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APPROPRIATION (RECURRENT 2015–16) BILL 2015 
APPROPRIATION (CAPITAL 2015–16) BILL 2015 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 19 May. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [12.28 pm]: I rise to debate the 
Appropriation (Recurrent 2015–16) Bill 2015 and the Appropriation (Capital 2015–16) Bill 2015. What we have 
in Western Australia today is a tale of two states. It is a tale of where Western Australia could have been today 
versus where Western Australia actually is today. I want to talk about the state that I would have liked to have 
seen in 2015. I want to talk about where we should be today versus where we are as a state. My vision for 
Western Australia is this: a prosperous, vibrant, successful, caring, compassionate and fair state, brimming with 
opportunities and confidence for the future. Over the course of the last seven years, I would have liked to have 
seen prudent economic and financial management, sensible planning, appropriate examination of economic 
opportunities, for where our state should be today. 

I want to see long-term planning for the economy, for our social life, for transport and for our environmental 
pressures. That is what I would like to have seen today. I would like to see us embracing modern industry and 
technologies, science and knowledge. That is the state I would like to see. I would like to see a strong trading 
economy but also a strong domestic economy in which there is diversity of industries, strong job opportunities 
and strong job growth for the future. In short, I would like to see a stronger state and a better life for all. Over the 
last seven years we should have created vibrant suburbs and communities in which people live and have the 
opportunity to work, connected by decent transport; in other words, metropolitan hubs. We should have created a 
diversified economy not so reliant on iron ore and we should have made sure we have other industries with their 
place in the sun. We should have ensured that today we have budget capacity to deal with the problems 
confronting Western Australia from the decline in royalties revenue and the decline we have seen over the last 
few years of GST revenues in Western Australia. In other words, we should have ensured budget capacity so that 
in the bad times we have greater capacity in which to spend. 

We should have planned and built additional rail capacity to meet the long-term planning needs of a population 
that will double in our major metropolitan city within the next 40 years. We should have built our training and 
education sectors to be the envy of the world. We should have a training sector that is there to deal with those 
Western Australians who want jobs for the future. We should have also delivered much lower debt than this state 
currently has and budget surpluses to deal with the economic and financial problems facing the state budget. 
That is my vision for Western Australia’s future. Unfortunately, that is not what is happening here in this state 
today. My vision is based on a range of things, particularly my own experiences. The other day the Premier said 
in this house that I do not even like Western Australia. Contrary to that, I love this state. This state has given me 
opportunities beyond my wildest imaginings. I came here 25 years ago with a Toyota Corolla and all my 
possessions in the back of it. That is all I owned. Western Australia has provided me with a family, including 
children; a great career; a wonderful community in which to live; and an outstanding electorate. I live among 
people who want that hope for the future. They want that diversity of opportunity for their children, and which I 
want for my children. They want that capacity for the city in which they live to have a long-term plan so that we 
are not confronted with the problems facing other cities and communities around the world. I grew up in country 
towns. I understand the difficulties faced by unfairness, lack of educational opportunities and a lack of job 
opportunities that often confront kids growing up in those communities. I represent people who travel away to 
sea for long periods and who work very hard and expect reward for effort. That is my life experience. That is 
what I want to see reflected in the policies of a Western Australian government. 

A budget, by definition, is based on numbers but it also should have within it a sense of vision and hope for the 
future; a sense of purpose and a plan for the future; a roadmap to a better future for all; a roadmap to a better 
future for the state; a long-term plan for 10, 20, 50 and 100 years into the future. That is what a budget should 
contain. That is what we should be able to determine from the graphs, figures and words contained within the 
budget. Instead, this budget is a dim, dismal document; it is without hope and without inspiration. It has no plan 
for 10, 20, 50 or 100 years into the future. It is the culmination of years of poor management of this state’s 
finances, of acting according to the exigencies of the demands of today—the whims and wishes of today—rather 
than the long-term plan for the future of the state. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Premier! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: This budget is a document of political selfishness of this Premier and this government. It 
is political selfishness and the culmination of seven years of a government that has not cared about managing the 

 [1] 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 20 May 2015] 

 p4020b-4034a 
Mr Mark McGowan; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Mr Colin Barnett; Speaker; Ms Margaret Quirk; Acting Speaker; Mr 

Sean L'Estrange; Ms Lisa Baker 

state’s finances properly. In fact, this government has a pathological disregard for the state’s finances. It has had 
seven years with seven Treasurers in that period while having a pathological disregard for worrying about the 
future and for budgeting properly. 

On Thursday last week I said that it was the worst budget in the history of Western Australia. 

Several opposition members: Hear, hear! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is the worst budget ever. Few people will contradict that. In fact, the journalists 
basically accept that, because, in the history of the state, it has the worst set of numbers, the worst level of debt, 
the worst deficit and a declining asset investment program and it has left a gigantic landmine for future 
governments, future Premiers and future generations of Western Australians. It is full of broken promises and 
nasty cuts. Other members have mentioned them but I will take the house through just a few. Seniors and first 
home buyers are under assault in this budget, as are renters and landlords with the land tax increase and 
electricity consumers with the massive broken promise on electricity prices. There are the broken promises on 
the Metro Area Express light rail system into the northern suburbs, which the government promised would be 
operating in 2018, but is now out in the never-never. The Albany pipeline was promised at two elections and 
should now be delivering first gas into Albany, but it is nowhere to be seen. There was the Royal Perth Hospital 
upgrade, which at least the health minister had the decency to admit yesterday was a broken promise. At two 
elections $200 million was promised for that hospital. It is a massive broken promise to that aging facility, which 
services large numbers of people throughout our city. The promise not to sell off the Fremantle port has been 
broken. The government promised that debt would not go above $20 billion, but it will go above $36 billion. It 
will be $31 billion in the coming financial year. The government promised that it would never deliver a deficit. 
Next year the state will have a deficit of $2.7 billion combined with a debt of $36 billion, but this government 
inherited surpluses as far as the eye could see and net debt of $3.6 billion. There is some symmetry there. The 
debt will go from $3.6 billion when this government arrived in office to $36 billion. At least it is easy for people 
to understand—a 900 per cent increase in debt in the course of two terms of government. As I have said before, 
in the entire period from the time of Sir John Forrest until the election of the present government, the state’s debt 
climbed to $3.6 billion. With every piece of infrastructure built—all the schools and hospitals, all the power lines 
and water infrastructure, ports, roads and rail lines—the debt rose to $3.6 billion. In the course of another eight 
years, it climbed 900 per cent to $36 billion. What a legacy! It is extraordinary. The government would have had 
to try very hard to achieve a set of books like that; it would have had to try really hard to achieve debt and 
deficits like that, but that is what it has managed to do. 

The biggest issue facing the state today is the lack of diversification in the economy and all the people now 
feeling job insecurity and losing their employment. I meet people all the time in the state who are having 
difficulty getting back into the workforce—difficulty finding a job. This budget predicts that unemployment will 
rise to 6.25 per cent. I would not be surprised if it goes higher than that, in the light of the sentiment out there 
today, and the decline in employment across our state. The only thing that is keeping the unemployment figure 
below where otherwise it would be is the fact that people working in some of our industries are leaving the state 
and going elsewhere in search of employment. This is a job-killing budget. It does not confront the biggest issue 
facing Western Australia—I will go into that later—but this is a job-killing budget because much of the capacity 
of the Western Australian government to deal with this issue confronting the state has been removed. 

I was amazed at the dream world in which the government lives. The Premier compared himself to Sir John 
Forrest, C.Y O’Connor, Sir Charles Court and David Brand. John Forrest, to whom the Premier compares 
himself — 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Premier, you will have your chance again. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: John Forrest was Premier when Fremantle harbour was constructed. The current Premier, 
despite categorically promising the opposite in this house, will be the one who sells that harbour. C.Y. O’Connor 
designed and built the pipeline to Kalgoorlie. This Premier promised a gas pipeline to Albany at two elections 
and has not delivered it. Sir Charles Court was Minister for Industrial Development when the iron ore industry 
took off and Premier when the gas industry started in Western Australia. Admittedly, he was the beneficiary of 
some federal policies that assisted with those things, but he was Premier and minister responsible for those 
developments. This Premier intervened in the Browse project and lost it onshore for Western Australia. This 
Premier—I saw this again today—threatens the iron ore industry with using levers to block export of iron ore 
from Western Australia. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Premier, I call you to order for the first time. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: It takes hide for the Premier to compare himself with those men, considering their records, 
and the Premier’s own record. 

Several members interjected. 
Point of Order 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I was disinclined to interrupt the Leader of the Opposition’s speech, but I think it is 
important to raise this point of order given the behaviour of those opposite. I make the point very clearly that the 
Treasurer, in giving the government’s speech, was heard in silence. Although I might not have anticipated 
complete silence, I would have expected something close to it. The Premier has continued to interject, the 
Treasurer is now interjecting, and the backbench is joining in as well. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Further to that point of order, I agree with what the member for Midland has said. The 
convention is that the response to the budget—I take it that the Leader of the Opposition is the prime 
spokesperson—be listened to in silence. It is also the convention that such a response is not to be used for a 
personal attack on members of Parliament. That is the convention. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan and member for Albany, I have asked for points of order to be taken in 
silence. I would like to hear the Leader of the Opposition. We have had a lot of interjecting going on. Let us try 
to get back on track. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Today is an opportunity to debate and discuss the state budget. Today, I will not be 
making promises I cannot keep. I have already indicated to the people of Western Australia that I will be 
implementing a state infrastructure strategy for Western Australia. Over the course of the next two years, the 
opposition will announce innovative, sensible, reasonable and affordable policies to deal with the long-term 
challenges confronting Western Australia. In any event, today I will not be making any promises I cannot keep. 
In any event, the mismanagement of the finances of this state makes it difficult to make promises. 

Mr M.J. Cowper interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Murray–Wellington, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The headline figure for this budget is the debt and deficit crisis that this government has 
created, and I want to talk briefly about that. In 2017–18, state debt will hit $36 billion. The Liberal and 
National Parties, not Labor, have done this to Western Australia. I want to take the house through how this figure 
compares with that of other states and the commonwealth. I will put this fact before the house up-front. 
Western Australia has had the highest revenue per capita of any state in Australia for at least the last 10 years. 
Where are we now? When this government came to office in 2008, total non-financial public sector debt was 
$2 750 for each man, woman and child in Western Australia. Today, it is $12 874 per person. It has gone from 
around $2 700 to over $12 800. I will compare Western Australia with other states. Today, New South Wales’ 
net debt per person is $6 016; Queensland’s is $7 509; Victoria’s is $5 359; South Australia’s is $6 385; and 
Tasmania’s is $4 435. The only jurisdiction roughly comparable with Western Australia’s net debt per person 
figure is the commonwealth, and the commonwealth’s net debt per person figure is $12 442; in other words, it is 
lower than ours. We can think about the rhetoric from the commonwealth government on these issues. It 
described the financial situation as a debt and deficit disaster—a budget crisis. As a state, Western Australia’s 
figure is worse per person than the commonwealth’s. As we know, when commonwealth revenues swing up, 
they swing up big time. That is not generally the experience of the states. When their revenues swing up, they 
generally have better capacity to deal with the issue. In six and a half short years in government, this government 
has gone from having the best net debt per person figure in the country, including the commonwealth 
government, to having the worst. 

What is most galling about this is that the Premier promised he would not do it. The Premier promised he would 
never deliver a deficit and he promised that state debt would remain under $20 billion. It is a political crime to 
have done that to Western Australia. He has acted entirely contrary to the assurances he gave the people of 
Western Australia. I want to reiterate something that the shadow Treasurer read in the house yesterday—that is, 
what Saul Eslake, the respected economist, said about these issues. We have all heard what the government does. 
The government makes excuses. It does not take responsibility; it is always someone’s fault in its view. My 
father always taught me to never make excuses and to take responsibility for what I do. My dad drilled that into 
all aspects of my life when I was a boy. The government has never taken responsibility for what it has done. 
Saul Eslake said — 
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“[The] West Australian Government’s spent as if iron ore prices would stay at those levels forever 
rather than putting some of the windfall gains they were getting aside to cushion the downturn that’s 
now being felt,” … 

… 

“I would say … those benefits have been squandered at a state level and as is true of a national level,” 
… 

… Western Australia ought to be in a better financial position than it currently is. 

He went on to say — 

… the problem is only partly on the revenue side, it’s also been on the spending side and in the failure 
to plan for the day that surely would have come when iron ore prices weren’t nearly as high as where 
they were two or three years ago.” 

All in all, the double hit of falling iron ore prices and GST share means the promises the Government 
made in the good times will now have to be paid for in the bad. 

In other words, it did not ever take account of the fact that the good times, the iron ore prices and the like, were 
not going to last forever. 

I was disturbed by two things yesterday and I was disturbed by something that the Treasurer said some months 
ago. The Treasurer said that when Labor was in office, debt was too low, so now the Treasurer of the state is 
saying that the debt that Labor runs is too low. Yesterday, the Premier of the state said that it is not a bad 
position to be in with high debt because interest rates are low. He said that interest rates are low, and they are; it 
is true. He said that it is not a bad position to be in with high debt; in other words, $31 billion worth of debt for 
the coming financial year is a good thing because interest rates are low. As we all know, that is locked in stone 
for the next 30 years! Interest rates never go up; that cannot happen! Who could imagine that that could happen? 
The excuses that are made and the lack of responsibility are based upon what is required to get through today 
and not worrying about tomorrow. Tomorrow has now arrived, and it has culminated in this shocking set of 
figures confronting the state, and the excuse is that it is not bad to have debt because interest rates are low. I will 
give members the tip; I was being a bit sarcastic before in case that was not picked up in Hansard. As sure as 
night follows day, interest rates will rise, and when they rise, this debt will still be there. Our current interest 
payments of around $1 billion a year on that debt will rise as well, and that will have a significant impact on 
recurrent spending in future years. 

To put all this into context, it has been accompanied by massive tax rises. Taxes have gone up under this 
government. Payroll tax has been increased; the abolition of transfer duty on non-real assets, which was 
legislated, was abolished; land tax has been increased on three separate occasions; and the duty exemption for 
first home buyers has been reduced; in other words, the availability of the duty exemption for many first home 
buyers has been removed. Taxes have gone up year in, year out under this government. The iron ore price 
warnings that it received year in, year out from Treasury, Moody’s Investors Service and the Reserve Bank were 
ignored. I might add to that illustrious group the state opposition. We warned the government year in, year out in 
this house that it could not rely upon that iron ore price increase; it would not last forever because prices go up 
and then they go down. Everyone was warning the government, but it spent to the limit of its capacity based 
upon revenue that would not continue, and now the people of Western Australia are paying for it. 

What do we see in this budget? The fully funded, fully costed plan has gone; that was two years ago. The fiscal 
action plan of 2013 has not been mentioned; I cannot find that anywhere. Troy Buswell’s fiscal action plan has 
gone; I cannot see that anywhere. What do we see? We see a desperate attempt to keep the AA+ credit rating. 
That is what these asset sales are for. The wording in the Treasurer’s speech indicates that it is an asset sale 
program that will be subject to all these investigations, analyses and the like in the future. It is a desperate 
attempt to try to keep the AA+ credit rating. When this government came to office, it had a AAA credit rating. In 
2013 it lost that rating and it went to the AA+ credit rating. More recently, it went to AA+ on a negative watch. 
I want to tell members the credit ratings of other states. The credit rating in New South Wales is AAA on a stable 
rating, Victoria is AAA and stable, Queensland is AA+ and stable, Tasmania is AA+ and stable, and 
Western Australia is AA+ on a negative watch. What does that mean? 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order members! Thank you. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It means that this state could very well lose its AA+ credit rating. This group of asset sales 
is a desperate plea to the credit rating agencies not to take it away because the government is going to do these 
things at some point in the future. It is a cobbled together group of asset sales rushed in in a desperate effort to 
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keep the AA+ credit rating. We described it as a fire sale, and that is what it will be because the government has 
not done the work prior to getting to this point. Yesterday’s question time was indicative in that regard. The first 
question asked of the Premier yesterday was whether he had done any analysis or a business case to sell 
Fremantle port; he said that that is just process. That is an asset that the people of Western Australia have had for 
the last 112 years that this government categorically promised it would not sell, and now when we ask whether 
there is a business case or analysis of all the issues surrounding it, which I will go into in a moment, the Premier 
says, “That’s just process.” That is good management and good government. If the government goes and asks 
any one of the corporations on St Georges Terrace, that is what they would have done before going through the 
process of selling off one of these assets. 

Mr Acting Speaker, I want to take you through the government’s fire sale plan. It is saying this: we have racked 
up debt by 2015 to $36 billion; we may well reduce that by $3 billion to $5 billion via this privatisation program. 
My view of the privatisation program is this: it should be examined on its merits, and factually. Is there good 
value for taxpayers in this or not? It should not be examined through ideological blinkers, like this Treasurer and 
Premier will do. What should be looked at is whether or not it provides good value for taxpayers. 

I want to take members through a couple of things, but I am going to start with the one that has been quoted most 
of all recently, which is the sale of government-owned office buildings and a leaseback. In 2011, the government 
indicated, via the Premier, that it is far better for the state to own properties in which it operates because there are 
major savings in regards to that. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: That is true. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: And the savings in the lease payments — 
Mr C.J. Barnett: It is true. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I mean, honestly, Mr Acting Speaker. 
Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, we are listening in silence. Thank you, Leader of the Opposition. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The government indicated in 2011 that it is far better for the government to own property 
because there are certain tax benefits and it is more affordable in the long term. It took, in effect, a householder’s 
view to owning their own home. It made some sense. Although I was always of the view that the Premier’s 
office should be with his colleagues in Dumas House, the Premier took a different view. But in any event, a 
pragmatic position was taken that the government would own property rather than lease it. The government said 
it was justifiable because of tax benefits and savings in the long term. In fact, the Premier indicated that in 
relation to rebuilding Hale House, the cost would be paid off within 14 years due to savings in lease costs. That 
is what the government indicated. That was a policy position taken by the government. It is now saying that 
because it has this problem with saving the AA+ credit rating, it will sell off property that it currently owns and 
will lease it back because it will get the short-term sugar hit of the big capital that might save us from losing the 
AA+ credit rating. But just remember this: according to the government’s own logic and analysis, over time the 
lease costs will be greater, because the government said so in 2011; that was the policy position of the 
government. So, in other words, we get the money up-front, but we pay in the long term and future generations 
pay, according to the government’s own logic on that one. 

Yesterday, the government came up with the idea of leasing the vehicle fleet, and the Minister for Finance said 
there might be a $95 million saving. Maybe there will, and maybe there needs to be some analysis of that. Then 
the government said that it would sell and lease back Government Regional Officers’ Housing. We have been 
through the shocking experience of how difficult the housing market is in Western Australia. The government is 
now saying that because the heat is not in the economy right now, it will sell all these properties it acquired and 
lease them back and subject the state to the vagaries of the leasing market in the long term. I have difficulties 
with that, because, once again, it might achieve up-front capital, but over time it may well cost taxpayers in the 
future more than the up-front savings. 

That brings me to the other big two, which are the TAB and Fremantle port. We have seen various estimates 
about the TAB. The Premier said $1 billion, The West Australian is quoting Treasury sources as saying it is 
worth $200 million, and the Treasurer is saying maybe it is worth $600 million. All those things are up in the air; 
we do not actually know, and there are now three figures out there in relation to that sale. The Premier says it 
needs to be sold because we need a new facility. Okay, let us go through that. Let us imagine it is sold and a new 
facility is built. What will the return to the government be from that? A new facility is a very expensive 
proposition. It is a very expensive proposition to build a new racetrack, stands and stables—all the rest of it. 
Hundreds of millions of dollars would be tied up in that. If this is a measure to reduce debt and to save the AA+ 
credit rating, just remember that aspect. Let us say that we cut the value between the estimates of Treasury and 
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the Treasurer; let us say it is worth $400 million. I expect that most, if not all, of that will be taken up with a new 
facility. But that misses the real point. The future of the racing industry is not tied up with people going to race 
meets. Anyone involved with the racing industry will tell the government that. It is not the 1950s when kids went 
with dad. The crowd there at Belmont is not kids with dads, with all the blokes standing around with their hats 
on having a smoke and watching the races. That is not the future of the industry. The industry is about turnover. 
It is about making sure there is a return to the industry and the owners. That is what it is about. Since the creation 
of Racing and Wagering Western Australia in 2002 we have had an industry with integrity, unity and growth. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Point of Order 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: The Premier keeps on hectoring with his puerile comments. He has already been called to 
order once, and I would be mindful if that interjecting continues. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Thank you, member. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is really about turnover and distributions; that is the future of the industry. Jeff Kennett 
said that the worst decision he made as Premier of Victoria was selling the TAB in that state. 

Mr J.E. McGrath interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for South Perth, I call you for the first time. We heard the Treasurer in 
silence, and I want silence for the rest of the Leader of the Opposition’s speech. Member for South Perth, I call 
you for the first time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Before the government sells the TAB, all those issues have to be properly and thoroughly 
examined. Will there be a better return to the industry or will there not be? I suspect that most of the value 
obtained from the sale of the TAB will not go to debt relief or to pay for the Forrestfield rail line; it will go 
towards building a new facility. Building a new facility is not the future of racing. Country racing relies very 
heavily upon distributions and the city relies very heavily upon distributions and integrity, and if there is a sale 
and a reduction in distributions, that will be bad for racing. I have said all along that we will not support the sale 
unless the racing industry supports it. I heard no indication from the racing industry that it supports the sale of 
the TAB. 
That brings me to Fremantle port. I asked yesterday about a business case or analysis; there was none. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Of course there isn’t. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier said, “Of course there isn’t.” I want to take the house through this issue. It is 
true that other states have leased their ports. Adelaide sold its port in 2001. Newcastle engaged its port in a 98-
year lease for $1.75 billion in 2014. The port of Brisbane has just gone through privatisation for $2.1 billion. 
Port Botany and Port Kembla together have gone through a 99-year lease process for $4.3 billion net. The ports 
of Geelong and Portland were sold in 1996. Over the last few years there has been a privatisation of the large 
port infrastructure around Australia. Are there any issues for Western Australia in doing this or is it as easy as 
the Premier indicates? Is it something that should happen without a business case or plan? When we examine 
those issues in Western Australia, the Fremantle container port, in effect, is a monopoly. The port of Esperance 
has about 30 000 containers going out of it, but they are mainly mineral products with some agricultural product. 
The port of Port Hedland has perhaps a couple of thousands boxes going out, as does Broome. In effect, 
Fremantle is the most remote container port in the western world. The distance from Perth to Adelaide is about 
2 700 kilometres by road, and it is even further by sea. Western Australia has a very remote monopoly. Before 
the government decides to sell something, it must always consider whether a monopoly would be better in public 
or private hands. It is an important question. On the east coast Melbourne, Sydney and Brisbane are all 
competitors. In fact, the ports of Newcastle and Port Kembla and a range of container ports along the 
Queensland coast can be added into that mix. There is sizeable competition in the market place along the east 
coast. In Western Australia there is no competition. The Fremantle port is it when it comes to being a container 
port, so my first point is: is it in the interests of the state that this public monopoly become a private monopoly? 
My second point is: what has happened in the eastern states when privatisations took place? This is an important 
point that has not been answered. In Victoria, which is currently going through the privatisation of the port of 
Melbourne, the port user fees will be lifted by 800 per cent. The charge to put a box over the port of Melbourne 
will increase by 800 per cent. The leasing fees for the operators on the port will go up by that amount as well. 
What has industry had to say about that? I will quote from an article in The Sydney Morning Herald dated 
3 March 2015 in which DP World chief executive Paul Scurrah stated — 
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“We are extremely concerned about the long-term viability of the port of Melbourne and the related 
supply chain,” … 

From that same article, when asked about the need and purpose of the port, Asciano chief executive John Mullen 
asked — 

“Is it to sell and maximise the return of the state government and the investment banks or is it to be a 
competitive gateway for trade in and out of the state? 

They are important questions. What is the purpose of the port? Is the port to be a place for enhancing and 
facilitating trade and activity, or is it to be a money earner and capital earner up-front for the state? The 
indications are that the state would receive about $1.5 billion from this privatisation, but does that come at the 
cost of an enormous increase in port user charges? The port of Fremantle sees 73 per cent of WA’s seaborne 
imports pass through it and 8.3 per cent by value of WA’s seaborne exports go out. Of course, most of the 
exports go through our Pilbara ports and perhaps Esperance and Albany, but 73 per cent by value of our 
seaborne imports come through that port. If the costs of going through the port go up significantly, what will 
happen? Who pays for that? Do the operators of the port, DP World and Patrick, absorb that increase or do they 
pass it on to consumers and businesses? They are very important questions. As we have seen in Melbourne, an 
800 per cent increase in user fees is sizeable, significant and difficult to manage. The same sort of thing has gone 
on in other ports around the place. I will quote from an article in Port Strategy, used on the web page of Holman 
Fenwick Willan, a global law firm specialising in international trade and shipping. It did an analysis of the 
privatisation of ports around Australia. It is hardly opposed to the privatisation because it undertakes the legal 
work around the sale of these ports. This firm is in favour of privatisation because it is in its interest. The article 
was prepared by Connie Chen and states — 

In Queensland, the common feedback from port users is that rental prices have soared at renewals. 
In other words, the cost of using the port has gone up significantly. I will quote about Port Botany and 
Port Kembla — 

Under the legislation authorising the Port Botany and Port Kembla privatisation transaction, the new 
owner is given the right to charge rent and specified port charges (such as site occupation, wharfage and 
infrastructure charges). While a pricing monitoring regime has been established to ensure the 
Government’s oversight over the setting, increase and publication of charges, it is questionable whether 
there are sufficient regulatory measures to prevent large price increases. 

In other words, in Sydney, Melbourne and Brisbane the cost of using the port has gone up. Western Australians 
might be prepared for that in order to receive that capital, but if we put in place such a strict regulatory regime so 
that the prices do not go up, it reduces the capital return up-front, and then we have to question whether it is 
worth doing that versus the return that the state gets in perpetuity from operating the port, which is around 
$50 million a year. So which one is the better option? Has that analysis been done? Are we giving away long-
term recurrent receipts for the up-front capital payment? In the context of a debt of $36 billion is $1.5 billion for 
that port worth that risk? These are all important questions, which have not been answered. 
Lastly, how does this fit with the requirement for a new port? Western Australia needs a new container port in 
Kwinana. Work should already be underway for that important piece of economic infrastructure. We all know 
that Fremantle will fill due to a growing population and increasing economic opportunities over the decades. 
Where is the plan and the funding for that port and how will it integrate if the government sells off the port of 
Fremantle? We can bet that the new owners of the Fremantle port would not want a new port in Kwinana. Why 
would they want competition? None of those questions have been answered. All we get is a glib paragraph in the 
budget speech. These important questions about the future of our state have not been answered. The glib 
responses of the government do not give us any confidence in its management of these issues. 
I said earlier this has been a job-destroying budget. We know about the debt and we know about the deficit. It 
says that unemployment will climb to 6.25 per cent, bearing in mind that this government inherited an 
unemployment rate of 2.7 per cent when it came to power. We have seen cuts in agencies. I want to take the 
house through a few of them. Let us remember the constant complaint from industry in this state, irrespective of 
what party is in government, about approvals. The Western Australian Land Information System’s employee 
numbers are down 11.1 per cent. The employee numbers of the Department of Planning are down six per cent; 
the Department of Agriculture and Food 15.5 per cent, with a removal of its science and research role; and the 
Environmental Protection Authority 15.5 per cent. The government will say that it is counterintuitive for us to be 
talking about debt and deficits at the same time as we are talking about these cuts, and perhaps it is. But if we 
want to resolve those issues that we constantly hear about approvals and about getting things happening in 
industry in Western Australia, cutting the agencies that deal with those issues is hardly a way to do it. Each of 
those agencies that I just mentioned—land information, Planning, Agriculture and the EPA—deal with science 
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and research and approvals in Western Australia. They are the key areas that create jobs and employment in our 
state. The Department of Agriculture and Food is down 200 staff in this budget and the Department of Planning 
is down six per cent of its staff. Which agency has gone up eight per cent? It is the Public Sector Commission. 
There are a lot of jobs there. The Public Sector Commission is out there getting private investment in 
Western Australia! In other words, it is not, but that is the government’s priority. 
Other members have taken the state through the asset investment program. At a time when we should be able to 
increase our asset investment program—in other words, capital works in Western Australia—and when we have 
the capacity to do so, we see it declining. Irrespective of the press releases and the throwaway lines of the 
government, the asset investment program is declining. Next year it is going down to $6.2 billion, then to 
$5.9 billion and in 2018–19, to $5.7 billion. Is the population going down? No. Is unemployment going down? 
No. In other words, the legacy of the poor financial management over the last few years is the declining asset 
investment program at the exact time that it should be increasing. I understand why it is going down; it is 
because the government cannot afford it. It is job killing when a government reduces asset investment because of 
poor financial management in the good times—a time when people need more jobs. 
The last issue I want to talk about is training. The cut to the training budget is 10.26 per cent, or $45 million. 
Training is the lifeblood of industry and activity in Western Australia. The people who work hard in the 
industries in this state—in manufacturing, services, mining, agriculture, information technology and the like—
are in our training sector. The universities are controlled by the commonwealth and we run the training sector, 
which has seen a 10 per cent reduction. What has that meant over the past few years? We have seen a 17 per cent 
decline in apprentices since 2008, a decline of 467 jobs over the past three years and a cut of 87 TAFE courses in 
2015. Training is the lifeblood of industry and activity and it is being massacred in this budget. Where in this 
budget is an indication of an IT strategy, a research strategy and local content in manufacturing, science and 
technology? They are the areas that the budget speech should be referring to and that should take up the slack in 
Western Australia to plan for the next 100 years. However, they are not in there because of the government’s 
mismanagement over the past few years. This is a job-destroying, job-killing budget at exactly the time when we 
need the opposite. The Liberal and National Parties have ruined the finances of this state in a way that was 
unimaginable 10 years ago. Richard Court, Charles Court and David Brand would not believe it if they saw what 
the government had done. They would be incredulous about what it has done. In the past 20 years the party that 
has shown financial and economic responsibility in this state is the Labor Party. That is indisputable. The 
numbers do not lie. That is why I am able to say that with absolute certainty. 
Western Australians are resilient, hardworking and proud. They will survive this government and the economy 
will survive this government despite its efforts and the legacy it is leaving Western Australia. The only way to 
fix the situation that Western Australia is now in is to get rid of this Premier and this government. That is the 
only way to fix the mess that Western Australia is in. My commitment to the people of Western Australia is 
realistic, responsible, innovative, competent government based upon people who have experience and 
enthusiasm. Long-term planning for the future of this state is needed. This government is tired and it makes 
excuses. It is time for a change in this state. This is a worn-out government. It is leaving the worst financial and 
economic legacy in the history of this state to its successors. It does not take responsibility for its own actions. 
Labor is committed to fixing this government’s mess. We are people with skills and competence, experience and 
determination and a vision for the future. It would be failing the people of Western Australia for us to commit to 
anything less. We are committed to the people of this state. We love this state. We want it to have a bright future 
and, if elected to office, that is what we will do. 
[Applause.] 
MR S.K. L’ESTRANGE (Churchlands) [1.27 pm]: I rise to speak on the Appropriation (Recurrent 2015–16) 
Bill 2015 and the Appropriation (Capital 2015–16) Bill 2015. I have never heard a greater rendition of fiction in 
my time in this place, which has not been very long—over the last two years—but that has to take the cake. 
Yesterday we put up with an absolute tirade of nonsense from the opposition with no facts and no relevance to 
its own recent history. We heard from the shadow Treasurer on several occasions over the past year or so the 
phrase “chaos has consequences”. I have heard it from that side so often now that I think members opposite want 
to make it their motto so I think we should give it a bit of gravitas. Let us look for the Latin—confusio eventus—
and let us give members opposite a nice little crest for their blazers. It will be a coat of arms. On the top left will 
be that lovely looking wolf in sheep’s clothing that represents the economic conservative argument that they 
have been trying to project so often in this place. On the other side, let us have that big manufacturing, 
construction site iron-wrecking ball, swinging down on a nice big rusty chain. That can represent the member for 
Bassendean because we know that all his unions want to do is wreck the Western Australian economy. On the 
bottom of the crest we will have this lovely cute little sucking tropical gecko stuck to the wall. That little sucking 
tropical gecko represents the opposition’s capacity to govern—stuck on a wall, not knowing what to do. Can 
members picture it: confusio eventus, with that lovely coat of arms representing the members opposite? 
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Let me try to remind them of what we are dealing with here. There are two key points that members opposite 
have been raising with us over the past couple of days: one is the deficit situation and the other is the debt 
situation. I want to address those two key points and rebut a number of the points that they have made. I want 
members to keep in the back of their minds that they have been endeavouring to hoodwink the hardworking, 
industrious and aspirational people of Western Australia. That is their motive—to play it tricky. They have all 
cleared out. They have all gone. 
Dr A.D. Buti: No; we are here! 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The opposition Whip is here. The member for Armadale is here. The rest of them, 
they have all run. They have run for cover. They have absolutely run for cover. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: Don’t tempt me! 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Bring them in, member, because I want them to get a sense of the distrust that the 
Western Australian people will have for them because of the lies and the innuendo and the nonsense that they 
throw out in this place. 
Let us look at the deficit situation. Labor or Liberal members would be faced with the same soft economic 
conditions. Labor or Liberal members would be faced with a $1.5 billion fall in royalty revenue from iron ore. It 
would be the same; it does not matter which party. Labor or Liberal would be faced with a 30 per cent per capita 
goods and services tax distribution. That does not change. It does not matter what side of politics we are on. That 
is the reality of the situation that the state faces, regardless of politics, and it is that situation that created an 
inevitable budget deficit—nothing else; that situation created an inevitable budget deficit. That is absolutely 
superimposed by what is called the vertical fiscal imbalance. We know what the vertical fiscal imbalance is. 
Blind Freddy can see what it is. It is, to put it simply, when the federal centralist government revenue exceeds its 
responsibilities but the state’s capacity to raise its revenue is less than its responsibilities. That fiscal imbalance 
requires that this state government must receive grants from Canberra. But what is happening is that we are 
giving too much to Canberra and we are not getting enough back, because of the situation that I outlined earlier. 
So I think we can park to one side, members, the deficit situation. It is a reality that would have faced Labor or 
Liberal regardless. It is a situation for the times. We know that members opposite will play the politics. We 
know that they are out there playing politics on this and they are trying to trick the good hardworking and 
industrious people of Western Australia. We know that is their motive. Do not let them get away with it, 
members—your people deserve better. 
Let us now look at the debt situation that members opposite have been going on about. The Treasurer and I had a 
look at how Labor would manage debt. We went back to the document headed “2013 State Election Policy 
Costing — Impact of Labor Party Commitments on State Finances”. It is interesting that this document was 
created at the request of the then Leader of the Opposition. He wrote to the then Under Treasurer, Mr Marney, 
and he said in his letter, and I quote — 

I look forward to Treasury’s assessment of WA Labor’s estimated net cost of its election commitments 
against the State’s financial aggregates. 

The letter ends with the words “Regards, Mark McGowan.” 

So Treasury went away and said, “No worries; we’ll have a look at what you’ve got.” It looked at things such as 
the rainbow spaghetti–net train concept that those guys came up with. We know, for example, that it was going 
to look like the London underground. We know that everybody thought, “This looks pretty sexy; this is going to 
be fantastic.” But, then, when we told people, “It’s actually not going to be underground; it’s going to be above 
ground, and to get all those lines, they’re going to be bulldozing through your houses in North Perth and the 
eastern suburbs — 

Mr J.M. Francis: Bulldozing through houses? No, they wouldn’t have! 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Members opposite were going to be bulldozing houses and they were going to be 
getting rid of people’s communities, but it did not matter, because it was going to look like the London 
underground. It is just that it was going to be above ground. 

So the Under Treasurer looked at that, and he said it is interesting that the Leader of the Opposition thinks that 
he can produce this for—what did the Leader of the Opposition think? I think the opposition thought it could 
produce it for $3.8 billion over eight years. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: It was $4.8 billion. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Members opposite thought they could do it for $3.8 billion. But the Under Treasurer 
assessed it at $5.2 billion, Treasurer. 
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Mr J.M. Francis: He’s the Under Treasurer, isn’t he? What would he know? 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Yes; what would he know? Members opposite know better than him! So the alternate 
government’s capacity to manage — 

Dr A.D. Buti: What about your election commitment—fully funded, fully costed? 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Member for Armadale, I will tell you what — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Members! 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The member for Armadale walked right into that one! Let me help him out. It was 
$3.8 billion. The Under Treasurer said $5.2 billion. So the Labor Party’s capacity to manage the finances — 

Dr A.D. Buti: Fully funded, fully costed was your motto! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, I do not mind the spirit of the debate, but if you are going to take 
interjections, I cannot protect you. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: We know that it was $1.4 billion out. I will get to the member for Armadale’s point 
with regard to fully costed, fully funded in a moment when we look at the debt projections, because I find that to 
be the most interesting thing of all. Attached to this letter from the Under Treasurer to the Leader of the 
Opposition was this document. It is headed “Costing of Election Commitments — Impact on State Finances: 
Labor Party Commitments to 4 March 2013”. It projects out to 2015–16, which brings us up to next year. What 
is interesting is that the Under Treasurer had net debt—this is in the document assessing Labor’s capacity to 
manage the state’s economy—at 30 June 2016 at $25.363 billion. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: No! 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Yes, $25.363 billion. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: No! Say that again! 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: That is what the Under Treasurer assessed as Labor’s capacity to manage the state’s 
finances and its debt—$25.363 billion. 

Mr J.M. Francis: You’re not making this up, are you? 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: No, I am not making this up, member. If we then add to that overall effect the fall in 
revenue that I have already explained—I have already explained the deficit situation—we end up with a fall in 
revenue of $5.412 billion. That puts its actual debt position at $30.8 billion. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Oh! What’s ours? 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Where is the shadow Treasurer and where is the Leader of the Opposition to listen to 
this—$30.8 billion! 
Mr J.M. Francis: And that’s all? 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: There is more, member. This is like a Demtel ad—it goes on and on; it just keeps 
giving. The Treasurer and I then looked out to 2018–19. So, for our confusio eventus colleagues on the other 
side of the chamber—for that mob—when we looked further out, we could add another $6.7 billion to cover 
ongoing spending on rainbow spaghetti–net developments and other commitments. We could then add a further 
drop of around $5.1 billion in lost revenue over that time, and we end up with an end point of $42.6 billion. This 
is with the opposition managing the economy under the current set of circumstances! 

Mr J.M. Francis: Could you imagine them standing up to the unions on wages policy? 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: It is funny the member says that, because that is what I am going to go to next. Our 
Liberal government forward estimates out to 2018–19 have net debt projected to be on a downward trajectory—a 
key point—of $35.75 billion. Where did I just say Labor would be? It would be at $42.6 billion, and it is highly 
likely, member, that it would be on an upward trajectory given that it has failed on every occasion to manage 
wages growth. Is that correct? 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Yes. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: That is correct. So while Labor members carry on over there saying that they will be 
better financial managers than us, this bit of data analysis tells us that they would have $6.85 billion more debt 
than us. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Member, what assumptions did they use in setting iron ore prices? 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: That is a very good question. 
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Dr M.D. Nahan: Because I heard from them that they knew it was going down and they would have reserved 
money. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Treasurer, I think the member is well and truly able to handle this. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Let me just say this: the Under Treasurer kind of warned them. He said — 

The Labor Party’s election commitments substantially reduce general government sector operating 
balance projections over the period to 2015–16. Although operating surplus outcomes are still in 
prospect on the basis of the aggregate costs indicated by the Labor Party, the PFPS — 

The Pre-election Financial Projections Statement — 

highlighted the risk of recent royalty revenue volatility that could eliminate very small surplus 
projections. 

So, even with their own projections, members opposite were warned that they would lose their surplus. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: And their credit rating! 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: And their credit rating. It is all in there. 

Let me bring us back to our confusio eventus shadow Treasurer, the member for Victoria Park, and the Leader of 
the Opposition. Members, Labor’s own costing in the forward estimates, given the economic climate, would add 
an increase of $6.85 billion to our government’s projected position. But this assumes that Labor would have put 
in place all of the Liberal government’s measures to reduce expenditure. Can we trust them to have done what 
we did? Let us have a look at it. 

Labor’s handling of wages growth is well worth looking at. I would like to read to members some of an article 
by Mark Drummond on page 11 of The West Australian of Tuesday, 28 February 2006, headed “Express 
economy may run off the rails if Ripper forgets to brake”. It states — 

“They put the brakes on in the first couple of years but since then it’s just been a spend-athon … 

“Eventually it gets you.” 

I will read in particular the following paragraphs — 

The extra $364 million collected in tax by the Government in the first six months was why overall 
government revenues were 9 per cent up on the same period last year. 

But those extra revenues were accompanied by an unsustainable 7.2 per cent rise in government 
spending. That is about twice the rate it should be and leaves Labor in breach of its own expenditure 
targets again. 

The other article I have here directly relates to wages—that article was linked to it—and is from The West 
Australian of Tuesday, 11 April 2006, headed “Why our kids will pick up the bill for Ripper’s spending spree”. 
It states — 

“Ultimately, the public sector wage bill cannot continue to grow at its current rate,” Mr Ripper 
conceded yesterday. That $1.7 billion increase in salaries is at the heart of the unsustainable rise in 
overall general Government spending. 

That is what the Labor government did with wages. Let us look at what this government does with wages. 
Members opposite should remember what I said about the stunned little gecko stuck to the wall saying, “Oh 
dear, wages keep going up and we don’t know what to do”, and contrast that bit of history when Labor was in 
government with this government. Its workforce renewal policy was announced in the 2014–15 midyear review 
with $1.3 billion in savings for 2018–19. It is not unsustainable growth, but projected savings, so it is going the 
other way. That is what the Western Australian public need to be made aware of. Members opposite are saying 
all these lies. They are out there in the community saying that the government is mismanaging the economy. 
They are out there saying that the deficit is the government’s fault and that the government cannot control debt. 
The projections of the opposition are worse, and they went to an election on that. Members should not forget 
that; it is important to let their community know. What do we deduce from this unsustainable 7.2 per cent rise in 
government spending in an out-of-control public sector wage bill back when Labor was in power? The answer is 
simple: a quick assessment of the data tells us that Labor’s forward estimate to 2018–19 was $42.6 billion. That 
is a generous estimate, to Labor, of where we would be. 

Let us park to one side for the moment the assessment that Labor’s debt level would be worse and its capacity to 
control wages growth is highly questionable and let us get to some of the other things members opposite have 
been talking about over the past couple of days. They have been critiquing what the government has been 
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building. This is what I find fascinating—in fact, I just heard them talking about public sector employment levels 
falling. I thought a reduced public sector was a good thing, but anyway. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: They are going to cut public sector spending but employ people, pay them more and spend 
more on capital. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: That is unbelievable, Treasurer. Members opposite continue to amaze us with their 
contradictions of logic. 

Mr D.C. Nalder: That is an oxymoron, isn’t it? 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: It is; it is fascinating. Let us assess Labor’s position on developing the state of 
Western Australia and the capital city of Perth against what the Liberal government has achieved and is 
achieving to date. Let us consider Elizabeth Quay. How is Elizabeth Quay going, members? 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Very good. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: It is going very well. The Minister for Planning says, “Very good.” I visited 
Elizabeth Quay with the Minister for Planning and had a good look at the site. There are some fantastic 
engineering works going on out there now — 

Mr J.M. Francis: Creating a lot of jobs. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: — creating a lot of jobs and there is a lot of Western Australian grown ingenuity in 
those jobs. There is some fantastic work there. What was Labor promising the people of Western Australia, 
although it never started it and never delivered it? It was “Dubai on the Swan”. It was going to have the Jetsons 
in hovercrafts flying around, it was going to be something like 1 800 metres tall and it was going to be amazing. 
But they are having a go at the government for doing a public–private shared arrangement at Elizabeth Quay to 
set up for the future of the state a great project. The Labor government promised goodness knows what. Perhaps 
the debt projection I mentioned earlier of $42.6 billion was going to be just for their — 

Dr M.D. Nahan: No, they were going to get the private sector to build “Dubai on the Swan” in total. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: In total? 

Dr M.D. Nahan: They were going to make money out of it. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The Labor government was going to make money out of it. I am glad the Treasurer 
gave me that insight because that is classic gecko behaviour—the sucking tropical gecko with googly eyes stuck 
to the wall in a nice humid environment, not doing anything. The Labor Party comes up with amazing ideas that 
are completely fanciful. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Let us consider the next point: this government’s $15.1 billion road and public 
transport system. The Minister for Transport is here; he is in charge of it and he knows what he is doing. But 
what does he have to confront? When members opposite were in power, what did they do? They developed road 
reserves. They said, “I know what we’ll do with road reserves—we’ll just sell them and put houses on them. 
That’s a good idea. What could go wrong? We won’t need that big connecting road network.” 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Okay, members! Thank you for the response. 

Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! I think the member knows exactly what he is doing; he does not need too 
much encouragement. Thank you, members. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I am always happy to have a cheer squad. 
This is another example of that good ol’ sucking tropical gecko saying, “Oh, what’s going to happen?” Members 
opposite think we do not need to build any roads; we can just sell the land and put a few houses on it and worry 
about that problem later. When congestion gets out of control and things go nasty they will ask what they can do 
now because they put all their Labor voters in houses on the land that they had reserved for their road networks. 
That is fascinating. That is how they would handle that matter. Let us not forget the rainbow spaghetti–net, train 
set stuff as well; it was all pie in the sky, dreaming. We hoped that would never happen because the bulldozers 
would just go through the houses owned by the older people out there. 
What about the $4 billion spend on education that this government has undertaken? That is remarkable. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: Just expect it; it doesn’t count. 
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Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: It does not count. Here is the paradox: members opposite tell us that it does not count, 
but in all their own speeches, they want a new school. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: They want more. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: They want more. They say, “Give me a retrofit of my current school; give me a better 
one.” 
Dr M.D. Nahan: Isn’t it free? 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I do not think so. But when the government builds the school, they say that we did not 
need that and they are not interested. 
Mr J.M. Francis: You could put air conditioning in schools. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: They are not interested; they do not care. 
Dr A.D. Buti: Member, do you know what we want? In the Armadale special ed school we want to have more 
than one toilet for 55 students and 30 teachers. You might think it is a laughing matter but it is not. The school 
went to the education department last year and asked them for it and it was silent. When I raised it two weeks 
ago, the next day the education department were there, so make a joke over that. There is one toilet for 55 
students and 30 teachers. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I will tell the member something: what I enjoy — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Member for Armadale, I will overlook the fact that you spoke while I am 
on my feet, but your point is well taken. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I love it when the members opposite get passionate about their electorates because 
that is why they are elected members of Parliament; that is what we need. But where are the member for 
Armadale’s colleagues on the front bench right now who are not listening to him? They are ignoring the member 
for Armadale. He has very valid points and I am sure his points should be heard by the Leader of the Opposition 
and the shadow Treasurer so that they can do something about it. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Swan Hills, I do not think it is a joke either, but the point has been 
made, and I think we need to stay with the speech. Thank you.  
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Let me move on to the government’s $5.6 billion hospital spend, which has 
completely transformed the health sector in Western Australia. I keep hearing members opposite whingeing 
about it and carrying on about things that might be going wrong or that we have got 9.5 out of 10 things right but 
we should have got 9.9 out of 10 right. That is all I hear. I have not heard members opposite thank the 
government for giving the people of Western Australia possibly the greatest healthcare system in the world. 
There has been no “thank you”. Members opposite should put little plaques on their electorate offices that thank 
the Western Australian Liberal–National government for giving us the best health system in the world. Have 
they done that? No. Who more than anyone on that side of the chamber should do that? The member for Albany 
should do that. Why? When the member for Albany was a backbencher and Labor was in government, day in, 
day out he would ask for a hospital. What did the Labor government give him? It gave him nothing, not a zack. 
That government said, “There’s another gecko talking to me. I can’t see it; it must be behind me. I can’t see the 
other gecko.” The Labor government ignored the poor member for Albany, but what did this government do? 
We built the hospital. Does the member for Albany thank us for that? Has he put up a little plaque stating, 
“Thank you, Liberal–National government, for the hospital that my own side of politics ignored me over?” No, 
there is nothing. It is unbelievable. 

What do Labor members say about the $6.6 billion allocated for water infrastructure? Labor members tell us that 
that is stupid spending and ask us why the government wants to increase essential services infrastructure when 
over 400 000 people have come to our city and state over the past five or so years! They say that we do not need 
extra infrastructure and the government is wasting money. They say, “You don’t need drinking water!” They can 
put up a rainwater tank or something. It is the same argument about the $8.3 billion power infrastructure 
development. I know what members opposite would probably do, and it is a shame that the shadow Treasurer is 
not in the chamber because he would be able to help me with this. Labor members would probably split it into 
15 entities, blow up a key asset and then scratch their heads and wonder what went wrong. That is what 
Labor members would probably do in the power infrastructure space. 
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What about the $6.1 billion allocated for royalties for regions projects? What would Labor members do for the 
bush? We know, and we can ask the member for Albany—they would do nothing. They ignored him and they 
ignored the bush. The government is undertaking the sinking of the railway line. 

Mr V.A. Catania: The Leader of the Opposition did not mention the regions once in his speech. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: That is right. It is unbelievable. 

I would like to share with members a letter to the editor from one of my constituents in Churchlands. It is quite a 
poignant letter from Mr Brian Povey of Churchlands published in The Weekend West, Saturday, 16 May 2015 
under the headline “ALP would have spent like the Libs”. The letter states — 

The question is, of the money that has been spent, what would Labor have stopped or avoided—
Fiona Stanley Hospital, the new children’s hospital, the stadium, the road modifications at Leach and 
Tonkin and Great Eastern highways or sinking the railway and bus stations? 

The answer is they would have spent the same money. And then some more on rail projects. 

Ms L.L. Baker: How can you know that? 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I will take that interjection because it cuts to the heart of my argument that Labor 
members do not like listening to the people of Western Australia; they want to tell them that they are all wrong. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Member, that is exactly what they are saying. 

Ms L.L. Baker: Do not put words into my mouth member. I said, “How could your constituent have known 
what our priorities are?” I did not say he didn’t know. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I think the member is playing with words. Voters have an opinion and a right to voice 
their opinion. If Labor members choose to ignore their opinions, that is their choice. 

Ms L.L. Baker: I will bring in opinions from my constituents about the other side of the house if you want. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The member can take that position to her constituents. I am sure that they would be 
keen to listen to that. 

Let me continue — 

We have a vastly expanding population and our revenues have been slashed, not just royalties but also 
ludicrous reductions in GST. 

We are in deficit so Tasmania can be in surplus. 

That is what Mr Povey thinks. 

I want to share an article titled “Budget a sober recognition of ugly numbers” from page 68 of The West 
Australian published on 15 May 2015. I will read these paragraphs — 

… Dr Nahan has delivered a solid Budget that makes a belated start on a period of frugality and fiscal 
repair. He has the strategy right. It is not a Budget that offers anything for the public to cheer but it is a 
sober reflection of the tines. 

Importantly, it recognises that the fix should be gradual. Cuts to public spending are needed but if they 
are too harsh and too quick, the shock could send the State into deep recession. It is a sensible decision 
to maintain the program of job-generating capital works, including the Perth Freight Link, stadium and 
airport rail link. 

In conclusion, members, let us remember that chaos has consequences and that the confusio eventus motto of 
members opposite is something the people of Western Australia need to be aware of. The opposition wrote a 
shopping list of election promises. These have been assessed by the Under Treasurer and Treasurer and, in 
today’s context, equate to a greater than $6.85 billion debt position compared with this government’s forward 
projections; and that is being generous. We cannot pin the opposition down on what state and capital city 
development projects it would scrap. Members opposite are like moving sands in that space and they offer no 
roadmap to the future for Western Australia. 

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands) [1.56 pm]: I rise to speak on the Appropriation (Capital 2015–16) Bill 2015 and 
the Appropriation (Recurrent 2015–16) Bill 2015. I fear I will be interrupted fairly shortly, possibly by lots of 
people on their feet asking questions of each other in a loud tone of voice. In the meantime, I will start by 
explaining that my view of this year’s budget has been shaped by its impact or failure to impact on the issue of 
pay inequality in the state. I am glad the Minister for Women’s Interests is in the house at the moment because I 
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am sure she will be interested—she generally is—in these issues. I will talk at some length after question time 
when my speech recommences about the gender pay gap in Western Australia that I am sure members will 
remember is the highest in Australia at the moment. The national figure is 18.8 per cent. In Western Australia, 
this year it is 25.7 per cent. The gender pay gap persists despite many different attempts by many different 
jurisdictions to address the problems of inequities in the workforce and within industries. Clearly, these have not 
returned outcomes of any great significance, particularly not for Western Australian women. 

I thought it would be interesting to look at a particular model that has come to pre-eminence this century and the 
last few years of the last century, which we commonly refer to as the business case around diversity, and to 
perhaps look at a couple of industries in this state—the legal and mining industries—which have great relevance 
to our state. I think it is worthwhile looking at the progress made in those industries and the obstacles they have 
faced in trying to tackle the dreadful inequities they find in their workforce. I will go through the causes of 
inequality and cite some of the specific figures for inequality in both of those industries. I call on the government 
to look at a reinvigoration of its strategies in this area. It seems to me that we have had an ineffective system for 
too long. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 4044.] 
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