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ASSET SALES — PRIVATISATION 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland) informed the Assembly that he was in receipt within the prescribed 
time of a letter from the Leader of the Opposition seeking to debate a matter of public interest. 
[In compliance with standing orders, at least five members rose in their places.] 
MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [3.01 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Liberal–National government for its privatisation thought bubbles 
proposed in consecutive budgets; in particular the latest budget that only commits to making a decision 
about making a plan for privatising state assets after the next election. 

If anyone needed any evidence of what a shambles and what a circus this government is, they had only to watch 
its antics over the course of last week. What a complete disaster of a government! Ministers are at war with the 
Premier, the Premier’s office is at war with ministers, and there is undermining of the Premier. Members of the 
government are fighting like cats and dogs with one another. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Swan Hills, I call you to order for the first time. Member for Churchlands, be on 
notice now; I do not want to hear from you. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Our government members are fighting like cats and dogs with one another. They are at 
war with themselves. Is it any wonder that the state of the budget is where it is when government members are 
more focused on themselves and their own positions than running the state of Western Australia. We have 
a Premier who is now disinterested in the role and is grumpy and unhappy. At the same time, we have the 
biggest debt and the biggest deficit in the history of Western Australia because this government has taken its eye 
off the ball and has not run Western Australia properly over the past eight years. Since the Liberal–National 
government arrived in office, we have had a 1 000 per cent increase in state debt to $40.2 billion. In the 2016–17 
financial year, the deficit for one year will be $3.9 billion. In 2008 when the government arrived in office, the 
totality of the state’s debt over the previous 108 years had risen to $3.6 billion. In the next financial year, the 
one-year deficit will be greater than the entirety of the state’s debt for the 108 years prior to this government 
arriving in office. Is there anything more damning of the government’s financial management of this state? 

The excuse run by consecutive Treasurers and the current Premier that it has nothing to do with them is wearing 
thin: they have just been observers watching what has occurred; it has nothing to do with them. It is the dog ate 
my homework excuse. They signed us up to the GST, and they know every year what the GST revenue will be, 
but they blame the GST revenue. It is the dog ate my homework excuse. It has nothing to do with them; it never 
does. However, the Western Australian people have worked them out. They now know what catastrophic 
management has been in place in this state over the past eight years. 

What did we see in the budget speech? We saw more smoke and mirrors. There is nothing more indicative of 
that than the chapter on the privatisation of Western Power and Horizon Power. Let us look at it, because this is 
the subject of this matter of public interest. After spending 25 years in this house saying that he supports the 
public retention of these assets, this disinterested, grumpy Premier has done a 180-degree turn and is now saying 
that because he has managed the finances so badly over the past eight years they need to be sold. Let us see what 
was said in the budget speech. I want to quote to people what was said. The Treasurer said — 

… I am announcing today that the Government proposes the sale of: 
• Western Power; and 

• Horizon Power’s transmission and distribution assets in the Pilbara. 

The proceeds will be used to reduce debt and to fund future infrastructure. A final decision to sell these 
assets will not be made until after the next election. 

A decision to sell the assets will only be made following confirmation that divestment is in the best 
interests of both taxpayers and electricity consumers. 

… 

The decision will also be dependent on an effective regulatory regime, which ensures electricity 
consumers are no worse off. 

This is a plan to consider having a plan subject to three conditions after the next election. That is what the 
government has announced. This is a scam. It is a scheme. It is a swindle on the people of Western Australia. It 
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is an absolutely fraudulent proposition to put to the people of Western Australia that somehow the government is 
going to resolve things because it has a plan to consider a plan subject to three conditions after the next election. 
Can people believe that this was in the budget speech and that the Treasurer said that the government would 
handle debt based upon a plan to consider a plan subject to three conditions after the next election? It is a fraud 
on the people of Western Australia. 

I know what the government is going to do. Over the next 10 months, it will announce spending based upon this 
proposition—this fraud and this swindle in the budget speech. It will announce a bunch of spending that is 
contingent on a plan to consider a plan subject to three conditions after the next election. It is a fraud and 
a swindle on the people of Western Australia. We will point out every single day that any spending the 
government makes that is contingent upon this plan is not a promise at all. It is not a commitment. It is nothing 
whatsoever. It is a fraud. That is what this budget is based on. 

WA Labor has a clear position. These assets produce significant income for the state of Western Australia. For 
instance, Western Power and Fremantle port alone contributed $584 million in 2014–15 to the taxpayers of 
Western Australia via the dividends, tax equivalent payments and the tariff equalisation contribution. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: That’s the con job. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: There we have the right-wing zealot over there. There he goes again. When he is not 
undermining the Premier, he is coming in here with falsehoods. 

We have a $584 million recurrent contribution to taxpayers. On top of that, these assets keep costs down, they 
provide services to the suburbs and the regions, and they provide jobs. Our position is clear. The government’s 
position is all smoke and mirrors. We will point out every single day what the commitments that the government 
makes based upon this are subject to. We do not even know where the National Party stands on this, because its 
position is to consider it subject to internal due diligence processes, whatever that means. This budget is a fraud. 
These propositions are a fraud. It is the worst set of figures in history. The government is now proposing a plan 
to consider a plan, subject to three conditions, after the next election, and it is not good enough. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [3.10 pm]: I feel as though I need to deal with the elephant in the room. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Churchlands, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the National Party, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I, for one, am delighted that the Premier is sitting there today. I know all my colleagues are 
also delighted that the Premier is sitting there today. Keep them at bay. I would have had to pulp thousands of 
DLs I have got ready for the next election had the Liberal Party changed things today. I, for one, am delighted! 
Congratulations to the Premier for seeing off the hordes sitting around him and next to him. 

I have read a lot of what the Treasurer has written over the years, particularly before he became a member of 
Parliament and changed everything. He was very clear in what he used to write, until he wrote this budget 
speech, which states — 

A final decision to sell these assets will not be made until after the next election. 

What contortions the Treasurer has gone to, to try to cobble together this mob—the Nationals—who I think are 
going to agree but they will announce it late in the election campaign to not embarrass the Premier, who is still 
uncomfortable with it. I understand that—after 25 years of advocacy, I get why he is probably still 
uncomfortable with that. He comes in here and says that this is a plan to have a plan, and yet outside Parliament 
there is no plan B. That is what the Treasurer said. There is no plan B, but plan A is a plan to have a plan in the 
event that the government is re-elected, if the National Party will come along. That is plan A, but what I found 
more surprising is the rhetoric from the Premier, versus no plan B from the Treasurer. On budget night, the 
Premier said on Channel Seven that the debt right now is $28 billion. He said that that is very manageable, and in 
fact is $3 billion less than was thought this time last year. He said that the government had got it under control by 
controlling expenditure, which the Treasurer, Mike Nahan, had done, by selling some assets to help repay debt 
and fund capital works also and, somewhat ironically, the GST will go from 30 cents in the dollar today to over 
75 cents in the dollar by 2020. The Premier said that the government could manage this, and that there was no 
crisis. 

However, two minutes before, the Premier said that there is no plan B; this is the only option, because plan A is 
a plan to have a plan if they are re-elected, and if the National Party agrees. That is plan A. Every single time the 
Premier has come into the house, going back to the 2013–14 budget, with his asset divestment program, where 
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do we end up? We end up with the sale of the TAB. If there is one thing I thought the Premier’s mob would have 
flogged off by now, it is the TAB, and yet here they are—we do not really know where we are going with that in 
the budget. The sale of Muja was announced by the Treasurer in his first budget. There were also the wastewater 
treatment plants, Western Power and the streetlights. Remember that one? The sale of the Forest Products 
Commission has been abandoned in this budget; it is officially dead. I do not know what became of the 
Government Regional Officers’ Housing stock. The sale of the state’s vehicle fleet has been abandoned in this 
budget. One of my favourites from the 2015–16 budget typifies the financial management of this mob: various 
government-owned office buildings will be disposed of via a sale and leaseback arrangement. As everyone who 
is getting their land tax bill knows, it is probably not the environment to be flogging off buildings at the moment 
and then leasing them back. Finally, here we are with — 

A final decision to sell these assets will not be made until after the next election. 

Either this is not a position, or it is. I have listened to the Treasurer’s rhetoric, when he called in to respond to 
something I said on radio that I cannot even remember now, on 26 April. He said that the policy right now is not 
to sell Western Power, and that the government had stated that over and over again. But there is no plan B. The 
government must work out what its plan is. At the moment it has this fictitious fund of $5 billion, and it is 
allocating fictitious money to fictitious projects based around the premise that they are successful with their plan 
to have a plan, provided they can convince the National Party. I saw the Leader of the National Party in 
Bunbury. I hope that he picked up my coffee; I sent it his way. What is his position? This is not a new debate. 
This has not just been sprung upon the National Party. This due diligence line that the Leader of the 
National Party is running is a surreptitious little attempt to take this up to the election, when he will capitulate 
and agree right at the last minute so that the issue cannot be flagged as the National Party’s role on asset sales. 
The Leader of the National Party needs to get up today and say that, rather than say that this is all new to the 
National Party. Just a minute ago, the Treasurer gave notice that he would introduce legislation to sell 
Fremantle Ports. What is the National Party’s position on that? He needs to come clean, so that we all know and 
the people of Western Australia know well before the election. 
The Treasurer needs to explain whether it is his position to sell Western Power, or is it his position, as per the 
budget, that a final decision to sell these assets will not be made until after the next election? His budget speech 
stated that he did not know whether divestment is in the interest of taxpayers. He has no idea, because that is 
what his budget speech states, and I know he would not table a document that misrepresents the truth. He does 
not even know, so when he campaigns on this issue he should be aware that he is campaigning very differently 
from what his budget document states. As the Leader of the Opposition pointed out, there is only one side with 
a position of clarity on this—the opposition. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: To do nothing. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: No, it is not to do nothing. That is the government’s position. I do not understand, because 
that appears to be the Treasurer’s position—a final decision to sell these assets will not be made until after the 
next election, because they do not know whether it is in the interest of taxpayers. That is the position of the 
Treasurer’s budget colleagues. I suggest that he read it. Our position is clear. It is somewhat similar to what 
I think the Premier’s position is—the debt is manageable, the goods and services tax is coming back, there is no 
crisis here, and we can manage this issue. I agree with the Premier; it is very different from the position that the 
Treasurer is taking, which is very different from the position that is in the budget papers. 
This has been a diabolical situation. Budget after budget has announced asset sales, and I went through a few of 
them just now, but the government has managed to put none of them away. The one it has put away had 
a negative impact on the balance sheet. I know the Treasurer will say that that is because it was valued as 
something else, but it should not be valued in the balance sheet in a way in which it is not intended to be sold. 
That is the reality. The one sale had a negative impact on the balance sheet. 
I look forward to some clarity around this point. I look forward to hearing from the National Party, and I look 
forward to hearing the Treasurer explain whether it is a plan for decisions after the election, or decisions to be 
made prior to it. 
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [3.19 pm]: This motion talks about thought bubbles on 
privatisation, so I am going to say a little about privatisation, and I am sure the Treasurer will say a little more 
about the budget situation. Before I get to privatisation, though, I will respond to the member for Victoria Park. 
We are quite clear: we propose to sell Western Power, but we are going to take it to the people. We are going to 
be very clear in the election campaign, and if we win that election, we will have a mandate to sell 
Western Power. I would expect the Labor Party in opposition to support that sale in this Parliament. There is 
obviously a lot of work to be done on a privatisation. I have done a couple; the member has done none. It is 
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a hugely complex task. To sell an asset like Western Power, even just to define the asset, is a difficult and 
complex task. Data rooms will be open to potential bidders for six weeks. 
Mr P. Papalia: No, we won’t; we are not going to sell it! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is the process of selling it. It is an incredibly complicated and exacting task. As 
a minister, having done two privatisations I think I have a pretty good idea of what is involved in a privatisation 
and the sorts of skills needed.  
I will leave that for the Treasurer to speak more about, because I want to say something about privatisation. We 
do and we have always lived in a mixed economy of mainly private enterprise and public enterprise—and it 
changes. In the history of Western Australia alone, during different periods, there have been government hotels, 
government printing works, government laundry works, a government shipping company, government building 
companies, government banks, government insurance offices and so on. Would we ever consider having 
government hotels again? I do not think so. The point that I make, for those members who are capable of 
grasping it, is that the view of what should be in government ownership and management is very different today 
from what it has been in the past—and it will be different again in the future because the structure of our 
economy continually moves forward. Traditionally the argument was about whether an enterprise should be in 
government or private ownership, but now there are variations in between. With the development of regulatory 
systems, we may have total government ownership and management of an entity, like Western Power is today, 
and we may have government ownership with private management—Joondalup Health Campus is a very 
successful example—or we might have private ownership and private operation under a regulatory regime, and 
a privatised Western Power would fit that model. There is either full government ownership and control or full 
private sector ownership and control or, now, because of the development of regulatory regimes, some options in 
between. That is the growing sophistication of our economy, which members opposite should grasp and try to 
understand. 
If members want to go back to look at the economic case, what is the economic case for government ownership? 
This is first or second year economics. The first criterion is that the entity may be a natural monopoly. A natural 
monopoly is an enterprise for which the cost per unit of production — 

Mr P. Papalia: Are you rehearsing for your next job? 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr P. Papalia: At UWA? 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: You are a fool! 
The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I call you to order for the second time. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: A natural monopoly is probably the most common form, for which the cost per unit of 
production is reduced the bigger the enterprise. It includes power supplies, particularly power transmission rather 
than distribution; water supplies; sewerage works and the like. Telecommunications can come into that category, 
too. The second criterion is a public good, which is something that once it has been provided, costs more to 
increase supply of this good, but it does not cost more if there are more users. It is difficult to recover revenue 
from it, and therefore governments traditionally do it. A classic example is a park like Kings Park. It costs 
money to provide and maintain Kings Park, but it does not cost more for more people to use Kings Park; 
therefore, governments do that. It is a classic example. Defence is another example. It costs more to provide 
more defence, but it does not cost more to defend one more person.  
Mr F.M. Logan: Pipelines! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Pipelines is a natural monopoly.  
Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: A new public good is something like optic fibre. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Yes—NBN Co. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is right. It is a new technology that has produced a new public good. It will cost 
money to extend the national broadband network and optic fibre, but does it cost more to have one more user? 
No, it does not. It is basically costless. Therefore, it will either be provided by government, as is happening in 
Australia, or by the private sector under regulation. Another example is externalities, whereby something 
provided creates wider benefits than those that go to the provider. Research and development and education fit 
that category, whereby the benefits of research and development, such as medical research, can extend far more 
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widely than those to the individual patient. Similarly, external effects that damage, like pollution, can be 
contained only by government intervention, control, waste disposal systems and the like. 
Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I make two points. The balance of government enterprises and private enterprises is 
continually changing and will continue to do so, particularly as regulatory systems become more developed.  
Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The economic case for government is clear. Again, even that evolves with new 
technologies. Looking at the experience in this state in living memory, in recent times, Richard Court was 
Premier in the 1990s and there was a privatisation program. It was pretty successful. Not everyone agreed with 
every aspect of the program — 
Ms R. Saffioti: The National Party thought the sale of rail freight was good. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes. I will tell — 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, with privatisation, if we are to sell — 
Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member!  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, this is ludicrous.  
The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, I call you to order for the second time. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think some of the lessons learnt from the privatisations of the 1990s apply today. 
Obviously, there is a great technical, financial and legal task in defining the asset and the terms and conditions 
under which it will go into private ownership. That is quite difficult and complex; it is basically a mechanical 
concept. The other aspect is that if something is privatised, we obviously want to get the best possible price for 
it, and if there is a public interest, we need to look after the public interest. To get community support for 
privatisation, the government generally has to demonstrate, if you like, an extra benefit that will come from that 
privatisation. I think the privatisations of the 1990s were pretty self-evident. BankWest was sold. Did the state 
government need to be a banker? Historically, it did when agricultural producers could not get finance. But that 
issue had well and truly moved on. Indeed, regional banks like BankWest and the Bank of South Australia and 
so on were having trouble raising capital internationally because they were too small and did not have the 
balance sheet to raise capital. Therefore, they were operating at a disadvantage. The time had come for them to 
be privatised. Did the state need to own an insurance company? No, I do not think so. There were lots of 
insurance companies out there and there was virtually no argument about that at all.  
Mr P.C. Tinley: What about the freight line? 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will get to that. 
I was directly involved in two privatisations. The first was the privatisation of the Dampier to Bunbury natural 
gas pipeline. There is an argument that there was an element of natural monopoly and scaled economy, certainly, 
in that case. The gas coming from the ocean floor was going through private facilities and private processing 
plants into a publicly owned pipeline and came out into a mixture of private and public pipelines. There was 
nothing critical in that sense. But where was the public interest? The public interest was not in owning the 
pipeline, but in owning the easement. The easement was the natural monopoly, because it could have had one, 
two or three pipelines of the same size built on it. Effectively, it now has two pipelines and it could have a third 
pipeline. At the time, the government sold the pipeline, but it retained ownership of the easement and protected 
the long-term public interest. Tangible benefits flowed to the community from the proceeds of $2.74 billion, 
which was the biggest privatisation in Australian history to that point.  
The second privatisation that I was involved in was AlintaGas. Again, the pipeline had been sold, the gas 
producers were private and AlintaGas was a utility service, but it was not seen as such an essential service as 
electricity or water. It was not in the public eye in that sense. Gas was gas. There was bottled gas and other forms 
of gas around. The decision was taken to privatise AlintaGas. Gaining public support was critical. How was 
public support gained? Public support was gained in two ways. One way was to allow shareholders and 
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customers to buy shares, and 100 000 Western Australians bought shares in AlintaGas. They made money out of 
it and it was very successful in that sense. The other aspect of it was to provide a tangible benefit to the 
community, and that tangible benefit was $100 million worth of school computers into government, Catholic and 
independent schools—about 30 000 computers. We would get a lot more for that today, but at that time it was 
a huge injection of computers into our schools. That was the public benefit that was delivered. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: How many are still there? 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think probably none are still there because that was back in the mid-1990s and 
technology has moved on! But where would we have been if the children of the 1990s had not got computers in 
their schools? Many of those schools did not have a single computer! 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Putting $100 million into computers was a pretty big investment and a pretty big benefit 
for the community. 
Let us look at the assets in question right now. There is the Perth Market Authority. Yes, that was historically 
something that government owned to provide a market and to encourage the development of the fruit, vegetable 
and horticultural industry. Does government need to do that today? Clearly not. Indeed, privatising the 
Perth Market Authority, which has been completed, opens the opportunity for the growth of the industry and it 
opens the opportunity for investment in coolrooms and the development of that. Has anyone found anything of 
any significance to criticise in that privatisation? No—none at all. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: You sold at a loss. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Labor can go and buy it back—Labor can commit right now to go out there and buy it 
back if it wins government. 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is not contentious. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Labor can buy it back if it wants to. 
I turn to the TAB. Why was the TAB formed? There was a system of starting price bookmakers around. 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: It was an unregulated business and there was maybe a sense of criminal elements—pretty 
unsavoury in every sense. The government of the day—I do not know when it was; back in the 1950s, I think, or 
thereabouts — 
Mrs M.H. Roberts: It was the 1960s. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: It was the 1960s, okay. The government of the day formed the TAB, and it served its 
purpose. It regularised the industry; it properly conducted and managed it, and has done ever since. But today, in 
2016, who sensibly could argue that a state government should own a betting agency? Who would argue that? 
Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Midland. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker — 
Several members interjected. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Listen to the argument. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker — 
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Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Watch a football game on television on a Saturday afternoon and count the betting agency 
advertisements. The most prolific advertising during the time that schoolboys and schoolgirls are watching the 
game is for betting. Do members think the state government, through its TAB, should be out there promoting 
betting in front of kids during daytime hours? I do not. I am very clearly of the view that the role of the state 
government is to regulate betting, be it the races or casino, and indeed to do what it can to reduce the amount of 
pro-betting advertising in front of children. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is what we need to be doing. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members for West Swan and Warnbro. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is a clear case of the government of the day finding itself with a conflict of interest: 
running a betting agency in competition with a whole plethora of betting agencies, not adopting its proper role as 
a regulator because it is actually a player, and out there publicly advocating gambling. I find that an unsuitable, 
untenable position for a government to be in. The TAB was suitable back in the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s; it is no 
longer suitable to be in government ownership today. 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is interesting, Mr Speaker, that the vast majority of the racing industry is forming that 
view. 
I turn to some of the other assets we are looking at. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: There is Fremantle port. We are looking at leasing Fremantle port—a leasing arrangement. 
There is maybe not much difference because it is a long-term lease, but we will still retain a port authority and 
the essential public policymaking and regulatory roles. That is part of the transition to having a choice. It does 
not have to be fully government, and indeed Fremantle port is not fully government today. The stevedores—the 
people who actually handle the cargo—are private companies today. It will still be there as a Western Australian 
business, probably funded by superannuation funds rather than government—superannuation funds owned by 
Australian mums and dads; that is the reality. Ironically there will be funds from Australian unions in there, and 
we are allowing it happen. The world moves on. 
I turn to Utah Point, the other asset. Why did this government build Utah Point? Because the small iron ore 
producers were not big enough to have the ships and loading facilities of the scale to be competitive. 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: This state government built Utah Point because it was never going to be built privately to 
meet the needs of the small producers. But does the government need to own loading facilities for iron ore? I do 
not think so, as long as, if they are sold, there is a regulatory regime in place that gives priority to the small 
producers, and that is what we are doing. We move on. I will leave Western Power to the Treasurer to talk about. 
Ms R. Saffioti: You are not going to talk about Western Power. So, a 15-minute lecture and no talk about 
Western Power? 
The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I have only started my lecture! 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, I call you to order for the second time. 
Ms R. Saffioti: You are not convincing anyone, Premier. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: I would never convince you, because it takes intellect and acumen to understand, and you 
do not have that! I have talked to some really dumb, bland students in my life, but none like you. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Never would he attack someone personally—never, never in his whole life! Bloody 
hypocrite! 

Withdrawal of Remark 
The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I call you to order for the second time. You should be called for the 
third time. I want you to withdraw that. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Out you go, mate! 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I withdraw that he was a hypocrite. 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, you are on notice now. 
Mr M. McGowan interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, I do not know what is going on. I have not heard anything else. It 
would be good if we could move on. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I have a point of order. The Premier made a direct and personal attack on the member 
for West Swan and her character. It is appropriate that he abide by the same standing orders as everybody else. 
The SPEAKER: I heard him say he was talking about his educational experiences. Carry on. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: So, Mr Speaker — 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The fact of the matter is that it is unparliamentary to make personal aspersions against 
another member of Parliament, and the Premier actually said that the member for West Swan did not have any 
acumen, amongst other things. That is like saying someone does not have a brain. I think that is pretty 
unbecoming language. 
Several members interjected. 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: That is a synonym for it. I have a further point to make with respect to my point of 
order, Mr Speaker. Whilst you were calling the member for Cannington to order for the third time, the Premier 
interjected at the top of his voice, “Out you go”, and started gesturing. You will be able to see it on the video 
recording, Mr Speaker. I would just ask that the Premier be called to order in the same way the member for 
Cannington was. 

The SPEAKER: I never heard the Premier shouting while I was on my feet. 

Mr R.H. Cook: You’ve got to be joking. 

The SPEAKER: It is a joke, is it, member for Kwinana? I call you to order for the second time. Unfortunately, 
I do not have eyes in the back of my head. When I am concentrating on one thing, I often do not see another 
thing. If you said that, Premier, I call you to order for the first time. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will just make a brief comment on Western Power. It is true that I have been very 
hesitant about the privatisation of — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr M. McGowan interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, I have not. 

There was widespread debate in the 1990s about whether Western Power should be privatised. Water and 
electricity supply are clearly essential services. Always in my mind have not been simple issues of ownership, 
but a sense of the protection of consumers in terms of price and the quality and reliability of the service. There is 
no doubt that the transmission systems around Australia are all basically privately owned and managed now. The 
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experience has not been unsatisfactory at all. The issue is, as we have said, that a privatisation of that scale is 
a major decision for the government. That is why we have said we will go to the election on this issue. That has 
been a proper political point of view. We are seeking a mandate. 

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We have made it very clear that we propose to do that—we cannot be clearer than that—
and we have put two criteria on it. One is that we want to be assured about reliability of supply. Related to that is 
reliability of future investment and expanding the system, and we want to be assured that it will not have an 
adverse impact on price to consumers. That is actually laying down a policy. That is entirely logical. If the 
opposition makes the privatisation of Western Power an issue of the election, which they will, and we win that 
election, we will have a mandate. We will come back here and demand that the opposition support that through 
this Parliament. That is the process. The opposition will have to think about whether it is going to want 
a mandate if we win that mandate. Members opposite will have to think about that. I think that is pretty clear. It 
is a big decision that we are treating seriously. 

Mr M. McGowan: I don’t think you’ll be there. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Maybe not. But that is up to the people to vote. It is up to them to vote. 

I will leave it to the Treasurer to say more. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Treasurer) [3.40 pm]: In the budget, I announced an expansion of an asset 
sales program we have underway. Two new assets, as the Premier indicated, are very important assets, both up in 
the Pilbara, supplying power in Karratha and Port Hedland to not only a large amount of the mining sector, but 
also small businesses and residents. Then we have Western Power. Western Power is easily the largest asset this 
state owns. It is a very important essential service. It is a natural monopoly, but it is losing that at the edge. The 
idea of the long-term lease or sale of Western Power is not new. The sale of poles and wires has been an issue 
going back 20 years. It started in Victoria, then in South Australia. It was a big issue in the Queensland election 
and more recently in New South Wales, and of course if Tasmania could it would sell its poles and wires. 
New South Wales is under the process of selling or has sold TransGrid for a record price and is now selling 
51 per cent of another distribution and transmission field. This is not radical stuff. It has been done by both 
Labor and Liberal and has a debate that has a long gestation. As with many of these debates, Western Australia 
is behind, and we are behind for a couple of good reasons. We are not integrated to the eastern system, we have 
a very large south west integrated system, we have a very long string of networks out into areas and it is 
a difficult system to manage. In recent times we also had massive economic growth, requiring substantial capital 
investment, particularly up to the midwest with the midwest transmission field. 

I might add to a few other issues on Western Power that need to be clarified. Firstly, it represents the vast bulk of 
additional debt we have incurred over our term of government. Twenty-five per cent of all debt is accruing to 
Western Power. It has been a massive investment by this state in the form of debt. It has a very heavy debt level 
burden. About 85 per cent of its equity is debt—a very high debt burden. Another issue that we hear from people 
opposite is that it is a great big cash cow. That is what they claim. Indeed, the Electrical Trades Union and the 
Australian Labor Party have brought in a whiz-kid from Queensland, who worked for a firm, Orion Consulting. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Is his name Matusik? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, this is even worse than Matusik, I tell you—Orion Consulting. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Matusik is one of the largest economic consulting firms in Australia. This guy is a one-man 
show, and he lists his career highlights. His first career highlight listed is doing the same public relations 
program for the ETU and the ALP in Queensland against the privatisation of the Queensland power station. His 
other highlights are doing little bits of work for local government in Queensland. A high-powered consultant? Is 
that all the opposition can get? It will roll out these consultants, either funded by the ETU or others, and say it is 
a cash cow. The reality is that every year, since its existence in 2006 as a regulated poles and wire monopoly, it 
has cost, in recurrent and capital, substantial money every year, except maybe this year, 2015–16. Over the six 
years since 2006–07, when it started to exist as a regulated monopoly, it has cost, in net terms, $826 million to 
the balance sheet, to the operating current account, of the government. In net debt, it is $4.4 billion. Members 
opposite call that a cash cow. That is a very strange cow. It surely is not a cash one. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Every year, the state has invested more money into it than it takes out. I have also heard the 
opposition say that it pays a big tax equivalent. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It has not paid a tax equivalent since 2009, because its accumulated losses are too high. It is 
on the record; look in the budget papers. These are important assets. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We need to put a firm proposal to the public and counter the opposition’s propaganda, and 
that is what we will do. As the Premier indicated, we will also need to say what the nature of the sale is—both, in 
terms of regulatory regime, because both of them are a natural monopoly—what a regulatory regime is, and what 
is the nature of the sale: Is it full? Is it a lease? Is it part, or what? These proposals will have to be developed; 
they take a long time and have to be communicated to the public and that is what we will be doing. We will go 
out and counter the propaganda that the opposition and the ETU will wheel out. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: As usual, the opposition has been doing this for 20 years. It has been wheeling out these 
hack consultants. We will go to the public with a proposal to sell and bring it to the election. We will tell what is 
going to be sold, what the regulatory regime is, what the share of assets are, what we will do with the money, 
and we will bring them to the public. The Horizon Power assets are equally as important — 

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Minister for Regional Development and Leader of the National Party has indicated that 
there have been five or maybe even six attempts to get an integrated grid in the Pilbara; all failed for various 
reasons. Horizon has just a little proportion of that, but now the time is right as the big side of town—the miners 
and oil and gas—are now looking at costs. They have finished their expansion programs; they have almost come 
to an end. Horizon provides a little part of it. Yes, it provides to small businesses and retail outlets, but also to 
BHP Billiton, Rio Tinto and, hopefully, Fortescue Metals Group. Why should we own an asset like that? Why 
not have that asset sold and integrated so we can have a comprehensive integrated grid in the whole area that not 
only brings in CITIC Pacific but also expands electricity throughout the oil and gas and, of course, iron ore 
industries. That is what we want and this will perhaps facilitate it. 

The Leader of the Opposition asked why we are selling this. One of the other things that we see—we do, the 
opposition is blind to it, because it is told to by its masters in the union movement—is that we are getting record 
purchases for these assets around the country, particularly and most recently in New South Wales. We are 
getting 1.7 times the regulated asset base. Those are record prices and—much more—relative to our cash losses. 
The gains are record returns, avoiding spending capital and actually that the private sector can run them a bit 
better. If we are getting record prices for this, why would we not sell it and recycle the assets and undertake not 
only to fund our various capital works in our forward estimates, the good things like the stadium and a whole 
range of assets in schools and hospitals, and also put aside paying off debt that will be incurred and in four years’ 
time includes the stadium? Avoiding accumulating that debt will largely pay off commitments we have already 
made rather than incurring them in the form of debt, and put money aside for the clear capital needs of this 
growing state. What is the other side’s plan? Zip; nothing. How is the opposition going to fund all the 
commitments it is trotting around the city, promising this, promising that? We are adding them up; we know 
them. It has no way of doing it. The opposition is out there saying that it will balance the budget, reduced debt, 
increase wages, and, of course, undertake a massive capital works program. It is the classic magic pudding, and 
the opposition will not sell any assets. Who should we believe, going into the next election—their magic 
pudding, or a plan to restrain the growth in debt, fund capital works — 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park! 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: — and improve our credit rating significantly? What is the opposition going to do? Hide 
under a rock, promise a magic pudding and do nothing. That is the opposition, and who is going to believe the 
opposition? 
Several members interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, and your biggest funding in the last election campaign was for stopping Roe 8, and it 
did not exist! We will go to the next election with a plan that says, “Sell assets; sell Western Power under these 
conditions, and use it to invest in the future of Western Australia, where we need it.” We will be in opposition to 
a party that has no plan. 
MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [3.51 pm]: I have finally found out why it is that the budget speech did 
not reflect the budget. In the budget speech, the Treasurer talked about Western Power, but when one does 
a word search for Western Power, the first thing one finds is “higher dividends and tax equivalent payments” up 
$50 million. That is what it says in the budget papers. Funny, that. I have here the 2014–15 annual report, and 
what does it say? It says that income tax equivalent expense is $147.406 million. That is $147 million paid to the 
recurrent activities of government. The government is saying that it is not going to spend that $147 million on 
roads, schools, police officers and hospitals; it is going to give it to billionaires living in the rest of the world. 
The Premier says, “Oh, you have to take account of contemporary developing economic structures.”  
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: There was a lot of noise when the Treasurer was speaking. I do not want the same amount of 
noise now when the member for Cannington is speaking. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Thank you very much, Mr Speaker. 
Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Treasurer, I call you to order for the first time. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: As the Premier said, there are contemporary developing economic structures, so what 
does the Premier say about selling Western Power? I quote from an article that appeared in the Business News of 
9 February 2016 — 

“Western Power also is critical to the development of Western Australia,” Mr Barnett said yesterday. 
“If you look at South Australia, a weak economy, it has basically sold all of its assets, they have nothing 
left to sell, they have nothing to build the future on. 
“I’m not going to let Western Australia get in that position.” 

Contemporary economic structures; that was February this year. So much contemporary development has 
happened since then, after all. What did the Premier say on 7 March 2013? I quote from an article that appeared 
in The West Australian — 

“The reason that you would retain the energy utilities in government hands is the energy utilities are 
major engines of economic growth in this State and only through ownership of utilities can you 
guarantee supply and reliability of supply, particularly in a State like WA which has a small, isolated 
grid that cannot be connected to the other States,” he said. 

Is that not interesting? That must have been before contemporary economic structures existed in 
Western Australia. That was on 7 March 2013. Is that not interesting, just before the election? In 1996, in the 
lead-up to a state election, the government through Hon Norman Moore said that the government had no plans to 
privatise Alinta, and then it privatised it. This is a government with form, but at least now we know why this 
measure was in the budget speech. It was so that the government can use taxpayers’ money to lie to 
Western Australians. That is exactly what is going to happen. It is going to lie to Western Australians that selling 
Western Power will be to the benefit of the people. That is what the state Liberal government is going to do: it is 
going to lie to Western Australians, and it is going to use taxpayers’ money — 

Point of Order 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The member for Cannington, as he is wont to do, is accusing me — 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, I am not. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, I am the Liberal government Treasurer. He is accusing me of lying; he said it 
repeatedly. 

Several members interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: Member for Willagee, I call you to order for the first time. Points of order are supposed to be 
taken in silence. Member for Cannington, I just want to remind you to be careful how you use the word “lie” in 
relation to members. I know you are talking about the Liberal Party, but just be on your guard. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Thank you very much. I did not use that word in respect of any individual member of 
this house. What I said—I will say it again—was that the reason the government put those words into the budget 
speech was so it could use taxpayers’ money to lie to Western Australians that somehow or other selling 
Western Power will benefit Western Australians, and we all know that that is not true. It is not true at all.  

The history of privatisation in this state by the current government is just bizarre. It announces that it is going to 
privatise something, then it does not sell it. The only thing it has sold—the Perth Market Authority—it sold for 
a loss! Let us understand this: it was reported in the paper the other day that the net proceeds of the sale was 
$154 million. That is not true. The net proceeds of the sale was negative $40 million. The state of 
Western Australia has fewer assets, less cash and fewer opportunities to provide services for Western Australians 
because the state government sold the Perth Market Authority at a loss, and when we get to the estimates 
hearings we are going to investigate who has had to suffer for that loss. Is it higher debt or a cut to services? 
When the government sold the Perth Market Authority, it did not net $154 million; it lost more than $40 million. 

The government is also saying that if it wins the next election—who knows, the Liberal government might get 
returned—it is going to have a long-term lease on Western Power. Do people know that, at the end of that lease, 
the government will have to pay billions of dollars to the new owners of the asset? Do people understand that at 
the end of the lease all the improvements, all the money that has been put into the business, will be paid by the 
government, by the people of Western Australia, to that business? No wonder the new owners are prepared to 
pay lots of money for the asset, because they are guaranteed a 100 per cent return on the asset. The whole idea of 
the private sector is that there is risk, but buying Western Power is zero risk. The owner will get to cover their 
depreciation through their fixed charges, they will get to write off their depreciation against their tax and then, at 
the end of the lease, the government will pay them for every dollar they have invested in that asset, after 
depreciation. Let us understand that that is exactly what is happening here. 

In the electricity transaction that the New South Wales government has done, it has given a guarantee that either 
it will pay the new owners for the assets or it will renew the lease for another 99 years for free! That is what has 
happened in New South Wales; that is exactly what has happened in New South Wales. Is it not interesting in 
respect of the New South Wales privatisation that UBS, the company that advised the government on the 
privatisation, put out a research note to its clients that was headed “Bad for the budget, good for the state”. It has 
an ideological position supporting privatisation, but it analysed the budget. The Treasurer talks about tax 
equivalents that do not exist and that are actually $140 million a year, but UBS included the tax equivalent 
payments. UBS included the dividends. Of course it did. Billions of dollars will be lost by New South Wales 
taxpayers, which will not be available. They are not my words; they are the words of UBS. The group the 
government is paying tens of millions of dollars to, to sell the asset, told its clients in this document that I am 
holding in my hand that the state of New South Wales would be worse off. That is exactly what 
Orion Consulting Network has said. The Treasurer wrongly said that somehow or other the Orion Consulting 
Network report was done for the WA Labor Party. I can tell members that the Orion Consulting Network has 
done no work for the Labor Party in Western Australia—never anywhere. Anybody who says that this document 
was produced by the Labor Party is clearly wrong. Now that the Treasurer knows that he was clearly wrong, if 
he were to repeat that claim, it would become a lie. I accept that he did not know the truth before, but he does 
now. Orion Consulting has never consulted for the Western Australian Labor Party—ever. If the Treasurer says 
that this document that points out that selling Western Power will be at the expense of the taxpayers in this state, 
if he were to repeat that, he would now be telling a lie. I am not saying that he told a lie before.  

The assets sale that the Treasurer tried to pretend he never said was the sale of Muja power station. Is that not 
interesting? When the member for Victoria Park pointed out that the Treasurer had promised to sell Muja power 
station, the Treasurer said, “Oh no, I never did that.” On 8 May 2014 the Treasurer said — 

… the Government will consider the sale of individual electricity generation assets, such as Muja.  

We all know that he cannot sell Muja because it is a dog, but he did say that it was going to sell it.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Tell the member for Collie–Preston that—it’s a dog. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member for Collie–Preston’s position is that the government should not have spent 
$300 000 on refurbishing a 50-year-old power station; it should have built a new one. That is the member for 
Collie–Preston’s position.  
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Mr C.J. Barnett: I did—I built a new one.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Do not come in here and verbal people. That is what the Premier does. The Premier 
should hang his head in shame for his behaviour today. He made a personal attack on an individual member of 
Parliament, something he continually says that he never does. He says that he comes in here and dresses 
himself — 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: I do not want to hear a thing. Speak through the Chair, member for Cannington. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: As I say, the Premier pretends, wraps himself in the cloak of decency, and comes in 
here and makes a personal attack on an individual on this side of the chamber. He should hang his head in shame 
and apologise.  

The SPEAKER: Further speakers?  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Didn’t you make a pornographic website? 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I have been misrepresented by the Premier. The Premier suggested that somehow I have 
had something to do with a pornographic website. That is complete and utter nonsense and he knows it to be not 
true. He needs to withdraw.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am happy to withdraw. The comment I made was: “Didn’t you make a pornographic 
website?”  

Mr W.J. Johnston: No; never!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I seem to remember one on Troy Buswell. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Never!  

Several members interjected.  

THE SPEAKER: Premier, have you withdrawn that statement? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I withdraw.  

The SPEAKER: I call you to order for the second time. 

Debate Resumed 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [4.03 pm]: Let me say, firstly, that I am not against privatisation per se; there 
are areas of privatisation that I think are very good for the public and the government. However, I do not agree 
with the particular case being put forward at the moment for Western Power and the Fremantle port. Can I say 
that I have been absolutely consistent for the last three years in my comments on the dire state of the 
government’s finances. Three years ago, two years ago and one year ago I predicted what state debt would be 
now and at the next state election. I said that it would be close on $40 billion at the next state election. I roughly 
predicted what the budget deficit would be, give or take a billion dollars. I also said that Western Australia 
would lose its AAA credit rating. I said that tens of thousands of jobs within the public sector and in private 
industry would be lost. All those things have come true. I said that the government would almost certainly be 
looking at selling off assets. What it is doing now is selling off assets as a fire sale at the worst possible 
economic time ever—ever! Everything at the moment will be at its lowest possible price; its value will be right 
down in the ground. That is what this government is looking to do.  

Fairly recently the Premier and I actually agreed on two things—they are the only two things that I could really 
bring my mind to thinking we would agree on; there is very little else. The first was when he said that he would 
not sell Western Power; the second was when he said he would not sell the port of Fremantle. I agree with the 
Premier, firstly, because Western Power, like Fremantle port, is a strategic asset. I believe that we should not be 
selling strategic assets; they should be left for future generations because they are income-bearing assets. The 
Premier has said many times that we are replacing assets with the ones we are selling. Will the Premier tell me 
what income-bearing assets we are replacing them with? Is it Perth Stadium? The stadium is not even paid for 
yet. By the time it is built next year it will be going on the debt side and that will increase debt to an enormous 
amount. It is not going to be an income-bearing asset; it is going to be a negative interest for us because it is 
going to be subsidised for decades to come. If the Premier thinks it is such a great asset, he should sell it. He 
would not get the money that he has paid for it.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: How about the children’s hospital?  
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Perth Children’s Hospital is great, but the mining industry paid for a lot of that, and 
thank God they did. It was not you, Premier! I have nothing against the children’s hospital, but it is not an 
income-bearing asset; it is an obligation on government, an obligation that the Premier of this state has to look 
after the health of our children, the same as he should be looking after the health of every Western Australian.  

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The previous Minister for Health was a disgrace. He is trying to interject now. He has 
already made disgusting hand gestures at me. Somebody said that he looked like an expert doing that. I would 
not know, of course, but that is what they said.  

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Dawesville, I call you to order for the first time. There is only a very little time 
left.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The government is wasting money. I have said that for a long time. It is spending 
something like $60 million on refurbishing ministers’ offices! Is that good expenditure of money? I would say 
not, when those poor devils at the Quadriplegic Centre are begging for hot-water showers.  

I am told the stadium will have about 2 000 TV screens so that people will never miss a shot, yet these days in 
some of our hospitals patients have to pay to watch a TV. The Premier has changed his mind about selling 
Western Power and the Fremantle port only because the Treasurer and certain backbenchers—I know who they 
are—have put pressure on him. They have said, “We cannot go to an election and win our seats with the debt 
levels that we have now. You’ve got to sell some assets; you’ve got to bring the debt down.” I assure members 
that the debt issue will be the biggest issue for every Western Australian next March. Three or four years ago 
I knew that; I said that it would be the biggest issue, and it is. The Premier knows it and his people know it. Bad 
decisions are made and governments want to get rid of them in their first term. It is just like when the Premier 
gave his personal staff, his spin doctors, pay increases of $84 000 a year. Some people do not even earn 
$84 000 a year, yet the Premier gave his staff those pay rises. Their main job is to make him look good, but 
I have to tell the Premier that they have absolutely failed. If they are watching me on the screen now, I say to 
them, “Pack your bags; it is time to go.”  

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [4.08 pm]: I rise to make a contribution to the debate on this motion. I think 
the Premier was wrong; I enjoyed his lecture. I enjoyed listening to a lecture from a man who has destroyed the 
Western Australian economy and the state’s finances. Let us go through what the self-proclaimed economic 
mastermind has delivered Western Australia: falling state final demand of negative 3.7 per cent this year, 
negative 4.2 per cent in the previous year and negative 3.6 per cent; and plummeting private business investment 
that has fallen by 19 per cent this budget year. What else is there? We have the biggest deficit and the biggest 
debt levels we have ever seen. The Premier stood up and tried to give this side of the house an economic lecture: 
a man who has driven the WA economy off the cliff and the finances to their worst state ever. This 
self-proclaimed economic mastermind tried to talk to us about privatisation. He missed a couple—one was 
Westrail freight. Remember that one? It was sold at a loss on the balance sheet. It was sold to the detriment of 
regional Western Australia. He forgot that. He also forgot about the pipeline. He forgot about the actual full 
consequences of the government getting short-term cash for that pipeline; investment in that asset was cruelled 
for years to come. He forgot about that because the Liberal Party lost government and Labor had to clean up the 
mess—that is the reason. 

There is this whole idea that everything has changed; it has not. Monopoly infrastructure, Premier, is monopoly 
infrastructure. It still is monopoly infrastructure. It does not matter what the Premier tries to lecture us about. 
Today the Premier desperately attempted to try to prove he is the only one who can lead the Liberal Party. That 
is all it was. It was not a lecture to the Labor Party; it was a lecture to his own team. It was a desperate attempt to 
try to tell his side that he is the only one who can sell the story. If that is the story, it is not a very good one! We 
had the performance act after that by the Treasurer, who is so obsessed with unions that he completely cannot 
deal with the fact that there is no economic case for the sale of Western Power and Fremantle port. His own 
budget paper—which we had never seen before—states that the government is not really going to sell something, 
yet it is going to allocate the money to these funds. How can the government not actually sell something and then 
allocate the money? The Treasurer’s own budget paper is a last-minute job because of the National Party. It is 
clear to see. The Labor Party will never take economic lectures from this government. It has been the worst 
economic manager in the state’s history. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
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Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Ben Wyatt; Mr Colin Barnett; Speaker; Mr Bill Johnston; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Dr 

Mike Nahan; Mr Rob Johnson; Ms Rita Saffioti 

Ayes (21) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Ms M.M. Quirk Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr F.M. Logan Mrs M.H. Roberts Ms S.F. McGurk (Teller) 
Ms J. Farrer Mr M. McGowan Ms R. Saffioti  
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Mr C.J. Tallentire  
Mr R.F. Johnson Mr P. Papalia Mr P.C. Tinley  
 

Noes (35) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr J.H.D. Day Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr F.A. Alban Ms W.M. Duncan Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.M. Francis Mr R.S. Love Mr J. Norberger 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr W.R. Marmion Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.M. Britza Mr B.J. Grylls Mr J.E. McGrath Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr K.D. Hames Ms L. Mettam Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr V.A. Catania Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr P.T. Miles Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr C.D. Hatton Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Ms M.J. Davies Mr A.P. Jacob Mr N.W. Morton  
 

            
Pair 

 Mr D.A. Templeman Ms E. Evangel 
 

Question thus negatived. 
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