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APPROPRIATION (RECURRENT 2018–19) BILL 2018 
Third Reading 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park — Treasurer) [5.24 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR D.C. NALDER (Bateman) [5.24 pm]: I stand to wrap up the Appropriation (Recurrent 2018–19) Bill 2018. 
I would like to make a couple of points. Although we just went through a nice warm fuzzy period acknowledging 
everybody’s contribution to the debate, and there are a couple of positives within the budget and the government 
should be recognised for maintaining discipline and control around expense management, there are other things 
that we are legitimately concerned about. I want to touch on those points in the 15 minutes that I have to talk about 
recurrent accounts. 

The government has forecast zero growth in expenses for police, health, corrective services, and the departments 
of agriculture and education over the forward estimates. The real concern is that when we look at the underlying 
assumptions in the economic outcomes of the budget, the government is forecasting a return to growth in the 
economy, growth in real wages, and an increase in inflation and interest rates. If we see all these forecasts about 
a positive return to the economy, to continue to maintain zero expenses growth across those will be more and more 
challenging. We question the government’s ability to do that and deliver both outcomes—the positives of the 
economy growing on one side, but restraining expense growth without cutting frontline services—because the 
assurance we have been given from the government is that it is maintaining expenses but there will be no cuts to 
frontline services. That is where we need to continue to hold the government to account. 

I would like to quickly dive into a question that I raised during question time and the response the Treasurer made. 
It is to do with housing finance. In the statistics that came out today, we have seen that housing finance continues 
to dive. Month on month those numbers are decreasing, and these are the lowest housing finance numbers that we 
have seen since July 1995. If we were to look at that on a per capita basis, it is a long time since we have seen any 
numbers like this. The question was asked to the Treasurer: what are we doing about it? The difficult thing in 
opposition is that when we ask a question in question time, we cannot get into a debate on it and we cannot go on 
to qualify statements and comments, and return serve. I am using this time now to say that the response the 
Treasurer gave was along the lines of, “We will tell you what we’re not going to do, and that is stimulate demand 
because there is an oversupply in housing.” The reason there is an oversupply in housing is that people have been 
leaving Western Australia because the jobs are not here. That is why there is an oversupply in housing. We are 
asking what the state government is undertaking. What policies will it look at implementing to stabilise the housing 
sector? What will it do in that space to ensure it does not continue to slide? In this budget we have seen an increased 
impost on foreign investors. In principle, we are not necessarily against that sort of thing, but if we look at where 
we are at in this current cycle, the likelihood of that putting an increased dampener on demand for housing is likely 
to put further pressure on the housing sector. There are reports coming out of the east coast, which has had a lot 
more rapid growth and rampant demand, that it is really cooling off and that foreign investors have started to vacate 
the marketplace. If we are going to do this when we have 71 000 people with zero equity or negative equity in 
their homes, and 122 000 households that are suffering mortgage stress, the policies the government is undertaking 
is contributing further and further to the dampening of housing sector demand. This is what we are talking about 
with the second and third order consequences of the policy decisions that this government has made. It does not 
seem to understand and it was a pretty basic question: what policies are the government going to undertake that 
will underpin this part of the economy? A large number of jobs rely on the housing sector, whether they be in 
building and construction, whitegoods supply or in the refurbishment of houses and homes. A large number of 
tradesmen rely on the health of the housing sector.  

The health of the housing sector has flowthrough effects on jobs stability and the economy. I am not advocating 
that we artificially stimulate demand. We have to go down to the basic levels of economic management to ensure 
that we are building sustainable platforms to create long-term jobs that encourage people to want to come here. 
When Labor entered government, its policy was to stem international or overseas migration. I realise that the 
populist politics of that makes sense because we are saying that we want jobs for our local kids. We are not going 
to let people from overseas come and take the jobs. We sit there on the surface and think: that makes sense. When 
we think through the economics of that and the second and third order consequences of that, we start to question 
whether that is a wise decision. As a result of the policy decision, we have seen a rapid reduction in the number of 
international students studying in Western Australia, particularly relative to the rest of Australia. We know that 
for every international student, we get five overseas visitors a year—tourists. These further negative consequences 
have a flowthrough effect on our economy and job stability. This government is not showing a depth of 
understanding of economic policy. It is not about the high-level theoretical element of it. It is about getting down 
into the practical outcomes of solid sound economic policy for Western Australia. This is where we are seeing 
shortcomings and that is disappointing. 
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When we looked at the recurrent accounts, we talked about expense management overall and expense growth for 
the next 12 months at 0.9 per cent. On the surface, we go tick. But nine times in the Treasurer’s budget speech, he 
talked about responsible financial management. Responsible financial management is when we are being totally 
transparent about the outcomes of the budget, and we have failed to see that here. If we had responsible financial 
management, the government would have had a line item to explain that because we are adopting the national 
scheme for the National Disability Insurance Scheme, we are backing out the expenses of NDIS. We have 
a commensurate reduction in the revenue side, so there is a zero net outcome for the state, but we have a reduction 
in the expenses because we are transferring them across to the commonwealth. If we did not transfer them on, then 
the expense growth for the state is considerably higher. It is more than double the rate. Again, the expense outcome 
is still a good outcome if the government had put this in, but an open and transparent government would have 
a line item explaining that. Then we can see all the movements and the ins and outs of the budget. The government 
should not leave it for someone to have to go through and pull the numbers, because most industry bodies out there 
do not get the time, but the opposition took the time and the discipline to go through these numbers and realise 
that they do not add up. Why do they not add up? That is when we see numbers being put in and taken back out. 
That in itself is pretty disappointing. 

The next element I want to talk about is the impact of the household charges increase. It is because I think this is 
where the government has lost touch. I know politically what it is trying to do. It is trying to load up in the two years 
and work on the basis that people will forget. We have had a struggling economy. The economy shifted and 
transitioned from construction to production and, during that process, the prices fell out of the bottom of iron ore. 
The flowthrough effect on royalties for the state government’s revenues put enormous pressure on the economy. 
In 12 months, the government has increased household charges by 13 per cent or $730 a year for the average 
household. A 13 per cent increase in two budgets within 12 months has a massive effect on households. In the 
corresponding months before the second budget, the government loaded in another 4.8 per cent to take it up to that 
13 per cent and we have seen a fivefold increase in the number of people who are seeking financial assistance from 
the state government to pay their utility bills. The alarm bells should be ringing if we continue to increase charges 
at a rate that is above real wages growth. At the time of the budget, real wages growth was 1.5 per cent. Just after, 
it dropped to 1.1 per cent. If we are seeing 1.1 to 1.5 per cent real wages growth but we are putting up household 
charges by five per cent, we are sucking up more of the discretionary income in people’s household budgets. If we 
are doing that, we are pushing more people into the red. More people will need to turn to charities or to government 
to help meet their household bills. This is when we need to be cognisant of where the economy is. It has this ability; 
it is showing green shoots, particularly through mining exploration. They are still really early signs. When we look 
at what I have said on the housing sector and the retail trade, we see that these areas of the economy are still 
struggling. 

In 2017–18, the decline in the housing sector was estimated to be 6.5 per cent. When we look at the forward 
forecasts, we see that it shows that we are anticipating next year’s growth in the housing sector at 4.75 per cent 
positive. Those financial results that came out today are a leading indicator. It is 1 July in a couple of weeks. If the 
leading indicator is continuing to tank, I am not sure how we are going to deliver 4.75 per cent growth. These 
things underpin the revenue assumptions of the recurrent accounts in this budget. People justifiably have some 
concerns about the government’s ability to deliver moving forward. I frame this in the context that we are seeing 
the highest levels of unemployment in 16 years; it was at 6.9 per cent when the budget came out. I know it has 
come off a little bit. There are 98 300 Western Australians seeking employment; that is the highest number on 
record since it started to be recorded in the late 1970s. Bankruptcies are up 16 per cent and insolvency is 
9.9 per cent. We are putting these household charges and imposts on family homes when people are already 
struggling; we know that from all the financial data that is coming through. It is a real challenge for the state 
government to ensure that it has solid policies that will create sustainable full-time jobs, not part time or casual. 
The Premier stood and claimed that 30 000 jobs have been created, but he failed to say that the number of full-time 
jobs has dropped, so that means they must all be part time or casual. He has failed to acknowledge that some 
headwinds out there are creating a real challenge. Some of the assumptions on what the government will be able 
to deliver in future years appear to be a little bullish. I will say this again when we talk about the capital bill. 
I suspect that the government is waiting on further handouts from the federal government through a solution to the 
GST distribution issue or further capital grants to meet some of its commitments for which it has expenses. I will 
touch on that in the debate on the capital bill. 

That is all that I have to say this evening on wrapping up my contribution on the recurrent accounts. I think some 
of the revenue assumptions are bullish. I think some of the government’s expense assumptions around zero growth 
across all these departments are bullish. I am not sure how the government is going to deliver on them. Therefore, 
although there are some ticks for the government with this budget, there are a lot of question marks that mean that 
we will have to wait to see what it can deliver.  

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Leader of the Opposition) [5.39 pm]: I would like to make a few comments. 
I have only 15 minutes, but that is enough for this. The key issue with this budget is that there is some good news, 
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as I said in my contribution to the second reading debate, but also some really disconcerting news, and I will start 
with the latter. 

I think that the government has significantly swallowed its own public relations. The economy outside the mining 
sector is doing it tough in this state. The mining sector, particularly iron ore, gold, lithium and nickel are doing 
well—not astronomically, but the iron ore industry has stopped laying people off and prices have held up. It is 
doing very well. In fact, profit rates are extremely high. Gold is doing well, but it needs to retain investment. The 
household sector, which accounts for over 40 per cent of the economy, is doing it really tough, and the government 
has significantly underestimated the difficulties with the household sector. That has a number of ramifications for 
the budget, the economy and the community. For this budget, the government has estimated or assumed very rapid 
growth in almost all indicators that relate to the household sector, including household consumption, household 
expenditure, housing starts and housing prices. A person’s house is important because it is basically the asset base 
upon which they base their balance sheets and upon which they base their expenditure policies. I know some 
people, particularly in the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia and others, are out there 
saying, “Things are rapidly recovering”, but the data shows otherwise. We have had a significant period of a rolling 
recession in this state. I know it well. It started when I was the Treasurer. No data shows this more clearly than the 
March quarter of what is called the state final demand. It is the gross state product minus exports. It declined by 
1.1 per cent in a single quarter while across the nation, it grew significantly. We remain in a rolling recession. The 
data is clear. The shadow Treasurer went through some of these issues. House prices are still declining. Housing 
starts are the lowest since 1995—almost 25 years ago. There are other household indications of insolvencies. The 
numbers of bankruptcies are high. Retail sales are flat to negative. We have been out talking to people in the 
community of Darling Range. The key issue they come up with, particularly in Byford, is the difficulties of having 
to manage the household budget. People are often borrowing to pay their bills—not just the mortgage, but to pay 
their bills. They cannot sell their house even if they wish to. House values are going down. People are in real 
trouble across the economy, including in some higher priced suburbs. 

The government can see green shoots and it is acting upon those visions, but the vision is not accurate. The 
government is acting on it with some of the largest increases in fees and charges in recent times. Government 
members have to be held accountable for this. A little over a year ago, they campaigned and had campaigned for 
four years decrying the former government’s increases in fees and charges for electricity and water. They called 
us miserable. During the last term, the former government increased electricity prices by three per cent, and the 
then opposition ran a very successful campaign decrying us for imposing misery on the community. During the 
Labor government’s first term, fees and charges were raised by nearly 11 per cent, and it was made a fixed charge 
so that no-one could avoid it. Fees for water went up by six per cent. Next year, fees will increase by 5.5 per cent 
and there will be an equivalent increase of seven per cent in fees for electricity. Government members say that this 
is budget repair. Of course, all this additional revenue will be ripped back to fund the budget. This increase in fees 
and charges has a feedback loop into the budget. To a large extent, budget repair is based on a recovering 
household sector, but the government is kicking the household sector in the guts with its fees and charges. It is not 
going to get that recovery revenue. 

If I go back to political accountability, the former members of the opposition went on and on promising the people 
of Western Australia that they knew the difficulties faced by the community. They said they knew these difficulties 
before the election. After the election, one of the first statements that the Premier made about the economy was 
that Western Australia’s economy was in a great depression. He said that the whole economy, including the largest 
sector—the household sector—was in a great depression and what did the government do? It kicked households 
in the guts with a large increase in fees and charges. Because people are borrowing to keep their houses, it forces 
them to a large extent to borrow to pay these fees and charges. That is what they have to do. 

Let me give members some indication of the magnitude of these increases in fees and charges. They are not just 
this year and next year, as indicated, but also over the forward estimates. Over the forward estimates, because of 
the changes made in two budgets—last year and this year—household fees and charges for the average, 
standardised household will go up by $1 241 over the four years. That constitutes an additional impost of about 
1.7 per cent—an additional tax on average households of 1.7 per cent. Government members know it. 
In opposition, they derided us for that. The largest increase in fees is for electricity, which will go up by 
$500 per household over that period. Water fees will go up by $335 per household over that period. We know that 
most of the increase in water fees is a tax. The Water Corporation already collects money 14 per cent above its 
costs, so every bit of additional growth in the Water Corporation from this $335 it collects per household is simply 
a tax imposed on households through the Water Corporation by this government. If government members went 
out and were honest with the householders of Darling Range, Byford and all around the place, they would tell 
people, “We decided to impose a heavy levy of $1 241 on you” even though, before the election when people 
voted for them, they said they would not do that. The former opposition said the previous government pushed 
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excessive fees and charges when they were pushed out a fraction of what the government has done, and the 
government has imposed more fees and charges. 

The problem the government has is not just democratic in terms of the election. The problem is that households 
have been hit so hard that the government is not going to get the recovery in household expenditure it has forecast. 
Yes, sections of the economy are doing well. The mining sector is doing quite well. There are also good signs in 
some areas that have a high density of mining owners and workers. In Cottesloe, households are starting to pick 
up, and even in Rossmoyne where there is a large number of senior mining engineers and whatnot, it is picking 
up. However, the large, middle-income suburbs out there are struggling. If members go out and talk to a few 
retailers, they will tell them there is no growth. As the shadow Treasurer indicated, there could not be a clearer 
example than Kambos going bankrupt. It was a very successful firm. It sold a whole bunch of whitegoods of 
various types. Prices for whitegoods are actually pretty low now. It was not the internet or Amazon that killed 
Kambos; it was lack of demand. The reason is that household formation is low and households cannot afford to 
replace or renew necessary household equipment. That is what this budget does. It has turned the Water Corp and 
to some extent Synergy into taxing mechanisms. That is what has happened. 

The good news in this budget, of course, was grants. I have to say that I am a bit jealous of this. The government 
has received a huge inflow of both GST grants and other grants from the commonwealth. I have calculated 
a theoretical number: the government’s average grants from the commonwealth, the GST and otherwise are 
growing at 7.8 per cent a year. This year, 2017–18, they will grow by nearly 12 per cent. Commonwealth GST 
revenue has gone up since 2016–17, the last year of the previous government. This year a little less than $2 billion 
was received, and the government estimates that will go to $5.1 billion in 2021–22—a 200-plus per cent increase 
in revenue on an annualised basis. In other words, after the collapse in revenue that was experienced four years 
ago, the government is now experiencing a return to the time before that. Again, I have done a little number. Had 
the previous government, in which I was Treasurer part of the time, received the increasing grants that the present 
government has received, it would have never had a deficit over its period of office. Indeed, we would have 
received an additional $7.9 billion, so the debt would not be $31 billion, as indicated, but more like $24 billion, 
which is thoroughly manageable. The lesson is that the recovery in this budget is largely and overwhelmingly due 
to commonwealth grants. The GST return is no longer 30 per cent; it is 48 per cent, going up to 65 per cent, and 
then screaming past 70 per cent. The good news here is that the commonwealth funding and the GST has recovered, 
or is on the pathway of significant recovery. Still, 70 per cent is not high, but, let us face it, the community still 
thinks it is 30 per cent, but it is not; it is going to 70 per cent. I will talk about the use of the commonwealth capital 
grants when we get to the capital section of the budget. All I can say is that the growth in capital revenue has been 
significant. 

Another issue I want to talk about is that probably the most dishonest aspect of this budget is its treatment of 
royalties for regions. The government has said that only the Labor Party will sustain and retain royalties for regions, 
while it is gutting royalties for regions. In 2021–22, 58 per cent of the one billion dollar pool of royalties for 
regions will be taken out of the bottom and used to fund things that have always been funded from the consolidated 
account. The government should be honest: it has raided royalties for regions for other purposes. The government 
is not saying it, but it has raided royalties for regions. It thinks it can go out and say it is sustaining royalties for 
regions, while it is raiding it. The reality is that we cannot spend money twice. When people come, in the run-up 
to the next election, and say, “What about funding this from RforR?”, the government will say it does not have 
any money; it has already spent it. The government can come out with the rhetoric, but in the run-up to the next 
election it will be forced to be honest and say that there is no money left in RforR. The government has raided it, 
and it is all but gone. We expect, in the next few budgets, that the amount of money being ripped out of royalties 
for regions will escalate. All the residual will be totally committed, and RforR will be no more. That is a hallmark 
of the McGowan government’s approach to budgeting. Its approach to royalties for regions is completely and 
utterly dishonest. It will get away with it, perhaps, now, but not in two to three years’ time. As I said, we cannot 
spend the same dollar twice. The government might try, but people in rural and regional Western Australia will 
know, like the people of Moora experienced this time. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [5.54 pm]: I want to make a couple of comments on the 
Appropriation (Recurrent 2018–19) Bill 2018, in the short time frame that might get us through to dinner if I am 
lucky, and if the Treasurer is lucky. I have a number of comments on the budget. At a global level, a number of 
things were clearly borne out through the estimates process. The opposition’s interrogation of the budget was 
sound in the budget reply speeches, but in estimates we firstly confirmed the answer to a very simple question. We 
knew it, but we had to get the words out of the Treasurer’s mouth. The question was the net debt of the state when 
the Labor Party took over from the Liberal–National government. Out of the Treasurer’s mouth it was considerably 
less than what the government claimed, at just over $30 billion, so the great lie that had been put out by the 
ministers has been set straight in budget estimates for everyone to see in black and white print. 
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The opposition also highlighted the big black hole in this budget; that is, Metronet. There has been a little bit of 
creative accounting, with the federal government grants making the budget look pretty flash, while not bringing 
any state commitments to book. The other question asked of the Treasurer at that time was, when that is brought 
to book, will it come up with debt, and the answer was yes, so it will contribute to net debt. The points that have 
been made about bringing the budget back into surplus, and the positive impact on net debt that the Treasurer has 
brought to the people of Western Australia, will be seriously challenged when those parameters start coming onto 
the budget face. 

We also see now that the government is starting to own the budget. This is its second budget. The first one 
happened in September last year, and this is the government’s first budget that has been brought down in May, the 
traditional time budgets are brought in. Given that the government has been in power for 18 months now, with two 
and a half years until the next election, the government is owning the challenges that this budget presents. In the 
area of expense growth, even the Treasurer admitted in estimates that following on from a change of government, 
expense growth slows down. Typically the response is in favour of low expense growth, and now the Treasurer 
has predicted growth over the forward estimates, and that will be challenging, because of the serious service 
pressures that are starting to emerge. We are all feeling that in our electorates, and I am sure that the Labor Party 
backbenchers are also feeling that in their electorates. 

As that plays through, we are seeing other decisions take effect. As was mentioned by the Leader of the Opposition, 
the Water Corporation is being used as a cash cow. This has reached new heights with a net accrual to government 
of over $500 million from the Water Corporation. It is really hard to stomach, when punters out there are suffering 
an increase of 5.5 per cent on their water bills, seeing a significant portion of funds from that government trading 
enterprise going back into government coffers. It is over $500 million a year. To say that is not a cash cow is a very 
directed response. The Minister for Water used to bang on about that when the net accrual to government was 
around $250 million or $300 million. It is now $500 million, and the government now owns that, because the 
Water Corporation is being treated as a cash cow in this case. 

In royalties for regions, a massive substitution has gone on. We saw it in the last budget, and now we are seeing it 
in this budget, in which RforR is starting to pick up the tab for orange school buses in the out years. As that starts 
to wash through the budget, we see the killing off of royalties for regions. It has taken the Labor Party only two 
budgets to effectively kill off royalties for regions. That is an absolute tragedy, because, as I said in my second 
reading contribution, the great lie that was put out during the election campaign was that Labor supports royalties 
for regions. I remember seeing advertisements in the electorate of the member for Collie–Preston announcing that 
Labor supported royalties for regions, but it has absolutely been gutted. As that plays through in this budget, so 
again the government is now owning those decisions. 

On top of that, a bunch of poor decisions have been made. We talked about one during the suspension of standing 
orders today, with the Woodside decision. It is another shocking decision from a regional development perspective. 
The government fundamentally got that wrong, and I know that the member for Pilbara will suffer the 
consequences for that, because he has to walk the streets and look people in the eye. 

Mr K. Michel interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: He is back in the house, so I am sure he is going to make some comments. 

The other regional service impacts are in the area of education and community resource centres. A range of regional 
services are under pressure. We are starting to pick up just about one every day, as we have another look at the 
budget and go back over estimates. These things will start showing through as issues that the government now 
owns. 

One issue in my own electorate that flared up just before we came into government was the charges on water 
licence fees, which is now being played out in the budget with the mining companies getting hit, as well as public 
water suppliers. I do not know whether that extends to remote communities, but anyone who has a public water 
supply licence, I am assuming, has to pick up the tab if they are drawing on a prescribed area. I would have thought 
there might be operators in some of those remote areas that will have to pick up the tab. I am not sure whether that 
has been accounted for. That debate is emerging. The Minister for Water wants to bring on some water reforms, 
but he will not be able to do it if water licence fee increases are hanging over people’s heads. 

The government now owns this budget. It has to make it work. It is no longer the budget of the opposition; it is the 
budget of this government, and it must own the problems with it. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park — Treasurer) [7.00 pm] — in reply: I rise to make some comments in reply 
to the third reading of the Appropriation (Recurrent 2018–19) Bill 2018. I want to deal with a couple of issues. 
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Clearly, there is a view emerging in the opposition that the government has fallen over arse backwards into some 
form of good budget. Of course, that is not how it works. A lot of effort has gone into it. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I am not necessarily sure that the word used by the Treasurer is a parliamentary term. 
As a relatively new member of this place I seek your clarification, Mr Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr R.S. Love): I am afraid that I did not actually hear the term that is being referred 
to. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I tell you what, Mr Acting Speaker; I do not want to offend the member for Hillarys, so I will 
withdraw that. I do not want to offend the member for Hillarys. He is clearly a sensitive soul. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Can we move on? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: For someone who makes late-night booty calls, I am surprised he would be so offended by 
things. Anyway, the member for Hillarys obviously reserves his more vigorous debate to after midnight. I will 
leave that alone. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr B.S. WYATT: There are a few issues that I want to deal with. There is the idea that the government is now 
awash with revenue. There is an idea that GST has come in unexpectedly. Of course it has not. What has come in 
is slightly higher than was in the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement. The point I want to make is that 
since the PFPS to now, comparison to comparison, we are still about a billion dollars down on revenue. In respect 
of GST, our receipts are nearly $1.5 billion less. Compared with what we were expecting at the time of the election, 
revenue is still considerably down, not up, contrary to some of the comments made by both the Leader of the 
Opposition and the shadow Treasurer. Another point the Leader of the Opposition made about the previous 
government was that — 

The major structural weakness in the … budgets … was a collapse in revenue. 

That is simply not true. Even allowing for the reduction in revenue late in the life of the former government, total 
revenue, compared with all the budgets of the former government, was still about $3 billion higher. I gave an 
interesting answer to the upper house member Hon Dr Steve Thomas. The former government received an 
additional $10 billion over that time in government compared with the trend revenue. The former government was 
awash with money. The problem was that it spent way more, whether because it just did not have the fiscal 
discipline—we saw that particularly in the first term with Treasurer’s advances coming through; that is, spending 
outside of the budget—it had record high after record high, or it simply assumed that there would be a GST fix in 
due course, which of course was always a very dangerous assumption. Another point was made by both the 
Leader of the Opposition and the shadow Treasurer. The Leader of the Opposition stated — 

In other words, debt and deficit are overwhelmingly reduced by factors that this government has no 
involvement with at all. 

The member for Bateman said — 

… moving towards a positive surplus will not be from its — 

That is, our government’s — 

activities … 

That is simply not true. I made the point a number of times in my budget speech. I get the doubts raised by the 
opposition—we raised similar doubts—but when there is annual average expense growth of 1.2 per cent across 
the forward estimates, it has an impact when revenue is stopping its fall or returning to better growth. As I have 
said in this place before, we could have just done what the former government did. If we had averaged the spend 
growth of the former government at 6.5 per cent across our forward estimates, that is an extra $17 billion in spend. 
It is ludicrous to think that governments have no control over the finances. I think that is probably why we ended 
up in the situation we ended up in under the former government. 

Mr D.C. Nalder: Didn’t we commend you for expense management? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No, but then the opposition went on and said that all these projections of surpluses have nothing 
to do with us. They do relate. If the government controls its expense management, of course it will return to 
a surplus position. I made the point around the extra $17 billion in spend. I think the Leader of the Opposition took 
some umbrage in some debate in the lead-up to the budget about the critique I made in this place around the global 
assumption of savings that the former government put into its budget late in its day and then assumed across the 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 12 June 2018] 

 p3187b-3195a 
Mr Ben Wyatt; Mr Dean Nalder; Dr Mike Nahan; Mr Terry Redman; Mr Peter Katsambanis 

 [7] 

forwards, unallocated to any particular program. The government is now having to go through that and allocate 
those. The Leader of the Opposition said — 

The agency expenditure review was a detailed assessment, department by department, … 

… 

We did not leave it up to a global figure; we did not leave it to the departments. 

That is exactly what he did. I want to bring to the Leader of the Opposition’s attention his own risk statement for 
the 2016–17 budget, which stated — 

The 2016–17 Budget includes a savings provision of $461 million over the period 2017–18 to 2019–20 for 
the third tranche of the Agency Expenditure Reviews …, which extends the program to an additional 
54 agencies … 

… if the tranche three AER agencies do not identify measures to achieve the provisioned savings targets 
as part of the 2017–18 Budget, there will be a corresponding deterioration in the general government 
operating balance and net debt estimates contained in this Budget. 

That is the key point: we came in with these global allocations of savings that we are now having to allocate and 
find, with much hostility from the opposition, which booked those savings when it was in government. 

The member for Bateman takes some umbrage with the line item “slippage”. He said — 

There was a line item called “slippage”. I had never seen it before in a state government budget. … That 
raises all sorts of alarm bells and concerns for me about the integrity of the budget and of this government. 

Again, the problem is that this has been part of the budget for a long, long time. Over the last decade we have had 
about $11 billion that has been treated this way in 10 budgets. It has been called different things—underspend, 
slippage, carryover et cetera—but it was $11 billion. We have done this before. It is not new; it will continue into 
the forwards. The only unusual one that has happened a couple of times, including I think in the second-last budget 
of the former government, was recurrent slippage. What we are seeing already in the outcome of the 2017–18 
budget is that the slippage has come in almost exactly. I expect that by the time the annual report is tabled, that 
will indeed be the case. 

There are a couple of things I want to correct before making some comments around some issues raised by the 
member for Bateman. In some debate during the Department of Treasury estimates committee hearing with the 
member for Warren–Blackwood, I stated that a business case for the Albany wave farm project was currently being 
undertaken. That was the advice given to me. I will correct that. A business case is not in the process of being 
prepared; however, due diligence has now been completed and the election commitment’s implementation is 
subject to a tender process. Two related requests for proposals were lodged with Tenders WA. The technology 
development project was open to any applicant, and the wave energy research centre was open to the four 
Western Australian universities with applied science technology facilities. The tender and evaluation process was 
undertaken and the final decision to award the project was evaluated by an independent evaluation panel. The 
Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development has also prepared a comprehensive project plan and 
a funding strategy to implement the selection commitment. 

On another issue, there was an exchange with the member for Bateman and, I think, the Leader of the Opposition 
around whether some information on Bright Energy Investments was confidential. I was not comfortable with that 
position at the time, as I advised the house. I have since written to the Leader of the Opposition, cc-ed to the 
member for Bateman on that. For the sake of Hansard, I will state now what I did not state then. It is in the letter 
I have written to the opposition. Synergy executed a sale agreement to divest its interest in Greenough River solar 
farm 1 and Greenough River solar farm 2 to Bright Energy Investments, a joint venture between Synergy, the 
Dutch Infrastructure Fund and Cbus. Under the sale agreement, Synergy divested 100 per cent of its interest in 
Greenough River solar farm 1, the existing 10 megawatt operational facility and the right to further develop 
a 30 megawatt expansion, being Greenough River solar farm 2. The total sale price amounted to $17.6 million and 
the sale price for Albany Grasmere and the development of Warradarge wind farm are not yet finalised and are 
currently subject to ongoing negotiations. In my letter to the Leader of the Opposition and the member for 
Bateman, I undertook to provide that when it was complete. Again, to a certain extent, this issue was left 
unresolved with respect to the Horizon Power letter of intent. I have since provided to the opposition a copy of 
that letter of intent between Horizon Power and Indonesia’s state-owned energy company.  

I want to deal with something that the member for Bateman has raised a few times, and that is the issue of part-time 
employment. I get what the member is up to, because I spent many years doing it; that is, when the government 
has good news, the opposition tries to pick out the more negative aspects of it. The critique has been that despite 
the nearly 30 000 jobs created under this government, it is all bad because they are part-time positions. I want to 
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comment about the part-time–full-time split. The actual growth in part-time positions is not a new phenomenon. 
In fact, if we go back to 1978, we will see a slow increase—increasing faster since about 2003—in the share of 
part-time employment in Western Australia. That is not unusual. Indeed, I had a look at the figures during the 
former government’s term. Between September 2008 and March 2017, total full-time employment increased by 
3.9 per cent. It would have been larger had the then government been defeated a couple of years earlier, but it lost 
3.9 per cent of full-time jobs in its last year or two in government. The total part-time employment during its term 
increased by 30.1 per cent. During the former government’s term, the size of the pie share of part-time employment 
increased by 17.3 per cent, from 26.82 per cent of total employment to 31.45 per cent. That trajectory has 
continued and it is now up to 33 per cent of total employment. It has increased by about another 5.5 to six per cent 
in the last 12 months. That is not an unusual trajectory, but I do not recall the former government complaining 
about part-time employment growth when it was in government, yet it is something that it is complaining bitterly 
about now. 

However, that is part of a broader picture because the data itself highlights a range of other issues, including that 
underemployment in Western Australia has fallen to 9.5 per cent after peaking at 10.6 per cent in the last couple 
of months of the former government’s term. That is a good indicator as is the fact that Western Australia’s 
participation rate is the highest in the nation, at 68.8 per cent. If we had the average participation rate, the perverse 
outcome would be a much lower unemployment rate. That is how these factors work. 

In the last few minutes, I want to make some final points. The Leader of the Opposition critiqued the fact that state 
final demand is growing. It has been growing 0.2 per cent in the 12 months to March. That is a turning point for 
the domestic economy. In the last 12 months of the former government’s term, it declined by eight or nine per 
cent, and it had been declining for about six years up to then. This is an important change in the domestic economy 
that I hope holds. I have been accused of being rosy eyed, but I am not. I get that there are risks to our economy, 
but from the overall data, the leading indicators are positive, and this is good news for us all. We will not return to 
the sort of growth that we saw during the commodity super cycle. That is not a bad thing. It is a more sustainable 
growth period. Yes, there will be challenges along the way. A highlight of that is the member for Bateman’s 
comments around housing. Absolutely, the housing market has been declining, but many other factors are at play. 
As I said, Senator Dean Smith puts it down to Australian Prudential Regulation Authority regulatory settings 
driving that. The former government was getting data showing dwelling investments falling month on month, 
pushed into the three very significant increases in land tax. That was the former Treasurer, now Leader of the 
Opposition, effectively chasing his declining revenue by upping tax rates. It generally does not work that way and 
it did not work for the former government; in fact, it had quite a dramatic impact. Although the former government 
was getting that data of month on month falls in dwelling investment, it was pushing into that some very significant 
tax increases. The reality is that we have an oversupply. Rental rates are now slowly increasing, but have basically 
come off a lot, and vacancy rates are very high. I am not going to push a stimulatory package into that because 
I simply cannot afford it. The data is good. I think the future of the state economy is good. In the next 12 months 
and four years, of course, all those statements of risk that the budget highlights are there and are a risk. But I think 
Western Australians, as the data and the confidence settings are proving across survey after survey, have a very 
positive footing on where we are heading in the next 12 months and over the next four years. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
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