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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 1) 2005 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 2) 2005 

Second Reading - Cognate Debate 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [2.37 pm]:  I am very pleased to continue with my 
budget reply.  I know I have been on my feet for some time now, but some very important matters in the state 
budget obviously need to be dealt with.  I will summarise for members the comments that I have made in the last 
hour and a half of my speech.  I have basically made the point that this is a runaway state budget.  Expenditure is 
out of control, revenue is out of control and state debt is out of control.  

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  How can revenue be out of control? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Who said that? 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  You did.  

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Does the minister want me to tell him why?  It is because revenue is taxation, my friend, 
and when the government gets revenue, it gets taxation, and it must put its hands in people’s pockets to get 
taxation.  What is the point the minister is trying to make? 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Does the government control taxation? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  It does, yes. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Revenue is taxation, and the government controls taxation? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Yes.  What is next in the lesson?   

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  What a load of rubbish! 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  What is the point the minister is trying to make, please? 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  My point is that I am afraid you are making yourself look foolish. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  How?  Can the minister explain it to me? 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  By making statements like revenue is out of control. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Taxation is out of control, yes.  What is the point the minister is trying to make? 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  You obviously have nothing to say. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The minister has made a fool of himself.  He has realised what he said.  He was hoping I 
would move on. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Revenue is not out of control. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  For the benefit of the Minister for State Development, I will rephrase it slightly.  Expenses 
are out of control. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  No.  That is what I said before.  I have not got to the next bit yet.  My goodness me!  What 
is the collective IQ of members opposite?  As I said, expenses are out of control.  Taxation, therefore revenue, is 
out of control.  State debt is out of control and real, new tax cuts are almost non-existent.  Clearly, the state 
budget is being administered by someone who has no understanding of how to run a business.  If he did, we 
would not have seen a 30-odd per cent increase in expenditure growth over the past four years.  We certainly 
would not be faced with a situation in which next year we will have the highest annual debt blow-out in the 
history of Western Australia since comparative figures were recorded.  How many Leaders of the Opposition 
could have stood here and said that in the past?  Not too many.  The government is driving the truck from the 
tray; everything is out of control.  Departments are blowing their budgets; tax revenue is out of control and 
expenditure is out of control.  The government has been saved by the mining industry.  What is its response to 
the mining industry?  It is to put up royalties.  If China blinks, we have all had it. 
Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!  The level of background noise is quite deafening.  I am sure everyone 
wishes for the Leader of the Opposition’s speech to finish at some stage.  I urge members not to interject. 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I have made my point about debt, expenses and taxation.  I make the point very solemnly 
that the Chinese economy has driven the Western Australian economy.  I know that the Gallop Labor 
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government likes to take credit for the good economic times that we are enjoying.  I pose the same question that 
Larry Graham once did: which of the Gallop Labor government’s policies started the boom in China?  Clearly, 
none of them.  The boom in China has spilled over into Western Australia.  We are net beneficiaries of that.  Just 
because we have windfall revenues, it does not mean that the government should adjust its recurrent spending to 
match the revenues.  If the revenues fall over, we are in all sorts of trouble.  If China blinks, we have had it, 
particularly at this level of expenditure.  If we had a prudent government that was prepared to increase 
expenditure, we could withstand a fall back in the Chinese economy. 

The government would have us believe that it is spending new money on infrastructure.  It has mentioned 
infrastructure in water and power.  The government says it is increasing its expenditure like it has never 
increased it before.  That is the political spin; I will give the house the facts.  The Water Corporation spent about 
$400 million last year on capital expenditure.  The government says that it will spend $700 million this year and 
asks whether is it not great for doing that.  It said that just after the sewerage pipe burst in Victoria Park.  
Everyone thinks the government will spend the money replacing sewerage pipes.  They think it will spend an 
additional $300 million to replace the pipes and ageing infrastructure.  However, the government fails to tell 
people that $385 million of the $700 million is for the desalination plant.  If that is correct, we are taking a hit on 
capital works in the Water Corporation.  No-one should be under any illusions about how much “additional” 
money the Labor Party is spending on capital works because it is just illusionary.  The government has said that 
it will put an additional $488 million into Western Power; that is, power-related infrastructure.  The biggest 
problem we have had in the past few years is that storms have tended to knock out the power system.  Only a 
few weeks ago, 110 000 Western Australian households were without power.  That is a huge number of people.  
Some people might say that the Gallop Labor government cannot be blamed because the storm blew over all the 
power poles.  At first glance that would appear to be a reasonable point of view, but the fact is that if those 
power poles were underground, the storm would not have blown them over.   
Several members interjected. 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  If the powerlines were underground, the storm would not have blown them over. 

Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER:  Order!   
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The fact is that if this state had a significant amount of underground power, 110 000 people 
would not have been without power only a few weeks ago.  When people see the figure of an additional 
$488 million for power being bandied around, they automatically think that money will go towards serious 
infrastructure in the power portfolio.  They automatically think that the government is doing something about 
these rolling blackouts.  What the government is doing is patching up the old wooden power poles.  Of course, 
they still get blown over by storms.  The government is patching up the aboveground power lines, which still get 
enveloped by tree branches.  The old wooden power poles still get knocked over by wayward trucks.  The 
government can patch those things up all it likes; the fact is there will still be a significant number of blackouts.  
The only way forward is to put the power underground.  That is how we will stormproof Western Australia.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  How much would you borrow to do it? 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  This government has just borrowed $1.4 billion.  The reality is that the underground power 
program must be long term, but we must make the commitment to it today for future budgets. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  How much would it cost?  How much would you borrow to do it? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I understand, courtesy of a briefing by Western Power, that the total cost of undergrounding 
power, which of course is the long-term objective, is about $2.5 billion.  One would assume that the government 
would be putting in a reasonable amount of money, given that the target is so high. 
Several members interjected. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I will wait. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  Members, on my right was a series of people wanting to make comments that 
absolutely no-one was interested in.  We do not want the Leader of the Opposition to lose track and have to start 
again. 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I will start again; that is fine.  Given the $2.5 billion target for underground power in this 
state, one would assume that a reasonable amount of money would have been put into that program.  Guess what 
the government put into this budget?  It was $20 million out of a $2.5 billion program.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  You are saying that you would give it a higher priority, are you? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Yes, it should have a very high priority. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  In what other areas would you reduce expenditure to pay for it? 
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Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  If the Leader of the House wants me to move over to that side of the house, I will tell him 
straightaway.  I want to deal with this issue of $20 million.  When I opened the budget papers I saw a figure of 
$20 million for underground power.  I thought it was disgraceful but, do you know what, Mr Speaker?  The 
figure is actually only $10 million because the government has included $10 million from the local ratepayers.  
You and I, Mr Speaker, must fork out the $10 million.  The government has the hide to put $20 million in the 
budget papers.  The $20 million is ridiculous by any measure, but $10 million is just a joke.  If we are to be 
serious about making Western Australia’s power grid stormproof and thereby guaranteeing our power supply 
well into the future, we must spend money on underground power.  We cannot make a token effort.   
I return briefly to my favourite topic, which is of course taxation.  The Gallop Labor government is the second-
highest taxing state government per head of population in the country.  Last year Western Australia was behind 
Victoria, but this year, according to the latest Australian Bureau of Statistics figures, Western Australia has 
leapfrogged Victoria and is now second only to New South Wales; in fact, the ABS figures confirm that since 
the Gallop Labor government came to power, it has increased state taxes for every man, woman and child in this 
state by $617 a year.  Last year the figure was about $364.  That is a 17 per cent hike in state taxes per head of 
population, which is a ridiculous figure.  Interestingly, the Labor Party provided the interstate comparison chart 
of taxation per head of population in last year’s budget papers, and it indicated that Western Australia was third 
behind Victoria.  The per head of population chart has disappeared this year - puff; it went up in smoke!  The 
Australian Bureau of Statistics has confirmed that Western Australia has leapfrogged Victoria in that 
comparison, and, puff, the chart disappeared from the budget papers.  The budget papers are not a plaything of 
the government, but the accounts of the business of Western Australia.  Members opposite cannot pull charts out 
and put charts in because they suit their purposes in any given year.  The last set of Australian Bureau of 
Statistics figures indicate that in 2003-04, people in New South Wales paid $2 597 per annum per head, and 
Western Australians paid $2 503; that was almost the same amount as that paid in New South Wales, which is 
the highest taxing state in the country.  The Northern Territory taxed only $1 596 per head; Tasmania, $1 698; 
South Australia, $2 278; Queensland, $2 128; and Victoria taxed $2 455 per person per annum, according to the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics.  The level of taxation in Western Australia is ridiculous.   
A quick perusal of the previous budget papers indicates what the Labor Party has done with taxation.  A nice 
summary page in the budget papers is headed “Summary of taxation revenue measures”.  It is hard to find, but it 
is there.  The 2001-02 budget tax increases are listed nicely for members.  I share them with members of the 
house.  In 2001-02, the Labor Party increased the top payroll tax rate, which resulted in an additional $27 million 
in revenue.  In 2001-02, the Labor Party attracted a further $6.2 million by increasing the gross value of taxable 
fringe benefits.  Here is an old chestnut: included in the 2001-02 summary of taxation measures was that thing 
called the premium property tax that was to raise $12 million.  All members remember the fate of that premium 
property tax: it went down the gurgler quickly when Betty from Balga rang talkback radio to say that she was not 
rich but had inherited a property that would be taken from her as a result of the premium property tax.  The 
Labor Party thought it would inflict the tax only on Liberals, or people who have been a bit successful in their 
lives, but the tax was to be inflicted on everybody.  Therefore, it was pulled.  I am pleased to advise the house 
that the premium property tax revenue of $12 million never eventuated.   
The 2002-03 summary of taxation measures is interesting.  The Labor Party increased taxes through the 
following measures.  It replaced the nominal 25c stamp duty for motor vehicle compulsory third party insurance 
premiums with an ad valorem of eight per cent of the premium, and additional revenue amounted to 
$24.5 million from that little beauty.  The Labor Party increases the rate of stamp duty on motor vehicle licence 
transfers, excluding heavy duty vehicles, thankfully.  That little gem raised another $38.3 million of your money 
and mine, Mr Speaker.  The Labor Party increased the conveyancing rate - that is, stamp duty applied when a 
house is sold - and raised another $57 million for that budget.   

I move to the 2003-04 budget, which is a ripper.  The Labor Party increased the stamp duty rate on conveyancing 
by 15 per cent across every rate scale, which raised $109.5 million in additional revenue.  Members opposite 
stated that they would increase the stamp duty rate on general insurance policies from eight per cent to 10 per 
cent, which raised another $52.5 million - and thanks for coming!  In the 2004-05 budget, we find, surprise, 
surprise, that there were all these minuses.  The Labor Party seems to have given something back.  I thought that 
was very odd; it does not do that.  I suddenly wondered what it was about the 2004-05 year that would make the 
Labor Party want to give back some money.  Then it struck me that there was an election that year, and so there 
were a few minuses.   

Mr F.M. Logan:  Why did we do it this year then?   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Did members hear what the minister said?  Why did the Labor Party do it this year - with 
$7.2 million? 

Several members interjected.  
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Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I asked that question an hour ago.  Why did the Labor Party do it this year?  That amount of 
$7.2 million is next to nothing.  The reality is that the Treasurer of this state is a bit like the cookie monster; he 
just will not stop eating the cookies out of the cookie jar.  One of two things will happen: either he will run out of 
cookies or he will explode.  Neither is sustainable for the state of Western Australia.  He just cannot continue 
down that line.   

I will finish my remarks by referring to my office budget.  The difference between me and ministers of the 
Crown is that I am a member of the Liberal Party and they are members of the Labor Party.  They always get 
what they want and need in their office budget, whereas my office budget is continually stepped on so that I do 
not have the resources to hold the Labor Party to account.  I advise the house now that I intend to exceed my 
office budget this year and, more than likely, in the following few years.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  We will take action on that, because that is contrary to the rules.  You will not be allowed to 
do that.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  That is simply because when Geoff Gallop was opposition leader, he exceeded his budget.  
I will tell members by how much he exceeded his budget.  When Geoff Gallop was opposition leader, his budget 
was $841 000, but he actually spent $1 012 000.  Geoff Gallop was Leader of the Opposition in 1996-97 - eight 
years ago - and still his budget was $841 000.  My budget in 2004-05 was $732 000.  Geoff Gallop’s budget was 
$841 000 eight years ago, but still he blew his budget.  The Labor Party has given me a piddling $100 000 
increase this year, which will cover only those things that were not covered last year that are absolutely essential 
to the office budget.  It certainly will not allow me to do the job of Leader of the Opposition properly and 
therefore it will not allow me to hold the Labor Party to account.  This budget has been politically motivated 
from day one.  That is why the former Leader of the Opposition was forced to exceed his budget.  To be fair, I 
suspect that is why Geoff Gallop exceeded his budget, although the Liberal Party gave him considerably more. 

Point of Order 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN:  Members know that in this house they must refer to members by their position or 
their seat.  On a number of occasions the Leader of the Opposition has not done that when referring to the 
Premier.   

The SPEAKER:  It is true.  I had not noticed.  Have members finished their conversation?  I call both the 
Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the National Party to order.  I am sure that the Leader of the 
Opposition knows the rules and I urge him to comply.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  It will not be the case that my expenditure exceeds my allocation but, rather, that my 
allocation does not meet my expenditure for political reasons.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You simply will not be permitted to do that.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I will not be extravagant with the office; I will spend what I think is right.  We need only 
look at what the Premier spent as Leader of the Opposition.  Eight years ago, he was given between $100 000 
and $200 000 more than I have been given this year.  If we take inflation into account, it is a pathetic allocation.  
The government not only has smeared the Leader of the Opposition, but also is trying to stop him from doing his 
job.  Will the government tell the people that it will stop the Leader of the Opposition from doing his job?  I will 
relish the opportunity to take that fight to the Labor Party in the public arena.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Fighting for your own privileges; that will be great.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I am fighting for staff members to research public policy issues to hold the government to 
account.  I cannot operate within the politically motivated budget that has been given to me.  Unfortunately, I 
will probably end up exceeding that budget.   

I will finish by reiterating some cold hard facts that I think have probably taken some members by surprise 
today.  The first is that next year, Western Australia will have an annual debt blow-out of $1.4 billion.  That will 
be the biggest annual blow-out in debt in Western Australia since comparative figures have been kept.  Apart 
from the blow-out this year of $1 billion, the next biggest blow-out occurred in the 1990s when the current 
Premier was the minister assisting the Treasurer and, therefore, was the de facto Treasurer.  Expenditure growth 
is out of control.  When the Labor Party came to power in 2001, expenditure was around $10.1 billion.  It is now 
more than $13 billion.  Expenditure has blown out by 30 per cent.  Thank goodness that revenue has kept up with 
that, given the boom in China.  Members opposite cannot run a business the size of Western Australia.  In all 
sincerity, I am very concerned that the Chinese economy might blink and that, in the blink of an eye, Western 
Australia will go under.   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 1 June 2005] 

 p2604c-2615a 
Mr Matt Birney; Speaker; Mr David Templeman; Dr Kim Hames; Mr Max Trenorden 

 [5] 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [3.02 pm]:  I am very pleased that the Treasurer is in the chamber, although he 
was about to leave!  I will initially talk about my electorate of Dawesville.  I will say the name “Dawesville” a 
few times so that the Treasurer becomes familiar with it, because, sadly, I do not think he has heard the name 
before.  As happened with the electorates of many members on this side of the house, Dawesville did not appear 
in any of the budget papers.  I have searched for “Dawesville” in the budget papers, but it is nowhere to be 
found.  I can only assume that the Treasurer is not aware of the existence of Dawesville.   

When I was the member for Yokine, I was very jealous of the previous member for Dawesville.  The Treasurer 
might say that he was a much better member than I am, which is why he got so many things.  The inner-city seat 
of Yokine was largely developed and did not need a lot of things.  One of the big things that I managed to get for 
that electorate was funding for the complete renovation of Mount Lawley Senior High School.  Unfortunately, 
the work on the high school occurred after my departure as the local member.  I note that the new local member 
took credit for that work, as did the government.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  The problem turned out to be not geography but personality.   
Dr K.D. HAMES:  Perhaps so.  The former member for Dawesville used to get a large number of things for his 
electorate.  Every time we looked at the budget papers, all we would see was Dawesville this and Dawesville 
that.  The area was given a lot of infrastructure, and for good reason.  As the Treasurer knows, Mandurah and its 
surrounds are the fastest growing area in Australia.  Cabinet members recently met the local council, which made 
many presentations to them and discussed the lack of infrastructure in that area.  Help from the government is 
desperately needed to build up the infrastructure of the Peel region to cope with the huge increase in demand.   
Having not got anything in my electorate, I looked at what the electorate next door to mine received.  The 
government Whip holds the seat next door to mine.  I am sure that the Whip would have had a whip poised over 
the Treasurer - the mind boggles at the thought - in an attempt to get more funds for his electorate.  What specific 
money did the member for Mandurah get in this budget?  I am pleased that he got some things.  First, he 
received an allocation of $3 million for stage 2 of the community health centre.  That was very good, and I thank 
the Treasurer for that.  Unfortunately, only $300 000 was allocated this year and there are no forward estimates 
to show exactly when it will be built, but we assume it will be built some time over the next few years.  Of 
course, stage 1 has just been completed.  Secondly, the emergency department of the hospital received $3 million 
in total, but only $700 000 this year.  It obviously takes time for the planning and development of how that 
emergency department will operate, but there are two problems with that and I will deal with them at a later 
stage in my speech.  Thirdly, the Peel deviation received $336 million in total.  Some $170 million of that is 
federal government funding and $4 million has been allocated this year to continue the planning.  I will also 
speak about that later.  Sadly, the budget indicates that the starting date for the construction of the deviation will 
be 2007.  The Treasurer knows that $20 million from the federal government will not be forthcoming if that is 
the case, although I am reliably informed that the project will commence in 2006 and not 2007.  Finally, I missed 
the figure relating to infill sewerage.  Yesterday I was searching through the budget trying to find things 
applicable to my area and I noticed that one of the Treasurer’s diagrams indicated that something like 
$16 million or $17 million was allocated for infill sewerage just in that little area around Mandurah.  The total 
budget for the state is $35 million or $36 million, and $16 million has been allocated for the little area around 
Mandurah, which is great.  I am looking forward to seeing where that money will be spent.  I have been wanting 
to ask the Treasurer a question about the infill sewerage budget for a week or two, because one of my 
constituents was included in the previous schedule of the budget to have infill sewerage done in her area in two 
years’ time.  She lives right next to the Peel Estuary, so she is in an area that one would think would have a very 
high priority to prevent nutrients from leaking into the Peel Estuary.  She rang to see whether her work was still 
on time and was told by the Water Corporation that the infill sewerage project was not going to be built 
according to the time indicated because the budget was being reduced.  The Water Corporation informed her that 
the budget figures were being reduced from something like $35 million this year, to $30 million the following 
year, to $10 million for the two years after that and then were cutting out.  I was trying to have that question 
included before the budget was delivered just in case the Treasurer wanted to change the figures.  We had been 
spending $90 million a year on the infill sewerage program when in government but at some stage it had to come 
to a close.  I understand why the Treasurer wound it up, but why has he now allocated $16 million to that area 
for infill sewerage, when a person who was budgeted to have her work done in two years’ time is told that her 
work is going to be delayed?  It does not make sense.  I will be pursuing that during the estimates hearings to see 
what happened to the money that was supposedly allocated for her job and to see what will happen to the 
$16 million that has been allocated to our little area.  That is what was budgeted for our area.  However, with the 
infrastructure requirements of that area, I thought the budget would have been significantly higher.   

Of course, the rail is coming to Mandurah.  Perhaps the Treasurer said to the member for Mandurah that as he 
was getting the rail he should forget everything else, as that was all he was getting.  However, I think the 
member for Mandurah would agree with me that I should mention the huge infrastructure needs of the Peel 
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Region, the rapidly growing population and the urgent requirement by the City of Mandurah for extra funding to 
provide for the rapidly developing needs of that area.  I give credit in my speech for an item the Treasurer has 
included in the budget.  I think that under the Peel Development Commission there are plans to complete a 
comprehensive indigenous economic development strategy for Peel.  That is great news; I give credit for that.  
The indigenous representatives from our area will be very pleased with that inclusion.  Another item for which I 
give credit - it is within the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure’s portfolio - is the funding to complete a 
section of road from Lombadina-Djarindjin on the Dampier Peninsula to Bardi or One Arm Point and to provide 
further sealing of the roads between Cape Leveque and One Arm Point.  I do not know whether the Treasurer has 
been to that area.  I have been there many times.  The previous road was in an abysmal condition.  The coalition 
government spent money upgrading it, but it needed sealing.  I am pleased to see that in the four years during 
which I was not a member of Parliament, the work has been completed, and I congratulate the government for 
that. 
There is nothing else in the budget for my electorate or the Peel region.  I refer now to some of my community’s 
needs.  I hope that next year, the word “Dawesville” might find its place in Treasury’s vocabulary and into next 
year’s budget.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  We can have a Dawesville strategy.  
Dr K.D. HAMES:  Exactly, and I am pleased to be able to tell the Treasurer now what should be in that 
strategy.  I refer first to schools.  I acknowledge that there is a huge demand for schools across Western 
Australia.  However, what I will put to the Treasurer is not my view of what should happen in my electorate, but 
the views of the Department of Education and Training.  In particular, the Fremantle-Peel District Education 
Office has a plan for what schools are required in that area.  The district office has indicated which schools it 
believes are desperately needed due to the rapidly expanding Mandurah population.  As we have said in this 
place before, the Peel region is the fastest-growing area in Australia.  Three schools in particular are required in 
that area because every school in my electorate is full to capacity.  There is barely any room for more 
demountables.  Ocean Road Primary School said it could squeeze in one more demountable, but that will 
nowhere near address the rapidly growing population.  The district office has undertaken the proper assessments, 
such as an assessment of the population growth, the present student numbers and future growth.  The district 
office has told me that the schools are needed now but they are not shown in this budget.  Even if they are 
included in next year’s budget, it will not help the present situation.  Nonetheless, it is essential that those 
schools be provided for in the 2006-07 budget.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  There are 39 new schools provided for in the budget.  
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I understand that.  From experience in the coalition government I understand that providing 
funding for schools is a thankless task because there are huge demands on funding.  However, the fact is the 
Western Australian population is growing rapidly, and the Peel region is the fastest growing of all the regions.  
Surely, if new schools are to be built somewhere, they should be built where the population is increasing the 
most.  People are coming to live in the Peel region.  The government’s local representatives are saying that they 
need schools now, yet there is no provision in this budget or in the forecasts.  The district office submitted its 
plans, as do all district offices, but when they reached head office they were rejected.  Three schools are needed 
in our area.  One is the Ocean Road middle school, which is scheduled to be a year 7 to 10 school.  The Peel 
region enjoys a unique educational situation.  The Education and Health Standing Committee today spoke to 
education people.  In my electorate of Peel traditional high schools of year 8 to 12 do not exist; middle schools 
have been built.  The high school is linked in with the local TAFE.  It is part of the modern education system 
where students are not locked into a high school and are able to do TAFE courses.  It is a very good system.  I 
notice the member for Mandurah is nodding.  It is an extremely good system and is working very well.  It is the 
future for education in Western Australia, but, to service it, middle schools need to be built.  A strong school of 
thought shared by some people in my electorate is that there should be a traditional high school there.  They 
think there should be a years 8 to 12 school at the Ocean Road site and they are putting their views forward.  
Whatever is the case, a high school is needed in our area.   
Two primary schools are needed - one at Merlin Road, Falcon, for which the land has been set aside, and the 
other is in Erskine.  Again, I am advised that both schools are needed now.   
The problem with the school at Erskine is that the children have to cross that rotten road that runs through the 
middle of the electorate.  Hopefully, by 2009, the traffic will be reduced when the Peel deviation is completed, 
but now on an average weekday 15 000 vehicles drive on it and 220 kids have to cross that road with no crossing 
assistance.  Hopefully a set of lights will be installed at Casuarina Drive so the children can cross the road at the 
lights.  However, presently 220 kids have to cross from one side to the other.  The Education Department wants a 
school on the opposite side to cater for the 220 children and it actually has a new and interesting concept of how 
that school will evolve in the future.  I will leave that to the department to put to the Minister for Education so he 
can convince the government of that need.  Schools are a very high priority in my electorate. 
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The second priority in my electorate is the Peel Health Campus, and I will be talking to the Minister for Health 
later today about the requirements there.  I have said previously that there is $3 million in the budget to double 
the size of the emergency department.  It is very good and worthwhile.  The emergency department was built to 
attend to 15 000 emergency patients and now it is attending to 30 000 a year.  It is well beyond time that this 
work was done.   

In the election campaign, the Liberal Party promised $21.6 million to the Peel Health Campus to address the 
urgent needs of that hospital.  We proposed to double the size of the emergency department, and probably one 
month after that promise, the government promised to do the same.  I have been informed on how the Labor 
Party works to win election campaigns.  The same group manages that party’s election campaigns throughout 
Australia.  It does not matter how silly the answer is, whatever the opposition proposes, it proposes the same 
thing.  If it is done, within a week or two of the announcement, the promise is nullified.  I noticed that, when the 
Liberal Party promised increased funding for people in retirement villages who purchased whole of life 
retirements, one week later the Labor Party did the same.  The road through the member for Riverton’s electorate 
is another example.  The government put forward a totally ludicrous proposal to stop trucks using that road, but 
again that occurred within one week.  That is its strategy - get in there and neutralise any issue as fast as it can.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Let me give the opposition strategy.  You get wind of something that is under consideration in 
the government and you announce it before the government completes its consideration.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  We would not be able to do that because the government has all the information, the 
research people and funding at its disposal, so the government can trump the opposition at every opportunity.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  If we were able to do that in opposition, I am sure you are.   

Dr K.D. HAMES: Is that what the government used to do in opposition? 
We cannot have an emergency service seeing double the number of patients without something to back it up.  
We cannot have a hospital with the same number of beds and where no more patients can be accommodated, as 
happens in all the hospitals in Western Australia.  We cannot have an emergency department without having 
somewhere to put patients.  More beds must be available in the hospital to take the extra patients.  Again, the 
fastest growing area in Australia will have more people attending that emergency department.  It is fine to see 
them, but there must be somewhere to put them.  We proposed 70 new beds as part of that $21.6 million 
promise.  That is, therefore, two new wards, two new operating theatres and a 20-bed paediatric ward - there is 
no dedicated paediatric ward at the hospital - five palliative care beds and an emergency helicopter pad, to allow 
for the rapid transfer of patients with serious injuries.  Those facilities will cost about $21.6 million.  The 
Treasurer has put up $3 million, which is not enough.  Even if the government does not provide all the facilities 
that the previous coalition government promised - it is easy to make promises from opposition - it could provide 
some of them.  Although those funds are not specifically in the budget, the Minister for Health must find some 
money at least as a minimum for some extra beds in that hospital.  Even if he does not provide the money for 70 
new beds, there must be some new beds to cater for the patients who are coming into that emergency 
department; otherwise exactly the same problem will occur there as has occurred at Royal Perth Hospital and Sir 
Charles Gairdner Hospital, with banks of people lying in beds clogging up the emergency department because 
they have nowhere to go.  The other facilities, such as new theatres, can wait, as they are not the highest priority 
at that hospital.  Extra beds, improved facilities in the emergency department and a paediatric ward are the 
highest priority. 
The former member for Dawesville, Mr Arthur Marshall, has formed the Peel Health Foundation with a group of 
people in the area.  That foundation has support from senior businesspeople who have made some amazing 
donations.  The group is trying to raise money to fund a new dedicated paediatric ward because at present not 
only is there no dedicated paediatric ward, but also security is very poor.  Recently the child of a couple who had 
separated was in the hospital and the father just walked in the back door, straight through into the paediatric unit 
and was with the child.  The hospital, therefore, needs a dedicated and secure paediatric ward.  I hope that at 
some stage the Treasurer will be able to provide some assistance when the Minister for Health takes the proceeds 
of that foundation to him.  I believe the foundation will ask the Treasurer to match the amount of money that it 
raises for that badly needed paediatric unit. 

I want to talk about a couple of issues in the water portfolio that concern me.  One issue is the construction of the 
$350 million desalination unit.  I recall that at some stage it was proposed to levy a $50 fee to pay for water from 
the desalination unit.  I read about the fee in the newspapers when the desalination unit was first proposed and 
have not heard any mention of it since.  That was prior to my election to this Parliament.  I am interested to know 
whether it is still intended to levy that $50 fee.  An amount of $90 million a year was provided by the Water 
Corporation for the infill sewerage program in this state.  That was not money that came from Treasury or the 
government.  That money may have gone to the government if the Water Corporation had not spent it.  However, 
to a large degree the Water Corporation operates independently and provides the government with a percentage 
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of its profits.  The Water Corporation, therefore, funded that $90 million a year.  The Treasurer had cut the 
Water Corporation’s budget for the infill sewerage program from $90 million to $35 million; this year it is 
$45 million.  The government will, therefore, save $45 million a year.  The budget allocation will reduce in the 
following three years to $30 million, $10 million and $10 million respectively.  Therefore, the saving that the 
government would make from the Water Corporation budget for infill sewerage would pay for the desalination 
unit in five years.  The Treasurer might say that the Water Corporation has paid for other infrastructure or capital 
works; however, he has already reduced that budget of $90 million a year, which was put in place for 10 years.  
The Water Corporation was paying for the infill sewerage program out of its own funds.  I can see that the 
Treasurer is about to make a contribution.  I would be interested to hear from him. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Environmentalists might say that people should pay the true cost of water, otherwise we are 
subsidising a very scarce resource.  However, advice on that matter will come to the government as a result of 
the current inquiry by the Economic Regulation Authority into urban water pricing, to which people are entitled 
to make their own submissions.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It is true that people should pay.  As the minister knows, the water coming from the dams 
costs about 40c a kilolitre.  I have not seen my water bill lately, but I think I am charged something in the order 
of 60c to 70c a kilolitre for the basic level of water.  Then it goes up exponentially.  The Treasurer will recall that 
the previous government copped a bit of flak when I was the minister because we increased charges for higher 
use.  The water coming out of the dams is still costing 40c a kilolitre.  The water coming from the Yarragadee is 
priced at between 40c and 50c a kilolitre; yet, some people are paying more than $1 a kilolitre at the higher level 
of water usage.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is not a simple issue, which is why it will be interesting to see what is in the ERA’s final 
report.  
Dr K.D. HAMES:  It will be, but I was interested that the government came up with a $50 levy to pay for the 
water.  The reality is that, given the average consumption of water, residents in Western Australia are already 
paying an amount that results in a profit for the Water Corporation.  They are paying more than the Water 
Corporation is getting that water for.  There is nothing wrong with that, but consumers are already doing it, and 
those who use excessive amounts of water already pay well over $1 a kilolitre for that higher consumption.  The 
cost to the government of getting the water from the desalination plant is about $1.10 a kilolitre, but consumers 
are already paying those fees.  
Mr E.S. Ripper:  There was no proposal for a so-called $50 levy.  There was a proposal for cost-reflective 
pricing of water, which, on some calculations - all other things being equal in the standard household and so on - 
might have amounted to approximately $42 a year.  However, “all other things being equal” leaves a lot still to 
be decided.  For example, there might be efficiencies inside the Water Corporation.  There might be a totally 
different tariff structure.  These are the matters the Economic Regulation Authority is inquiring into.  
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I understand that, but the point I am making is that people are already paying a price 
commensurate with what the government is paying to obtain that water through the desalination plant.  
Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is the kind of thing the ERA report will examine.  
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I will be pleased to see that.   
Another thing concerns me about the desalination plant.  Members will be aware that I had a part to play in the 
desalination unit as a former minister.  One thing that deeply concerns me is the tail end, and the discharge into 
Cockburn Sound.  As I am not shadow Minister for Water Resources, I have not had the opportunity to consider 
the discharge of that water into Cockburn Sound.  I am told that all the evidence shows that everything will be all 
right: Cockburn Sound will be fine and the extra water will make no difference.  I happened to meet a person at a 
function, and, sadly, I cannot find the card he gave me, because I was very interested in what he said.  He works 
on the desalination unit on the Dampier Peninsula.  He will also be working on the one here.  He told me that the 
water from the Dampier Peninsula plant discharges at an amazingly high temperature.  He said that diving down 
to the discharge points shows that everything is dead and covered in a white coating.  I have no way of knowing 
whether that is true or false.  This man is involved in the contract in Cockburn Sound, and he has expressed deep 
concern about the same thing happening in Cockburn Sound.  If the expert working on the site at the Dampier 
Peninsula, and about to work on a similar project here, has concerns, then I also have concerns.  I am sure the 
Treasurer would have the same concerns.  He should look very carefully, and look again, and talk to the people 
involved in those different projects to make sure he is doing the right thing in discharging the water.  Through 
the Water Corporation, we visited Eilat, in southern Israel, and looked at the desalination unit there, which uses 
water from the Red Sea.  There is a salt pan next to the desalination unit.  Obviously, the water coming out of 
that desalination unit is hypersaline.  They take out that water, which is already more salty than normal sea 
water, and desalinate it.  They then put a saltpan next to the desalination unit to recover the salt so that none of it 
goes back into the sea that they have taken it from.  Obviously land issues are associated with that.  Salt is not 
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used just in our salt shakers.  It is used in a lot of chemical processes.  It is worth looking at whether there may 
be some alternative use for that salt from the desalination unit. 
I would have liked to talk more about some of the things that I would like in my electorate in the future, but I am 
running out of time, so I will talk instead about the health budget.  I am extremely concerned about some parts of 
the health budget.  The proposed changes to the health system in Western Australia as outlined in the Reid report 
are enormous.  Many of those proposed changes have been accepted by the government and are supported by the 
opposition.  However, they will cause a huge amount of change, and some degree of turmoil.  That will put huge 
pressure on the doctors, nurses and allied health staff in the health system in Western Australia.  As I have said, 
we support the majority of the proposals in the Reid report, but we hope to work with the government to ensure 
those proposals are put in place properly.  I have already indicated that we do not support the closure of Royal 
Perth Hospital.  We are strongly opposed to that.  We believe it will seriously disadvantage residents of the 
eastern corridor, particularly Aboriginal groups, which comprise about 45 per cent of the clientele of Royal Perth 
Hospital.  However, the people of Western Australia need certainty.  They do not need this government to say it 
will do certain things, and our side of the house to say that if we get into government in four years we will 
change things around totally.  We will make judgments on certain items closer to the time, but in the broad 
scheme of things we need to support the thrust of what the government is proposing to do in the health area.   
My job as opposition spokesperson for health is not to criticise the government for decisions it has made that I 
believe are wrong, but to make sure that the doctors, nurses and allied health staff have not only certainty but 
also all the things that were promised by the government in the budget.  Sadly, I need to go back to the last 
budget to find out the information that I need about the government’s capital works program for health services.  
Page 547 of the last Budget Statements shows the capital work program for the whole of Western Australia from 
2004-05 right through to 2013-14.  It shows clearly the funding that will be provided to all the different 
hospitals, when that funding will be provided, how that funding interrelates with the funding that will be 
provided for the new hospitals, and when those new hospitals will come on stream.  However, this year’s budget 
does not show any of that information.  It shows the funding for this coming year, and that is it.  The budget does 
not show one single dollar of forward capital expenditure.  How can we as an opposition properly scrutinise the 
expenditure of this government when the figures have been removed?  How can the doctors, nurses and allied 
health staff have any confidence in what the Labor Party is proposing to do with the health system when from 
one year to the next the government has removed every single reference to the capital works program for the 
health system in this state?  It is disgraceful that that information has been left out of the budget.  We will 
certainly be going through that in the estimates committee, and I will be calling on the Treasurer and the 
Minister for Health to provide that information as quickly as they possibly can so that not only I, but also the 
doctors, nurses and allied health staff, can see where the money will be coming from.   
There are problems with the budget, and one of the problems to which I will refer is funding for the new Fiona 
Stanley hospital.  Pre-election, and particularly in January, a statement was issued by the Minister for Health that 
the Fiona Stanley hospital would have 600 beds by 2010.  That is the right number.  In fact, 600 beds is probably 
fewer than the right number, given that when I asked the minister in question time last week about the decision 
to move Royal Perth Hospital as a total intact unit to the Fiona Stanley hospital, he said that that was great news.  
He admitted that the Royal Perth Hospital staff and the Fremantle Hospital staff would move at the same time 
and would have to work in together.  Seven hundred and eight beds will move from Royal Perth Hospital and 
259 beds will move from Fremantle Hospital.  More than 900 beds will move from those two hospitals to the 
new centre, which will be only a 600-bed hospital. 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Yes, but a lot more are going to the outlying hospitals, aren’t they, because we are 
strengthening them as well? 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  There will be increases in the outlying hospitals. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  That is where they are going. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  No, that is not where they are going, and that is not what the minister said.  Royal Perth 
Hospital is an iconic hospital, not only for the building but also for its reputation and research.  It has just 
received $US10 million for research into the AIDS virus.  It is a major hospital.  The agreement was that rather 
than split Royal Perth Hospital into smaller units and send those units to those peripheral hospitals that will be 
expanding, the hospital would move as a single block, including the research unit.  That was the deal that was 
put to the doctors, and they agreed to that deal.  Therefore, they will be moving.  Previously, the doctors at 
Fremantle Hospital had been promised the same thing.  The minister said the other day that it was great news 
that the doctors would have to work together.  The minister looked across at the Treasurer and said that he would 
have to talk to the Treasurer later about getting increased funds so that the long-term construction of the Fiona 
Stanley hospital, which will have 900 beds, could be brought forward.  Not only has that not happened, but also 
the budget papers state that over the next four years $191 million will be allocated to the new Fiona Stanley 
hospital.  That will take us through to 2009.  It costs $1 million to build a bed on a greenfields site.  That figure 
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has been accepted by the minister.  In four years, the minister will be able to build 200 beds.  He has promised 
that in five years - that is, by 2010 - he will have 600 beds.  He has enough money in the budget for 200 beds by 
2009.  In the following year, he must spend another $400 million, which he cannot physically do in one year, to 
provide the construction that is required - not when construction is also taking place at Sir Charles Gairdner 
Hospital, Joondalup Health Campus, Armadale-Kelmscott Memorial Hospital and Swan District Hospital.  All 
those hospitals will be expanded at the same time.  That extra construction cannot take place just to get the 600 
beds, let alone whatever will be needed at those other hospitals.   

I do not want to be critical of the government.  I want the government to fix this.  If there is a change of 
government in three and a half years and I happen to become the Minister for Health at that time, I do not want a 
botched-up system.  I want a system that has a good new hospital in place.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  I don’t think you’ll have that worry. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I hope not.  I will be speaking to the Minister for Health about that this afternoon.  However, 
it is the Treasurer who must cough up.  I am sure the Minister for Health is telling the Treasurer that he needs 
that money.  The minister will also be telling the Treasurer about the promises that he, the minister, made and 
that the minister must do it that way to achieve what he wants to achieve.   

The other area of concern is that, in shutting down Royal Perth Hospital, there will be a significant increase in 
capacity required for Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital.  All patients who currently use Royal Perth Hospital will go 
to the casualty unit at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital.  Some who live in the eastern corridor will possibly go to 
Swan District Hospital.  Most of the people in the member for Perth’s electorate and areas close to the city - 
particularly the Aboriginal population - will go to Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital.  The budget states that 
$400 million will be spent on upgrading Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital.  It will need a significantly upgraded 
casualty department, more theatres, more wards and more beds.  That is confirmed by a line item in the budget.  
However, there are no forward estimates.  Not a single dollar has been allocated for the upgrade.  The 
government cannot close Royal Perth Hospital until the upgrade is complete.  Not only has the upgrade not been 
done, but also investigations have not been done at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital to see whether it is physically 
possible to do it.  The government has to do all sorts of things concerning architectural assessment and design, 
and working out a plan of how it will all fit.  It also has to obtain Department for Planning and Infrastructure 
approval.  At a previous stage, the department stated that it did not believe the hospital should be expanded.  The 
local council has stated that nothing will be done until all the traffic and parking studies have been completed.  
All those things must be done.  I cannot find anything in the budget papers to show where those things are. 

The other issue is the number of beds being provided.  The issue of beds is a movable feast.  Different reports 
state different things.  The Reid report quotes Department of Health figures on the number of beds in the major 
hospitals.  The figures are totally different from those given in the 2005 clinical services report.  They show a 
different number of beds for all the major hospitals.  We are trying to find out where the numbers are and where 
the increases are.  We are stymied every time.  There is a story in the number of beds.  It does not make sense.  I 
smell a rat.  I will follow this through until I get to the bottom of the bed numbers.  I believe the number of beds 
provided in the clinical services review is inflated.  It is not the real number of beds that exist in the hospitals.  
When it comes to the assessment of beds needed in future, provision will have to be made for increased numbers 
as well as a catch up on the number of beds that are claimed to exist.  I will follow this matter with great interest.  
We also need to work out how many beds are required in the future.  The AMA has one prediction, the doctors 
in the hospitals have another, and the minister and his staff have come up with a totally different and, not 
surprisingly, far lower number.   

In the few minutes I have remaining I will talk about waiting lists.  The government continues to boast about 
how the waiting lists for elective surgery have been reduced.  It has talked about the lists being reduced from 
approximately 18 000 to approximately 15 000 people.  I have been reliably informed that we should look at the 
number of procedures that have been done to reduce the waiting list by 3 000.  The information I have been 
given is that a large number of the people have been taken off the lists not because they have had surgery - as the 
minister would have us believe - but because the department has purged the lists.  It has contacted everyone on 
the waiting lists and asked whether people are willing to have their operation next week.  A lot of people have 
said no, so they have been taken off the lists.  That is coming from people in the department.  I will follow this 
matter further to see what is the real reduction in waiting lists.  However, we need to stop arguing with the 
government about waiting lists and whether they have gone up or down.  I put to the government a proposal that 
we stop the argument and agree that not only are there waiting lists of a certain number, but also there is a big 
list of people waiting to get on the waiting lists.  We all know that is the case.  People trying to get to the 
outpatient clinic to be assessed by the doctor are in desperate need, but have to wait up to eight months to be 
seen.  Having been seen, they then go on the waiting list.  We know that those people exist.  We should stop 
badgering the Minister for Health about waiting lists, agree on a formula and agree on the number of people 
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waiting.  We will not say a single word about whether it is good, bad or indifferent.  We must find a way of 
working together to reduce the number of names on that list, because that is what is needed.  We need to know 
what the real figures are and to stop arguing about whether the numbers of people on the list have gone up or 
down and how the list has changed, so that we can take the essential steps. 

That is my contribution to the budget debate.  In the lead-up to this election, and indeed in the lead-up to past 
elections, I have made it very clear that the difference between people on this side of the chamber and the Labor 
Party is our management of finances.  It seems that every time the Liberal Party gets into government, it spends 
whatever time trying to reduce the budget deficit and rein in the excessive spending of the previous Labor 
government to get the budget back into order.  As members know, the previous Labor government lost the AAA 
credit rating, and when we were in power we got it back.  That Labor government lost it because of what 
happened through WA Inc.  There was a huge blow-out in the deficit and government expenditure.  I have said 
to people that the Labor Party has a Bankcard mentality.  It is as if they have a little Bankcard in their pocket.  
As soon as they get into government they flash the Bankcard and start spending.  Luckily for them this time, 
because of the boom in the Asian, and particularly the Chinese, economies, Western Australia has done very 
well.  It has also done very well because of the increase in the goods and services tax revenues.  The Labor 
government has been able to afford to some degree some of its excesses, but Labor Party members cannot get 
away from their Bankcard mentality.  The debt has still blown out by a further $1.4 billion under a government 
that has had record revenue.  What worries me is that the Labor Party, while in power, will spend, spend and 
spend.  It will blow debt out of all proportion, and then, when we get into power, we will have to fix it all up yet 
again. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [3.49 pm]:  Before I get to the main part of 
my contribution to the budget debate, I need to deal with a couple of points that arose yesterday when I asked the 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure a question about road funding for country areas and stated that the 
government’s road funding was $108 million.  She railed against me, implying very clearly that I could not read 
budget statements.  I can remember the member for Armadale coming into Public Accounts Committee hearings 
that were run for members of Parliament when the state was going from cash accounting to accrual accounting.  
She claimed at that time that each year’s budget was a conspiracy and that the budget papers were being changed 
so that she could not read them.  Lo and behold, where did I get the figure of $108 million from?  I admit it was 
a dicey source, but I got it from the Treasurer’s budget speech.  I will quote the Treasurer exactly.  Under the 
heading “Strengthening the regions”, he said, “$108 million will be spent in regional Western Australia”.  I put 
the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure in her place, because the figures I quoted were straight out of the 
budget speech, and presumably reflect the words of the Treasurer.  If she does not know what her budget is, I 
assume that would be standard operational practice for a minister who is out of control.   

Importantly, the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development is next.  In response to a dorothy dix 
question yesterday, the minister sailed into me for adding up a figure of $150 million.  In sailing into me, the 
minister outlined an allocation of $35.6 million for work at the Esperance port, but who is funding that work, 
minister?  The port users are funding that project, not the government.  That amount can be struck off the 
government’s list.  Members who read the budget papers might question the first matter raised by the Minister 
for Local Government and Regional Development in his following response in yesterday’s question time - 

The south west of the state will receive $70.7 million for power upgrades. 

Does the minister stand by that claim? 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Yes. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The minister should not do so because the budget papers indicate that this money is 
for the south west interconnected system - SWIS - not the south west region.  The $70.7 million is not for the 
south west only, but also for the metropolitan area.  Page 84 of the Budget Statements, and page 5 of the budget 
speech, among other places, indicate that someone has made a blue.  I will be gracious to the minister and say 
that it is not his blue.  The $70.7 million is for the south west integrated system.  As the name of the grid begins 
with south west, the allocation is included under the south west.  It is wrong.  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  What is the allegation?  So it goes to the wheatbelt.  Terrible! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I make the point to the minister that it is all right to sail into me, but people make a 
few blues on occasions.  The minister will find that that is a direct mistake in the budget papers, which should 
not indicate that money will be delivering to the community as a line item for the south west.  It is a blue. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  So, the south west is not the south west? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is for the south west interconnected system. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  It is the south west, but it is not the south west. 
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is not only the south west, as it also includes Perth. 

Mr G.A. Woodhams:  And Geraldton. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  And Geraldton and the wheatbelt. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  We will not spend it in the wheatbelt then; we will cut off the power there! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It goes to the wheatbelt.  The minister likes to throw claims around, but such claims 
come bounding back to the minister along the line.  I suggest that he talk quietly to his staff to find out whether 
the Leader of the National Party is right.  I would not mind having a little bet on it.  We could go on some radio 
station to debate the matter.  The minister is wrong.  I give him due credit and state that somebody else probably 
gave him information that was wrong.  I indicate to south west members who think $70.7 million is to be 
directed to the south west that that is not the case.  

The Labor Party has delivered a budget surplus in the vicinity of $631 million, which is up on the estimate for 
2004-05 of $498 million.  The forecast into the future is $521 million.  On the surface, that is pretty good.  The 
government has acknowledged this surplus increase is primarily because of strong growth in the economy and 
mining royalties.  The Economic and Fiscal Outlook document in several places sets out the dramatic growth in 
royalty revenue.  Does that growth result from good management of the state or the good fortune of a robust 
Chinese economy?  Unfortunately, it is the latter.  A second question must be asked: just how sustainable is the 
state’s position that is being built?  Debt levels continue to rise; in fact, debt is forecast to rise in each of the 
forward estimates to stand at $7.8 billion by 30 June 2009.  The government has ignored an old and familiar 
business principle: set oneself up in the good times for the bad times because they will surely come.  That is not 
happening in this budget.  The scenario with the government is that revenue has strongly increased, but that is 
not because of good management.  It is because of our fantastic economy and a significant growth in mining 
royalties.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  And higher taxes.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes; I will get to higher taxes in a moment.  Expenditure is up significantly; in fact, 
it is up by 10.1 per cent for the year about to end.  That is an amazing increase in expenditure.  We can afford 
that only because of the good fortune of our boom.  Normally, if that happened in this state, there would be a 
significant crisis.  However, when the bubble bursts, we could be in a similar position, because we all know that 
that will happen some time in the future.  That expenditure is on non-productive and non-income generating 
infrastructure, and that is the point.  An amount of $2 billion will be spent on the southern railway.  How much 
money will that generate?  It will generate nothing.  In the vicinity of $350 million will be spent on the 
desalination plant.  Is that productive infrastructure?  It is non-productive infrastructure.  We are not building the 
infrastructure that is required in this state.  Members need only speak to those in industry for a short period to 
hear the concerns about the government not doing the right thing by infrastructure, and I will talk about ports a 
little later.  What should we be doing?  We should be reducing debt.  Are we reducing debt?  No, we are not.  We 
should be providing genuine tax cuts to individuals and businesses.  Are we doing that?  No, we are not.  In fact, 
the forecast for revenue growth is 5.1 per cent.  The inflation rate is 2.3 per cent.  Even though there have been 
reductions in taxes, they are nowhere near significant enough for us to say that this government has given back 
to Western Australians a reasonable amount of the revenue resulting from that boom.   

The third point is that we should be investing in infrastructure that will help boost the economic base of this 
state.  That is not happening.   

Mr A.D. McRae interjected.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The economic growth rate is fantastic; it is about eight per cent.  I have read the 
Economic and Fiscal Outlook word for word, but that is just off the top of my head.  I will go through some of 
the forecasts under this government.  The level of revenue will reduce when an inevitable slowdown occurs.  The 
Treasurer spoke earlier about a conservative forecast for those matters.  There will be massive cuts to 
government agency programs and infrastructure to reduce expenditure.  Let us see whether that happens.  In 
every budget of the Gallop government, there has been a blow-out in expenditure, and there have been massive 
tax increases to meet that expenditure.  A growth rate of 5.1 per cent in those taxes is significant.  Of course, 
there are also significant blow-outs in state debt.  We have an opportunity now to secure the future for Western 
Australians, but we are gambling it away.  We are squandering it on pet projects and building ministerial 
empires.  Interestingly, members will be a little surprised to know where a lot of the expenditure will occur.  At 
page 187 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook is a table headed “Spending By Government Purpose 
Classification”.  Guess what the budget for transport and communications has blown out by in the past 12 
months?  It has blown out by 14.3 per cent.  The health budget has blown out by 9.2 per cent.  Every time the 
previous coalition government put extra money into the health system, we were told by Labor Party members 
that it was a waste.  We will take the same approach to the Labor Party’s budget.  When it spends extra money 
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on the health system and the general population says that the system is declining, it is not getting a win out of it.  
Also detailed on that page are purchases of non-financial assets.  I presume this includes spending on 
information technology and other matters.  There has been a blow-out in spending on transport and 
communications.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure is sitting on agencies whose expenditure is going 
clean through the roof.  What is the cabinet doing about that?  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has 
overseen an $850 million blow-out on the southern rail project.  She found $45 million in a nanosecond to cover 
the latest blow-out, but what is cabinet doing about that?  She is out of control.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Another $45 million will be spent on the desalination plant.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is out of control.  Under the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, an additional 
$700 000 has been provided to meet the staffing and operational requirements of the Office of Water Strategy.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 2632.] 
 


