energy, whose office, I note, is going to be just across the car park from the Premier. I saw that in some 
information on the internet; his office is just across the car park along with that of the Minister for Regional 
Development. We have also seen the government’s efforts on Keystart whereby the Reserve Bank put in place a 
50 basis point cut. What do we see? A 37 basis point cut implemented by Keystart. Again, those tens of 
thousands of families who rely on the government for their home loan are suffering. All those things are 
occurring in an environment in which government revenue has never been stronger or greater, yet the 
government still makes life harder and more difficult for Western Australian families. As I said at the outset, the 
government’s legacy of poor financial management is coming home to roost. The government inherited a debt 
level in this state of $3.6 billion. In the next budget coming forward, it will go to $18.6 billion and eventually to 
$23.2 billion. This is the Liberal and National Parties’ legacy to the people of Western Australia: higher prices 
and a massive blow-out in debt for the state of somewhere in the vicinity of a 600, 700 or 800 per cent increase. 
People in this state will need to pay for that increase in debt in the future.  

On top of that, the government committed to giving back to families, by way of tax cuts, all the savings 
identified by the Economic Audit Committee and that, according to the Treasurer’s own budget speech, was a 
$979 million saving. The government is not giving one single cent of that saving back to businesses and families 
in Western Australia in tax cuts. The government has identified nearly $1 billion in savings and not one cent of 
that, contrary to its policy before the last election, is being given back to families and businesses in this state as 
tax cuts. I will address the government’s budget tomorrow in greater depth, but I want to set out some of the 
financial failings of the government, and the impacts on Western Australian families today of the government’s 
increases to the cost of living, its increasing debt and its failure to deliver tax cuts, which will leave a legacy of 
higher prices, a more difficult environment for families in which to survive and a debt that future generations 
will have to pay off. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [3.21 pm]: I, too, rise to speak to this matter of public interest. The 
Premier’s problem is that when it comes to cost-of-living issues, he is utterly unbelievable. During the 2008 
election campaign, we all remember the now Premier furiously attacking the then government for its electricity 
price rise glide path with radio ads. At no point did the Premier say, “I’m going to hit you with 62 per cent”; at 
no point was that issue raised. That is why the Premier has a problem; he is utterly unbelievable. That is why on 
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Sunday, when the Minister for Transport was out there talking about another federal government–funded 
initiative, the Premier was not selling the budget but was talking about seceding. He was back to the old doozy, 
“We’re leaving. We are heading off to Asia. See you later Canberra”. That is because he knows that his cost-of-
living package in the budget is not believed and he is pushing against a firm view. Western Australians know 
that at no point has he prioritised their families in the decisions he has made in setting the budget. The Premier’s 
performance today was again extraordinary: “The forward estimates do not exist.” He is happy to take the 
surplus positions and he is happy to take the promises in the forward estimates, but he wants none of the bad 
stuff. That is merely forward estimates; it cannot be believed. The Premier has one more opportunity before the 
next election to be truthful to the Western Australian people, in the way he was not in 2008. The midyear review 
must have the Premier’s glide path; it must have it, otherwise the Premier is condemning Western Australian 
families to another 25 per cent increase.  

I now move to the debt figures. The Leader of the Opposition has made some comments on the debt figures. The 
Treasurer says that they are declining. Remember, these debt figures are based on everything, including 
electricity price charges across the forward estimates. Let us go through a few of the commitments by this 
government that are not even included in the budget papers. There is still a bit of money hanging around to be 
invested in the Burswood stadium project. However—sorry, member for Riverton—Roe Highway stage 8 is not 
there. 
Ms R. Saffioti: The bulldozers. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The bulldozers are not starting, member for Riverton, but apparently the minister says he is 
still committed to it. The Perth–Darwin highway is not there. I was particularly keen to see funding for the 
floating Orrong Road, but that is not there. There is money for the children’s hospital that is outstanding. Only 
$22 million of the $180 million commitment to Royal Perth Hospital is in the forward estimates; that is it. 
Therefore, we still have coming in — 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Careful, Deputy Premier. Therefore, $158 million is still to come in for that hospital. Where 
is the member for Albany’s pipeline? Where is the Bunbury to Albany park pipeline? According to the minister, 
it is in the pipeline! I just do not know how long that pipeline is going to be and whether it is coming down his 
own pipeline that he is apparently going to build. There is still a commitment to the Eelup flyover; I am not sure 
where that is. The Ellenbrook transit lane is not there. The Mirrabooka light rail line is not there. The 330 
kilovolt transmission line to Geraldton is not there. And interestingly, despite the great fanfare, only $32 million 
of the money for Willetton Senior High School is in the forward estimates.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The member for Riverton should not trust those forward estimates, he has heard the Premier! 
He has heard the Premier; he should not trust a word he says. I would love to know what happened to the 
Fremantle traffic bridge. I do not know what happened to the Fremantle traffic bridge; I cannot understand why 
that has been taken out of the budget and the forward estimates. During question time I scribbled down a few of 
those projects, and I could see the Under Treasurer at the back of the chamber, with his hair going grey and his 
toes curling. What does he have to do to convince this government to present a fair and accurate set of books? 
He should not worry about it; it is the forward estimates! The people of Western Australian know that. We 
should not worry about it, because it will all be okay despite the fact that a whole string of projects are still not in 
the forward estimates, and because the Treasurer says, “Oh, the debt’s falling because we have a future fund. We 
are all okay.” 

I quickly want to respond to one thing the Premier said. We have pursued the issue of those students with autism 
who were impacted on by the closure of the LEARN Foundation for Autism centre. The Premier today called the 
opposition shallow in its performance. I want to highlight one thing. The reason the Premier is utterly 
unbelievable in respect of the cost of living and its impact on Western Australians was his attempt to take 25 per 
cent compensation from pensioners in Homeswest accommodation. Do not think for a minute that we have 
forgotten about that. Let us quickly go through what the Premier said on radio on 20 April 2012 in response to a 
question about whether he thought pensioners would suffer. He said that he did not. He said — 

The federal government cannot bring in policies and then after the event try and demand something 
else.  

No, no, no; let us look at “after the event”. I thought I would analyse that a bit, simply because the Premier is 
wont to say some things that perhaps do not really accord with reality. I thought that surely the Prime Minister 
and the federal government must have contacted the Premier. On 9 July 2011, after the event, the Premier was on 
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the radio saying, “After the event you came to me.” I just want to read two sentences from a letter sent to the 
Premier by the Prime Minister — 

Beyond that, there will be an advance and regular supplement which will generally be paid fortnightly 
at the same time as a person’s primary transfer payment. The annual value of the supplement will be 
equivalent to a 1.7 per cent increase in the rates of pensions, allowances and Family Tax Benefit.  

I seek your agreement that the additional assistance provided through pensions, allowances and family 
payments—first as an advance and then as an ongoing supplement—be permanently exempt from being 
considered as assessable income by housing authorities in setting rent. 

Four times in a paragraph and a half the word “supplement” was used, yet the Premier and the Minister for 
Housing were on the radio on Friday, 20 April saying, “No, I am not. They have actually got it pretty good. We 
will be taking that money.” According to my notes the Premier said on the radio that the full details were not 
available on deed and he did not know whether they were available now. This was on 24 April, after his first 
backflip, when he realised he had been caught out. He said he had responded and that Minister Macklin needed 
to check her mailbox. There is no response. It is interesting that the Premier is willing to be flippant with the 
truth when dealing with pensioners in Homeswest properties and compensation payments—it was a 
compensation payment; not an increase in the base rate of the pension. That is why he is utterly unbelievable 
when it comes to not just the books and the finances of the state, but also to what he intends to do for the cost of 
living of families of Western Australia.  

I conclude on one point, and this is something else that I am sure the families of Western Australia will be keen 
to know. Interestingly, for the first time, the Public Transport Authority is being treated not as a general 
government agency but as a government trading enterprise. At page 308 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook, the 
Treasurer states — 

The following table shows that the Consolidated Account …. will provide a net subsidy to GTEs of 
$473 million … 

However, what is stuck in there is the PTA with $662 million. Therefore, my questions to the Treasurer and 
Premier are: Will the PTA be required to get much closer to cost reflectivity? Now that a subsidy is being paid to 
the PTA and it is not included as a general appropriation, will we see this pressure on the PTA to get cost 
reflectivity? The families of Western Australia will be very interested in this, because when the Treasurer says 
that the subsidy is $443 million, he is incorrect. Electricity and water utilities are paying dividends to the 
government. When the PTA is whacked in, suddenly there is a different figure. The Premier is utterly 
unbelievable and the people of Western Australian know it, and they know that the time for a budget that 
prioritises Western Australians has now come and gone. 

MR C.C. PORTER (Bateman — Treasurer) [3.29 pm]: Mr Speaker, the motion — 
Several members interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: No-one wants to speak but they have telephones going! 

The motion today is again about the cost of living, and particularly electricity prices. There has been some focus 
on the estimates, so why do we not work backwards to forwards and talk about the history of this matter and 
what has happened over the last several years since 2008–09 and then about where we are today? I think the 
important starting point is that when the election occurred in 2008, there was a clear policy from Labor about 
what it would do with electricity prices if it was elected. It was just absolutely unequivocal. That is now referred 
to by members opposite as the “glide path”; that policy was 10 per cent increases on electricity for at least 
eight years. For the benefit of members opposite, I will read an article from The West Australian of Wednesday, 
9 April 2008 — 

Mr Carpenter announced the $780 million in subsidies on Friday, also unveiling a massive 72 per cent 
cumulative rise in household power bills over up to eight years to reflect the true cost of generating 
electricity and cover the costs associated with carbon pricing. 

The unequivocal policy of the ALP leading into the last election was eight years of electricity price increases at 
10 per cent a year.  

Ms R. Saffioti interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Mr Carpenter unveiled — 
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... a massive 72 per cent cumulative rise in household power bills over up to eight years to reflect the 
true cost of generating electricity and cover the costs associated with carbon pricing.  

Ms R. Saffioti interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, I formally call you to order for the first time today. I say to members 
while I am on my feet that it is my general observation that the Leader of the Opposition and the member for 
Victoria Park were heard in relative silence. I expect the same courtesy to be given to other members, from either 
side, who stand to speak today.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The estimates, in which members opposite place such massive faith, on the Labor side of 
politics were for a 10 per cent rise to be followed by a 10 per cent rise to be followed by a 10 per cent rise to be 
followed by a 10 per cent rise with another 10 per cent rise, yet another 10 per cent rise, another 10 per cent rise 
and another 10 per cent rise—eight 10 per cent rises. That was the policy and the estimates, plus the carbon tax. 

Mr A.J. Waddell interjected.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Member for Forrestfield, that is a very interesting question to ask because the figure that is 
bandied around for the price increases that have occurred to this point in time, inclusive of the 3.5 per cent 
estimate in 2012–13, is—the member would have heard the figure—about 62 per cent. The figure that members 
opposite say the government has increased electricity prices by is about 62 per cent. For the purposes of having a 
debate about facts, I will explain for all members present how that figure is reached. The increases under this 
government were: in 2008–09, 10 per cent; in 2009–10, 24 per cent—that was the year in which the large jump 
in prices occurred—in 2010–11, 10 per cent; last year, 2011–12, five per cent; and next year, in 2012–13, 
five per cent. If we simply added up those figures in a basic accounting fashion, we would have an increase of 
52.5 per cent. That is not the figure used by members opposite, because there is a cumulation effect.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: It is called mathematics.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes, I am going through that.  

Ms R. Saffioti interjected.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am not disputing the figure. I am just explaining — 

The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, I formally call you to order for the second time today. Members, if 
you want to interject, I suggest you sit in your seat to do so.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: There is a cumulation effect and that is a fair accounting treatment and way in which to 
consider those fees. As I said, if we add up 10 per cent, 24 per cent, 10 per cent, five per cent and 3.5 per cent, it 
comes to 52.5 per cent. With the cumulation effect it comes to about 62 or 63 per cent. The cumulation effect is 
that if we increase it by 10 per cent, the base grows. Therefore, an additional increase is off a larger base and we 
have a cumulation effect.  

Dr A.D. Buti: So the member for Forrestfield was correct.  
Mr C.C. PORTER: Again, I am not disputing the figure; I am merely explaining how it is reached for the 
purposes of having a sensible debate about this issue. Let us look at what the Labor policy would have achieved 
had the Labor Party been elected to government. This is the Labor policy: a 2008–09 increase of 10 per cent; a 
2009–10 increase of 10 per cent — 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Rubbish.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Let me read from the article in The West Australian again.  
Does the member for Cannington remember Mr Carpenter? I remember him. The member for Cannington might 
remember him because he lost him a job. I will refresh the member for Cannington’s memory. He was the 
Premier when the member for Cannington was the director of the Labor Party and running that campaign with 
such ease and success! 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I am sure you will have an opportunity to speak to this. At this stage, 
I ask you to stop interjecting.  
Mr C.C. PORTER: Again, I quote from The West Australian — 

Mr Carpenter announced ... a massive 72 per cent cumulative rise in household power bills over up to 
eight years to reflect the true cost of generating electricity and cover the costs associated with carbon 
pricing.  
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Of course, whoever was elected in 2008 would have had to increase electricity prices because they had been 
frozen for a decade; the costs of generating electricity grew steadily over that decade, as one might expect, but 
the prices were not evenly and smoothly adjusted. Whoever was elected would have had to put up electricity 
prices. We do not shy away from the fact that we took the difficult decisions and that had a cumulative effect.  
I will return to what the situation would have been under the Labor Party had it been elected to government in 
2008. The price of electricity would have increased by 10 per cent in 2008–09; 10 per cent in 2009–10; 
10 per cent in 2010–11; 10 per cent in 2011–12; and in 2012–13, next year, there would have been a 10 per cent 
increase from state Labor plus close to 10 per cent—nine per cent—from federal Labor.  
Mr A.J. Waddell: That’s going to happen anyway. That’s ridiculous. You’re double-counting.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is your policy.  
Mr A.J. Waddell: It’s the federal government; it’s not our policy. The federal government is going to impose on 
yours just as much as they would have imposed on a state Labor government. You are double-counting it. Add 
your eight per cent to next year’s and tell everyone that you are putting up electricity prices by 12 per cent if you 
want to add in the carbon tax.  
Mr C.C. PORTER: Is the member aware of what party he is a member?  
Mr A.J. Waddell: I’m completely aware of it, because I’m the one who does not tell lies. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
The SPEAKER: Member for Forrestfield, I suggest you withdraw that remark.  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: What am I withdrawing, Mr Speaker? He asked me what party I am a member of.  
The SPEAKER: Member, I formally call you to order for the second time today. If you do not understand my 
instruction, I advise you to come to my office afterwards. I ask you to withdraw a particular word that you 
uttered and I think you know the word.  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: I withdraw “lie” in this context.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr C.C. PORTER: I thank the member for that contextual withdrawal. The member for Forrestfield is a 
member of the Labor Party. There is state Labor Party policy and federal Labor Party policy, but it is both the 
same party. State Labor Party policy, had the Labor Party been elected this year — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I formally call you to order for the fourth time today. I already have 
another member in this place on four calls. I am sure he wants to stay in here and I am sure you do as well. 
Member for Cannington, I formally call you to order for the first time today.  
Treasurer, I think you are replying to the motion. I do not believe you are replying to other matters in this place 
at this point. I return you to the motion that is in front of the house.  
Mr C.C. PORTER: Had members opposite been elected to government this year, electricity price increases 
would have included a 10 per cent increase under the state Labor glide path plan, plus the nine or 10 per cent 
increase for the carbon tax.  
Dr A.D. Buti: We’re talking about WA.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: It applies to WA.  

Dr A.D. Buti interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I presume the Leader of the Opposition brought this matter to the house 
so there could be some discussion on it. I think other members in this place, including not only the Treasurer but 
also members to my left, are introducing other issues into this that have nothing to do with the motion at hand. 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I formally call you to order for the third time today. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The motion we are debating reads as follows — 

That this house condemns the Barnett government’s 2012–13 state budget for its failure to address cost-
of-living pressures and assist Western Australian families.  
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The fact is that electricity pricing, whether that increase is by way of policy engaged in by this government, the 
opposition or the federal government, is a central and pivotal factor in cost-of-living pressures. In 2012–13, had 
the other side of politics become the government, there would have been a 10 per cent increase from it pursuant 
to its glide path and, on top of that, the nine per cent increase being enforced on this state by the federal Labor 
government. That would mean there would have been a cumulative increase of 77 per cent under Labor policy. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Not true! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is absolutely true. It is undeniably, factually and empirically an accounting-based truth. 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The point is very interestingly raised by the Minister for Health. Even leaving aside the 
carbon tax, which is Labor policy, the cumulative effect of a 10 per cent glide path—so-called—to 2012–13 
would have been a cumulative 61 per cent increase in electricity prices. The two policies are virtually 
indistinguishable. Yet we are forced to sit here and listen to this notional debate about how things would have 
been so much better had state Labor been elected to government, because it would have been able to do what no 
other party in the history of this state has been able to do—ignore the economic basics of a reality and somehow 
freeze electricity prices for another 10 years. It is just absolute nonsense.  

Ms L.L. Baker interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Maylands!  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The fact is — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: There will be other people in this place, I am sure, who will wish to get to their feet over the 
next few days and make their points about their electorates on this particular budget. They will probably want to 
make their points without being continually interjected upon. I would say that would be their entitlement. At this 
stage I do not want any further interjections on this particular member’s response to the motion that has been 
raised. 
Mr C.C. PORTER: This government’s position is crystal clear: next year there will be a 3.5 per cent increase in 
electricity bills, which is precisely in line with the consumer price index and inflation; it is no more and no less. 
Interestingly, when members look at the household model, which is the traditional mechanism for measuring 
increases in government fees and charges, which is of course inclusive of electricity, it shows an increase in all 
government fees and charges, inclusive of electricity and water, of 3.56 per cent. Again, that is only 0.6 per cent 
outside the parameters of the inflationary increase. That is on any measure a very modest and moderate increase. 
The fact is that when we talk about cost-of-living pressures, to the extent that government fees and charges are 
part and parcel of those cost-of-living pressures, next year the state will get from this side of politics and from 
this government a 3.5 per cent increase. That is it. 

Criticism was made about this government’s policy on the cost-of-living assistance payment. That means that 
over the forward estimates, $286 million will be spent in subsidising the cost of electricity for persons with 
relevant concession cards. Those concession cards include: the Department of Veterans’ Affairs gold card, 
pensioner concession cards and the health care card. These cards denote the card-holding households as low-
income households, and, roughly, represent one-third of low-income households in the state. The government 
has redirected funds from what was known as the hardship efficiency program. Effectively, individuals went out 
and assessed homes and made suggestions and provision for such things as clothes airers to prevent the overuse 
of drying machines. They gave people draught stoppers—those snakelike implements that are put under doors to 
stop draughts. That was a $55 million-odd program, effectively paying wages for these people to give advice. 
We asked ourselves whether that money would be better spent directly subsidising and decreasing the bills of the 
persons in the lowest income demographics. We answered that in the positive. We then added to that figure an 
additional $24.8 million, which means that over the out years $286 million is going directly to subsidise low-
income households for their electricity bills. I recall that one of the responses from the Leader of the Opposition 
to this policy was, “Well, wouldn’t you be a little upset if you were a middle-income earner? What about middle 
income–earning Western Australians?” It is an ironic thing that the conservative side of politics is the party that 
is devoting its attention, resources and money to assist the people who need it most—the low-income earners. 
A member interjected.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Absolutely. 

Ms L.L. Baker interjected.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is actually a little complicated. 
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People with those cards that I mentioned earn a variety of different incomes, but they are genuinely regarded as 
the lowest one-third of households in terms of income in the state. What does all this mean for the subsidy on 
electricity? This goes to the point of whether the government, which means the taxpayer, is being generous to 
those one-third of households with the subsidy that it is offering. With the cost-of-living assistance payment 
going up under this government by 35 per cent to $200 from the old supply charge rebate, and adding to that 
$200 the dependent child rebate, the example is that a household of two adults and two children that possesses 
one of those cards would generally face an electricity bill of about $1 464 a year. Under the system that this 
government will institute in this budget, they will receive a subsidy and a decrease in that $1 464 yearly 
electricity bill of $507. That means that the taxpayer is subsidising—properly, we say, but nevertheless 
substantially—those low-income households with two adults and two children one-third of their total yearly 
electricity bill. We think that that is a substantial outcome for people who hold those cards and who are the 
lowest income households in this state. That has to be kept in the context that even with recent increases Western 
Australia and Perth has amongst the lowest electricity prices in Australia.  

This government inherited a situation—no matter who was elected, they would have inherited the same 
situation—in which prices had been foolishly and artificially frozen for a decade, and both sides of politics 
acknowledged there would need to be price increases; the opposition proposed 10 per cent price increases for 
eight years. That meant that, roughly, to the point in time that we are standing here today, there was going to be 
about 60 per cent cumulative increase in prices—no matter who was elected. What we have done, however, is 
taken that pain early. Next year there will be a 3.5 per cent increase. Of course, members opposite do not want us 
to talk about the carbon tax. They hate every time that it is mentioned, because the fact remains that every price 
increase on every bill for every Western Australian next year above inflation will be a price increase forced upon 
them by the Australian Labor Party, of which all members opposite are members and of which the opposition is 
fundamentally comprised. 

When we hear the opposition on the radio and on the television talk about “savage” price increases, is that a 
word that applies to the nine per cent carbon tax increase as of 1 July?  
Several members interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Is that a savage price increase or is that a happy price increase? Let us hear members 
opposite state their position on that increase, which is their party’s increase; that is, the Labor Party’s increase! 
This unnecessary and stupid-minded policy of the party of which members opposite are all paid-up members is 
being inflicted upon Western Australians. That is why members opposite do not like us talking about it. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: If members opposite want to talk about electricity prices, we will talk about them all year. 
We will talk about them all year and every single elector who goes to the polls next year will know that they can 
vote for the 3.5 per cent increase 2012–13 party or the 19 per cent increase 2012–13 party. 
Several members interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Let me make it clear for members opposite: we are the 3.5 per cent increase side of Western 
Australian politics and they are the 19 per cent increase side of Western Australian politics. 
The SPEAKER: Please take a seat, Treasurer. 

Mr A.J. Waddell: It is a sad day when you can’t add up and you are the Treasurer. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Forrestfield, I formally call you to order for the third time today. 
Mr C.C. PORTER: I will draw my comments to a conclusion because I know that other government members 
wish to speak. We have made three decisions: first, we made a difficult decision to increase prices early in this 
term of government; second, we made a decision that in 2012–13 there will be only a 3.5 per cent inflationary 
increase; and third, we made a clear and unequivocal decision to oppose the carbon tax in its present form and, 
indeed, in any form and thereby oppose the additional nine per cent increase members opposite support and that 
will impact on Western Australian households on 1 July 2013. I tell members opposite that if they want to talk 
about electricity prices—bring it on! We will talk about it all year. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [3.51 pm]: I have an article from The Sunday Times. I 
must admit that I do not quote from The Sunday Times too often, but it was too good an article not to bring to 
members’ attention. The headline is a bit of an exaggeration, stating “Why we pay more …” when there is clear 
evidence that sometimes we in fact pay less. There are two parts to the table. The first is titled “Pricey Perth” and 
outlines those things for which the public of Western Australia pays more and the second outlines those things 
for which the public pays less. It was interesting to read the comparison. I have a copy here and will read through 
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it. Basic food costs—Perth is the second dearest at $72 for a standard basic food package, with Melbourne the 
cheapest at $66, or $6 less, and Sydney the most expensive at $73. Beer—Perth beer is the dearest. Obviously 
the extra price that we pay depends on how many beers we have. Being a modest drinker, I am sure that this 
would not affect you, Mr Speaker, very much. However, we pay $1.55 more for a beer in Perth when compared 
with Sydney, which is the cheapest—$8.70 to $7.15. I do not know how many times you have a pub meal, 
Mr Speaker, but the cheapest is in Sydney at $17.10 and the dearest is Perth at $22.50. If we go to the movies, 
Perth is the dearest at $10.50. The cheapest is in fact Brisbane, which is $4.50 a ticket cheaper. As you can see, 
Mr Speaker, we are not so flash in Western Australia and there are a lot of things that are more expensive. City 
council rates are among the worst with the dearest rates in Perth $1 700, although I am sure most here would not 
pay that amount for rates. We certainly do not in my electorate. The cheapest average for rates is $1 000 in 
Brisbane. We are $700 more expensive. For those who pay childcare fees, the dearest fees are in Melbourne at 
$18 000 a year with Adelaide the cheapest at $11 000 and Perth paying roughly $12 500 a year. We are certainly 
not the cheapest, but neither are we the most expensive. However, Mr Speaker there are some areas in which we 
do not fare too badly. Let us see those cost comparisons. Car licences and third party insurance—Perth is the 
cheapest by a long chalk; that is, $485 compared with $739, or a $154 difference in price. I think that we have 
already made up enough to buy a beer or two. We are working on the pub next. The cheapest car insurance — 

Ms R. Saffioti: Are you being serious? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Mr Speaker, there is constant interjection and I do not think that I constantly interjected when 
other members were on their feet. 

The cheapest for car insurance is, again, Perth at $425. The dearest is Sydney at $869. Primary school fees are 
cheapest in Perth at $1 800, compared with $3 039 in Adelaide. Secondary school fees are cheapest in Perth at 
$3 500 and dearest in Melbourne at $7 900. That is a massive difference in price. Sure people do not have all 
those expenses, but if we add up all those things that people need to pay for in this state for which we are the 
cheapest and compare the figure with the most expensive, there is a more than $6 000 difference for those things 
for which we are the cheapest. Looking at the other side of the coin, council rates may be higher, but it comes to 
about a $1 400 difference. It depends on how many of those things people do. However, this shows that a lot of 
things in Perth are not just cheaper, but are significantly cheaper—more $1 000 cheaper for three separate items, 
thereby giving people the capacity to spend extra on more expensive items. Where do we find the cheapest 
power? In Perth. Where do we find the cheapest water? It is listed here—Perth. For the two crucial utility costs 
that we continually hear about from the opposition, Perth is at the bottom end of the price market for the services 
provided. 

A National Centre for Social and Economic Modelling study refers to this report in The Sunday Times, stating 
that although it takes into account costs, it does not take incomes into account. The income for people in Western 
Australia is significantly higher than that for the rest of Australia, which means that in Western Australia people 
have more capacity to pay. I will finish my comments—because one other member wants to speak—with a 
reference to the Western Australian Council of Social Service press release. WACOSS is regarded as neutral in 
its views; that is, it does not side with one or the other but provides a fair assessment on behalf of disadvantaged 
people in the state. What does it say in its press release? It is “a modest but forward-looking state budget” and 
WACOSS welcomes the $58.5 million in child health for 100 new child health nurses and the additional 
$29 million for ten child and parent centres to be located in public primary schools in vulnerable communities. It 
refers to the $450 million in the “Shared Start Scheme” and $130 million towards construction of 433 social 
houses. According to the press release — 

“The Council welcomes the inclusion of measures to mitigate the impact of rising utility prices on low 
income households, including the introduction of a Cost of Living Allowance … and a commitment to 
cap rises in electricity costs to 3.5% and water to 6%,” … 

It goes on to praise the $200 allowance that will replace the existing supply charge rebate of $147 and which 
means a $53 increase for people. The release also welcomes the introduction of a future fund. 

Nobody could ever accuse WACOSS of being biased towards this government. I think it fair to say that that 
report, which provides no negatives on what the government is doing, its budget or how it is being managed, is 
an excellent reflection that this government is taking care of the disadvantaged in the community. The 
government did what it had to do. We have heard not only about the electricity price rise and why that was 
forced upon us, but also about the comparison with what would have happened had Labor been elected to 
govern. It shows that, despite those increased burdens that households are no doubt feeling, this government has 
come to the fore to address those issues, to address those concerns, and to try to ease the burden for low and 
middle-income earners throughout Western Australia. 
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MR B.J. GRYLLS (Central Wheatbelt — Minister for Regional Development) [4.00 pm]: I rise to make a 
few comments on the motion before the house. This debate can be understood only when it is seen in the context 
of what might otherwise have happened if the Liberal–National government were not sitting on the Treasury 
bench, because it is important to understand that. The Labor Party has a dirty little secret—it was planning on 
exactly the same cost increases. The Treasurer outlined today that 10 plus 10 plus 10 plus 10 compounding 
would have meant that next financial year Western Australian consumers would have faced a 60 per cent power 
price increase. In an article written by Mark Drummond on 5 April 2008, the then Premier said, probably with 
the support of his then Chief of Staff — 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, I formally call you to order for the third time today. I suggest that all 
members read standing order 48. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS: An article written by Mark Drummond on 5 April 2008 states — 

WA taxpayers are facing a $1 billion-plus bill to bail out troubled electricity generator Verve Energy 
after the Carpenter Government said yesterday it would phase in a massive 72 per cent rise in household 
power bills over as many as eight years. 

Labor’s dirty little secret was that it hoped the public of Western Australia would not think that was going to 
happen. Without a doubt, that is exactly what was going to happen. That is why the basic premise of this debate 
and all the opposition’s debates are fundamentally flawed. What can the government to do address cost-of-living 
pressures and assist Western Australian families? I contend that we can help get them a job. The thing that most 
helps families to address the cost-of-living pressures and helps them get ahead is to get a job. What is Western 
Australia’s record on jobs? We have 3.8 per cent unemployment and 11 per cent youth unemployment. Youth 
unemployment had one of its most dramatic falls in its history in the last reporting period. The Treasurer quoted 
in his budget address the remarkable figure that 70 per cent of all new jobs created in Australia in the last year 
were created in Western Australia. Seven out of every 10 jobs created in Australia were created in Western 
Australia. That makes a difference to people’s cost-of-living pressures and assists Western Australian families. 

In recognition of the increases in the cost of power, this government has delivered an unprecedented 
$286 million cost-of-living payment. That is over a quarter of a billion dollars aimed at the families who need it 
the most. If people can get a job, Western Australia is the place to be and it is a great opportunity for people to 
set up a family. However, if they cannot get a job, the cost-of-living payment can assist them. We cannot forget 
that last year, through the Premier’s initiative, there was a $600 million injection into the not-for-profit sector to 
those most in need of help. If that injection is added to the $286 million cost-of-living payment, that is nearly 
$1 billion to help families in Western Australia who are dealing with cost-of-living pressures. All of that has to 
be compared with what the Labor Party would have done. On becoming the Leader of the Opposition, the 
member for Rockingham made a policy announcement a day. We heard about free-range chooks, the Potato 
Marketing Authority and taking V8 cars off country kids. Everyone was excited that there was new wave 
because the Leader of the Opposition was actually announcing new policies, but when it comes to the issues that 
matter and affect Western Australian families — 

Mr M. McGowan: So people being killed on the roads does not matter? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I do not support the Leader of the Opposition’s policy. 

Mr M. McGowan: You don’t care about people being killed on the roads? That is not important? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I think the policy is fundamentally flawed and I do not support it. I do not support taking V8 
cars off country kids; it is as simple as that. I do not support it. 
Mr J.M. Francis: Or off me! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: Exactly right. 
The latest Office of Road Safety report said that the Labor Party’s policy announcement was fundamentally 
flawed. The Leader of the Opposition will have the chance in his budget reply—tomorrow, I understand—to 
actually stop talking about the minor issues and talk about the major issues. He was part of the government that 
indicated that it was going to put up power prices by 72 per cent over eight years. That 10 per cent glide path 
would essentially have had power prices at exactly the same price as it is now. The Leader of the Opposition will 
have the chance to make his point tomorrow. 
MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [4.05 pm]: The fact is that if the Labor Party had won the last election, 
electricity prices would be 16 per cent lower than they are now. No amount of dishonesty can change the fact 
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that this government put up power prices faster than they would have increased if Labor had been re-elected. 
That is the truth. I made the offer last week that the Treasurer should sit some tests at high school because the 
facts are that prices today would be 16 per cent lower if Labor had been elected. The reason that the Treasurer 
does not add things correctly is that he adds an extra 10 per cent. That is the extra 10 per cent that only this 
government introduced in April 2009 after having not told the truth at the election when the Liberal Party said 
that there would be no steep increase in the cost of power. In April 2009, the government added an extra 
increase. It is dishonest that the government comes in here and does not tell the truth. That is a Liberal Party lie 
and a National Party lie. It is not true; it is a lie. The Liberal Party is not being honest with the people of this 
state. The facts are that if Labor had been re-elected, prices today would be 16 per cent lower. Not only that, 
every day of this government’s term of office the prices would have been lower. They are the facts. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you support a carbon tax? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The Premier supports a carbon tax. We know that he supports a carbon tax. That is 
exactly what he said in this chamber. Was the Premier lying to the chamber when he said that? Was he lying to 
the chamber when he said that there should be a carbon price? I ask you: did you tell a lie when you said in this 
place — 
Mr C.J. Barnett: I don’t support it. I’m asking you. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: When did the Premier change his mind? So you were lying, Premier, were you? You 
should not do that. You have an obligation to tell the truth. The facts are that the federal government has 
compensated — 
Mr C.J. Barnett: What’s your position? 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): Premier, I call you to order for the second time today. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The facts are that this government has stolen money off aged pensioners by pocketing 
the increase in their pension through public housing. The pensioners of this state were awarded the largest ever 
increase by the federal Labor government and this government pocketed that increase. Western Australia is the 
only state in the country to pocket the increase. We know what the government thinks of people on fixed 
incomes. The government talks about the carbon tax; 80 per cent of Western Australians will be compensated for 
the carbon tax. Where is the state government’s compensation for the 70 per cent increase in electricity prices 
that this government is delivering? 
The Treasurer outlined all the reasons that the hardship efficiency program was a waste of money. On 23 
December 2008; 23 February 2009; 26 February 2009; 14 May 2009; the Premier with the Minister for Energy 
on 8 March 2010; 19 March 2010; and on 20 May 2010, on all these occasions the Minister for Energy went 
public, and once with the Premier, saying why the hardship efficiency program was essential for the operation of 
the state. Now it has been binned because it is not worthwhile. Six times the Minister for Energy said that it was 
part of the solution and now the Treasurer has said that it is a waste of money. It is typical of this government, 
and of its spin and dishonesty. I will provide another example for my contribution. The surplus for this year is 
claimed to be $196 million, yet $170 million of that is an accounting trick by moving the Public Transport 
Authority off budget. What dishonesty. The true surplus in this state is less than $30 million. If it were not for 
that dishonesty in this budget, where the government moved the PTA off the general government sector and 
declared it a government trading enterprise, there would be no surplus. It is a dishonest budget. 
The final question I will ask the Treasurer is: does the Treasurer accept the price path—the 25 per cent increase 
that he is promising the people of this state? Does he accept that or repudiate it? Is this the actual figure that will 
happen? Stand up and tell us the truth. We know that the Treasurer does not want to do that. He knows that he 
must accept the truth. Here it is: 25 per cent in black and white. It is not about the cost of generating electricity. 
This is the government’s desire to put up electricity prices in this state by 25 per cent. That is it there in black 
and white. If the Treasurer does not accept that figure, every dollar in the budget is wrong. He cannot hide the 
truth. It is time for him to admit the truth and accept responsibility for his own behaviour. It might be appalling 
behaviour and he might be slippery and hiding the truth, but we know what is set down here. There is a 
25 per cent increase in electricity prices, which is far beyond what was recommended by the Economic 
Regulation Authority to get to cost reflectivity. We know what this government is about. It is about milking the 
GTEs to deliver for their mates. That is what this is about. It is about ripping off the ordinary people and 
delivering for the rich people in the western suburbs.  

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [4.11 pm]: I ask members to cast their minds back to what happened during 
question time when I asked the Minister for Water about the increases in the price of water. He said, “I thought a 
six per cent price increase was quite reasonable.” There was a 10 per cent increase in 2009, a 17.7 per cent 
increase in 2010, an 8.5 per cent increase in 2011 and a 6.6 per cent increase this year, and the minister thinks 
that is reasonable. What world is he living in? We have seen the price of water increase by 42.2 per cent and the 
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minister stands in this house and says that that is a reasonable price increase. It is not a reasonable price increase. 
We should remember that the figures I just gave are the average of the three water services that are delivered to 
households. When we separate exactly how much drinking water is going up by and the price of what we 
consume—that is, drinking water, the bulk of our water bill—it is a completely different story. The Water 
Corporation puts up the price of our water from 1 January and 1 July each year. When our water bill comes 
through our door after 1 July this year, we will be paying an increase on the water that we have consumed from 
1 January this year; that is, we will be paying for the water that we have consumed between 1 January this year 
and 1 July.  

What price increase are we all facing from 1 July this year for water? Budget paper No 3 shows that the average 
household uses 270 kilolitres of water per annum. The increase will be between 18 and 24 per cent. That is in the 
six months from 1 January this year to 1 July. This is the truth. But it is not the information that the Minister for 
Water shared with the rest of the state. It is not the information that he shared with the general public. He has not 
said that the price of water will go up by 24 per cent this year. We will see that when we look at our bill after 
1 July this year. He never said that; he just said that an increase of six per cent is reasonable. It is not reasonable. 
The price that people are paying for water is not reasonable at all. 

What is the impact of those increases in the price of water? I have quoted those figures in this house before but it 
is worthwhile reminding this government again what impact its price increases have on people. In 2010–11, 
54 000 Western Australians were on restriction of supply notices from Water Corp, 84 000 people were on a 
payment plan because they could not pay their bill, and 2 522 people had legal action taken against them by 
Water Corp because they could not pay their bill, a 35 per cent increase on the previous year. That is the impact 
of the increases in the price of utilities in Western Australia. On top of that, how much money is Water Corp 
making out of those price increases? In 2011, it made a profit of $609 million. The Minister for Water told this 
house and he told the media that the bulk of that money goes towards country water, waste water and tariff 
equalisation. How much went towards that? I can tell the minister that it was $291 million, not $609 million. The 
rest of that money went into the pocket of the bloke sitting next to the minister, the Treasurer. It is distributed to 
other programs that are agreed to by this government. That is what people are facing in this state. That is the pain 
that this government has inflicted.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (25) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Ms A.S. Carles Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Mr C.J. Tallentire  
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr P.C. Tinley  
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr A.J. Waddell  

 

Noes (29) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr V.A. Catania Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.T. Miles Mr A.J. Simpson (Teller) 
Mr I.M. Britza Dr K.D. Hames Ms A.R. Mitchell  
Mr T.R. Buswell Mrs L.M. Harvey Dr M.D. Nahan  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr A.P. Jacob Mr C.C. Porter  

 

            

Pairs 

 Mr E.S. Ripper Dr E. Constable 
 Mr T.G. Stephens Mr J.E. McGrath 

Question thus negatived. 
 


