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TREASURER’S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2009 
Declaration as Urgent 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Treasurer) [12.37 pm]: In accordance with standing order 168(2), I move — 

That the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009 be considered an urgent bill. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [12.37 pm]: My understanding, having read that standing order, is that 
there is an opportunity for members to speak on this motion and to examine the reason for this bill becoming an 
urgent bill. At the conclusion of the discussion, I expect the Treasurer to explain why it is required to be an 
urgent bill. I think that is the ordinary way in which this process works. 

The SPEAKER: Yes. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The standing order indicates that debate can go for only 20 minutes, and I think I am 
entitled to five. Therefore, I will get on with my speech. The Treasurer has moved that this be considered an 
urgent bill. I think it has been the practice historically for this to take place. Indeed, I believe the former 
Treasurer did it on some occasions. I am not sure whether he did it on every occasion, but he certainly did it on 
some occasions. Of course, this bill deals with matters that require some expenditure, and that will be gone into 
by other speakers later. 

The point I make is this: I received a letter from the Leader of the House on Friday advising that the Treasurer’s 
Advance Authorisation Bill would be the first bill to be debated this week. It would be number one on the list, 
and the Criminal Code Amendment Bill would be number two on the list. Therefore, I assumed that the 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill would be called on yesterday. I was then advised in a phone call on 
Monday from the public servants in the Department of the Premier and Cabinet that the Criminal Code 
Amendment Bill would be moved up the order of proceedings and dealt with yesterday. I understand why the 
government did that. The reason the government changed the order that it had advised me of earlier was, of 
course, that yesterday there was the rally at the front of Parliament House, and naturally the Premier wanted to 
take the opportunity to politically capitalise on that in the chamber. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: That’s not true. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will make my point and the Leader of the House can stand and speak later.  

The Premier wanted to capitalise on that in this chamber and we all saw the sort of righteous indignation he 
demonstrated in that particular debate. He took the opportunity to get onto that issue and I heard him exclaim on 
a number of occasions that it was such an important issue that it had to be dealt with immediately! He said that 
members opposite should not slow down the debate because the legislation was absolutely urgent and needed to 
be dealt with by the house. He expressed that view most forcefully, as people will remember. Personally, I found 
the way that he behaved somewhat unseemly and, in fact, I was a bit worried for his health at one point during 
yesterday’s — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You should worry about your health. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: My health is fine, my friend; my health is fine. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The point I want to make is that yesterday we got through two stages of the Criminal Code 
Amendment Bill 2008. We got through the second reading and consideration in detail stages last evening and we 
left this place some time after midnight. I would have thought that if the bill was as urgent, pressing and 
demanding as the Premier indicated yesterday, we would deal with it now because there is still the third reading 
to go. If that bill was urgent, pressing and demanding, we would be dealing with it now. I fully expected that the 
order of business would change again to bring us back to dealing with the Criminal Code Amendment Bill, but it 
has not. We are now dealing with the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009. The opposition has a number 
of speakers on this bill because there is a huge issue with the incredible blow-out in expenditure that this 
government has presided over in its six months in office. We will have a lot of speakers on that subject. 
However, that means that the third reading of the Criminal Code Amendment Bill will be put back. What can 
members conclude from that little series of events? We can conclude that the Criminal Code Amendment Bill—
the mandatory sentencing bill for assaults on police—was important yesterday because there was a rally outside 
Parliament. There is no rally outside Parliament today, so it is no longer important. Therefore, it was a 
completely political exercise to get it on and demonstrate what a hard-hitting person the Premier was yesterday 
for the show. Today it is nowhere to be seen. That is the reason the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill has 
been brought on today; the crowd is no longer here, the media is not as interested, the helicopters are no longer 
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flying overhead; therefore, mandatory sentencing for police goes to the back bench. The Criminal Code 
Amendment Bill may well not come on again this week, because we will examine the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill in some detail because of the Treasurer’s incredible financial recklessness. Therefore, criminal 
law and assaults on police officers are no longer important. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [12.42 pm]: I must take exception to my opposite 
number in the Labor Party. If he did not think that the Criminal Code Amendment Bill should be discussed 
urgently in view of the enormous public interest, then I do not know where he is living. He must be living in 
cuckoo land. I find it quite disgraceful that he made those sorts of assertions about the Premier. However, it is 
something we have become used to since the member has had the leader of opposition business job. 

Mr T.G. Stephens interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Pilbara! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Can I tell members — 

Mr T.G. Stephens interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Pilbara! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I can tell members quite clearly that we gave the opposition notice that the Treasurer’s 
Advance Authorisation Bill would be declared urgent because if we do not pass this bill through Parliament very 
quickly, people in the public service will not get paid. It is as simple as that, as well as for all the other reasons 
that I am sure the Treasurer will outline in his speech. However, at the end of the day, it is my prerogative as 
Leader of the House to decide what business we will deal with on a day-to-day basis. That is my job as Leader of 
the House. Of course, my opposite number has never done this job, so he is a new boy doing it in opposition. It is 
a good place to learn, but if he thinks that we should not have debated the Criminal Code Amendment Bill 
yesterday, that shows disdain for the public and our police officers. 

Mr M. McGowan: You’re verballing me! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I would not verbal you, my friend.  

Mr M. McGowan: You are. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, I am not. The leader of opposition business is the person who makes some disgraceful 
comments in this place.  

Mr M. McGowan interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am saying that the member must be out of step, because the 5 000 people outside this 
Parliament yesterday cared enough to try to ensure that this Parliament — 

Mr M. McGowan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Rockingham!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: — dealt with that legislation as quickly as possible. The member knows it, I know it, we 
all know it and that is why — 

Mr M. McGowan: So, why aren’t we dealing with it? 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Rockingham!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That is why we dealt with it yesterday.  

Mr M. McGowan: We haven’t dealt with it! We still have the third reading—why not do it now? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: We could not deal with it yesterday, my friend, because there are amendments, as the 
member knows. 

Mr M. McGowan: Why don’t we do the third reading now? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: If my friend makes it over to this side of the house in the next 20 years, he can decide the 
order of business. However, while I am Leader of the House, I will decide the order of business that this house 
will deal with. It is the one little prerogative that I have and it is one little prerogative that the member for 
Rockingham will never have, in my view. He has a lot to learn. The previous Leader of the House knows exactly 
what I am talking about; it used to be his prerogative and he decided the order of business. We did not always 
like his decisions, but at the end of the day, when I was in opposition, I knew that we had to go along with it. I 
like to think I did so gracefully — 

Mr F.M. Logan: You did not do it gracefully! 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: — because I was always a very cooperative leader of opposition business. I was always 
very cooperative, as the former Leader of the House will attest. He will tell members that. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It is my intention — 

Mr F.M. Logan: The member for Hillarys’ nose is growing! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Do not be rude. 

It is my intention to expedite the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill, which is an urgent bill. The 
government will deal with the rest of the Criminal Code Amendment Bill at good speed, but we knew that 
members opposite would have a lot of speakers on the Treasurer’s bill and we need to get through this bill today, 
ideally. That is our intention. If members opposite want to hold up the Treasurer’s bill, let that be on their heads. 
It will simply show the immaturity of some members opposite, and particularly of the leader of opposition 
business. We like to work in cooperation normally. We have had very little cooperation from the leader of 
opposition business so far, my friend, very little cooperation at all. The opposition refuses pairs for all sorts of 
reasons. It will not allow any pairs for other than health reasons and matters of state. That is what it has stated 
publicly. We always agreed with pairs. I paired one of the opposition’s members — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: This is the leader of opposition business who overrides his own Whip, whom I find a very 
decent and honourable gentleman, I must say that. I have a lot of time for the member for Mandurah, and being a 
Whip is a very difficult job, whether one is the government Whip or the opposition Whip. However, the member 
for Mandurah is a man of integrity. I have a lot of trust and faith in him and a lot of respect for him. I wish that I 
could say the same about the leader of opposition business; unfortunately, I cannot. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [12.47 pm]: I know that the opposition would still like to talk about 
yesterday’s legislation; however, the Treasurer’s motion is that the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009 
be declared an urgent bill. As the leader of opposition business said, the opposition will agree to declare this bill 
urgent. However, I note that when the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2008 was introduced last year by 
the then Treasurer and now Leader of the Opposition, the then retiring member for Cottesloe who is now 
Premier, of course, made very bitter and critical comments to the then Treasurer about the spend of 
$313.5 million above and beyond the three per cent authorised under the Financial Management Act. The 
opposition is agreeable to having the bill declared urgent so that we can get it through the house. In light of the 
fact that the Leader of the House has indicated that wages will not be paid and that the lights will go off in 
government—with the amount being spent by the big-spending government—I am not surprised this bill is 
urgent. The leader of government business said today that wages need to be paid, so it seems things have indeed 
become dire in this state. As the leader of opposition business said, we are agreeable to having this bill declared 
urgent, provided that the Treasurer, who will no doubt get to his feet now, explains why. 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Treasurer) [12.48 pm]: I will dig into the pros and cons of the funding 
requested in the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009 only to outline the technical reasons it is important 
that we deal with the bill today. I think it is important that those technical reasons are put on the record. 

Essentially, management of the state’s finances is dictated to and directed by the Financial Management Act. 
Under this act, an automatic amount is created for the Treasurer’s advance, which is equal to three per cent of 
appropriations. This year that amount equated to something in the vicinity of $437 million. Effectively, in 
technical terms, the Treasurer’s advance is an authorisation of expenditure to make payments in extraordinary or 
unforeseen matters or to make advances of a certain purposes. In other words, it is the technical and legal 
approach to how the state’s finances are appropriated. This is a very good thing, because it must always be 
subject to the proper scrutiny of Parliament. We present the budget, as the present opposition, then the 
government, did in May of last year. That is properly scrutinised, and authorises a certain level of appropriations. 
Everybody knows that things change during the year, and the Treasurer’s advance gives the Treasurer the 
capacity to deal with those things day by day. If those expenditures exceed that automatic advance, we have to 
come back to the Parliament to explain why, and we are very happy to do that. It is more than appropriate, and I 
look forward to the debate that will give us an opportunity to work on a line-by-line basis with the opposition 
and be subject to the proper scrutiny of the house.  

Why has the government asked for this to be declared as urgent? It is not quite for the dramatic reasons outlined 
by the Leader of the House, although I understand his desire to maintain his pay packet. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: And those of our public servants. I don’t mind if mine is a little late. 
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL: My apologies, Leader of the House—a slight slip on my behalf. The explanation is simply 
that, as members will note from the absolute amount that we are requesting here—an increase in the Treasurer’s 
advance to $1.2 billion—the original allocation associated with a three per cent automatic Treasurer’s advance 
has been exceeded by a considerable amount this year. I will go through the reasons for this in due course. The 
sheer quantum of that amount means that we face some significant cash management issues over the next couple 
of months. We need to make sure that our agencies have adequate funding for the items identified in the 
Treasurer’s advance. People may have different views about the validity or otherwise of those items—that is 
why we are having the debate—but the process is that we need to get this bill through this house so that it can go 
through the other place in a timely manner to enable the government to effectively manage its cash requirements 
as we head towards the end of the financial year.  

That is the technical aspect. Of course, there is a significant political aspect that sits around the total sum of 
money, and I look forward to entering into that debate. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: Treasurer, do you have the time the horizon by which you will have problems if you don’t get 
this through? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That it is a fair interjection. My advice from Treasury is that there is no specific time 
horizon. Cash flows move for a range of different reasons over time. However, it would be extremely prudent to 
have this bill passed by both houses of Parliament as soon as possible to enable the government to manage its 
cash availability and cash requirements in line with the changed spending priorities of the government. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: So are you saying that if you had it through in May, that is not nearly enough for you? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No; my advice is that it needs to be passed by both houses of Parliament as soon as 
possible. There is a potential for issues to arise in April and May. Those issues effectively sit around the 
appropriations for the items that have been detailed in the bill. 

Those are the technical reasons. I appreciate the support from the opposition. I trust that those technical 
arguments suffice to highlight the need for the urgency of the bill, and I look forward to the ensuing debate. 

Question put and passed. 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 17 March. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [12.54 pm]: I am delighted that things are not as bad as the Leader of the 
House initially indicated, and that our public servants are not about to have their wages stalled and particular 
ministers’ wages will continue to flourish. However, I am not surprised that the time is dire. The spending of this 
government is without precedent. By way of clarification, Mr Speaker, do I have 20 minutes, as shown on the 
clock? Someone indicated that I may have one hour. 

The SPEAKER: Yes, you have an hour. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is one of the perks of opposition I guess. I have never had an hour in which to speak 
before; I will not know what to do with myself. Maybe I can go through the Co-operatives Bill. 

I have no questions for the Treasurer so far, because nothing of relevance has come from him to question him 
about. However, that will shortly change, I am sure. We are here today to discuss the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill 2009. It is an urgent bill, requesting $1.2 billion to spend outside the budget process—nearly 
$800 million above and beyond the automatic advance granted in the Financial Management Act 2006. I know 
the Treasurer has already mentioned the legislative background to where we are, but I will point it out for the 
benefit of, no doubt, the hordes of my constituents who will be reading the debate on this legislation today. They 
will be interested to see where the money is and is not going. Section 27(1) and (2) of the Financial Management 
Act 2006 gives the authority for the Treasurer to request expenditure that is not by appropriation. However, 
section 27(3) makes it crystal clear that such expenditure may be authorised under subsections (1) and (2) only to 
make payments in respect of extraordinary or unforeseen matters. That is the purpose of the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill. Section 29(1) of the Financial Management Act limits the expenditure to which the Treasurer 
has an automatic entitlement, described in last year’s debate by the then member for Capel, Steve Thomas, as 
effectively the government’s overdraft. I am not so sure that that is an accurate way to describe it. It allows the 
Treasurer to spend up to three per cent of the previous year’s appropriation, which this year is some 
$437 million. Quite rightly, the Public Accounts Committee that inquired into the Financial Management Bill 
made it quite clear that the government needs financial flexibility to respond to day-to-day issues that the budget 
may not deal with. 

In this Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill, we are dealing with the largest amount ever sought. That is the 
position upon which the opposition will be approaching this debate. The fact of the matter is that $1.2 billion—
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more than five per cent of the previous year’s appropriation—is now being spent outside the scrutiny of the 
budget process. This is a key matter of transparency and accountability, and it is something the opposition will 
dedicate a reasonable amount of time to considering. As we know, the current budget under which we are 
operating was brought down in May last year by the previous government, now the opposition. There has not 
been a mini-budget or change since then. The only document that we have really seen since then that factors in 
the new government’s election commitments is the Government Mid-Year Financial Projections Statement for 
2008-09, which was released in December last year. The key sentences in this document are on page 5. They 
read — 

The deterioration in the operating outlook since the PFPS totals $5.2 billion over the forward estimates 
period, with $1.5 billion of this due to weaker revenue … and $3.7 billion due to increased expenses 
(mainly associated with implementing the Government’s election commitments, including the Royalties 
for Regions program, and associated borrowing costs). 

The document goes on to discuss the indications for borrowing and what that is likely to cost, although it seems, 
from today’s The Australian Financial Review, that things have changed somewhat since this document was 
released. I said last week in the chamber that in my view this is an economically lazy document. The coalition 
parties made those commitments during the election, and they are now quite rightly entitled to implement those 
policies. The government should have brought out a mini-budget late last year. However, all we have been given 
is this midyear review document. In the midyear review, the government has taken the commitments made by 
the now opposition in the previous budget, and it has added on to those commitments the commitments made by 
this government. We see in the midyear review that the net debt to revenue ratio has hit 60 per cent. I would 
expect that figure to be pared back considerably in the budget itself.  

Appendix 4 of the midyear review deals with the Treasurer’s advance. In the pre-election financial statements 
that were released just after the calling of the election, it was anticipated that the amount that would be required 
within the Treasurer’s advance would be $143 million above and beyond the automatic three per cent that is 
specified in the Financial Management Act. We need to bear in mind that, as I have said, the midyear review 
factored in the commitments that had been made by the new government. In the time between the election and 
the end of the calendar year, the total amount projected to be drawn against the Treasurer’s advance 
authorisation had blown out to $996.8 million. However, interestingly, the midyear review states at page 109 — 

However, due to timing changes and underspends that are likely to occur over the remainder of 2008-
09, it is considered unlikely that agencies will need to fully draw down the $996.8 million estimate 
shown in Table 4.1.  

Since that time—in fact, just over three months later—the government has gone from a position in which it is 
unlikely to need the full $996.8 million, to a position in which it will need $1.2 billion. The Treasurer’s staff 
gave the opposition a briefing on this matter on Monday. I note from that briefing that within that figure of 
$1.2 billion, some $150 million has been set aside for contingencies. That is a matter that I will pursue with the 
Treasurer. I am curious to know how that figure was arrived at, because it seems to be a rather large contingency 
payment, bearing in mind that the Treasurer wants to get this bill through by mid-April and the budget will come 
down one month later. I assume that what the Treasurer is looking for is a $150 million contingency for that 
period.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: What period is that? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: From mid-April to when the budget is handed down in May. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: The appropriation starts on 1 July. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: But the budget will be brought down in May. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I will explain it now. It is a contingency to cover matters that may arise between when the 
budget is presented and 30 June.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, and the amount this year is double last year’s amount. I am curious to see whether that 
is just a magical figure, but we can deal with that in consideration in detail.  

To get back to the midyear review, the amount of $996 million has now become $1.2 billion. Yesterday, there 
was some debate in this place about lawyers. In fact, there was some debate out the front of this Parliament about 
lawyers. As a lawyer, one thing that I am interested in is precedent; that is, what has gone before and what has 
been said before. The beauty of this debate is that a significant number of members of the current government 
had a lot to contribute to the debate on the Treasurer’s advance last year, when the then Treasurer was seeking 
$313.5 million above and beyond the automatic three per cent that is specified in the Financial Management Act, 
as opposed to the extra $750 million that is being sought by the Treasurer now. I want to spend some time going 
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through that debate, because it is worth placing this legislation in the context of Treasurer’s advances in years 
gone by.  
Mr B.J. Grylls: You need to put it in context, though, because it was an election year. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Well, if the government is not prepared to bring down a mini-budget, it has to expect this 
kind of debate. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: When was the last time a mini-budget was brought down to roll election commitments into 
the forward estimates? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Treasurer should get up and tell us that. I have been in this place for three years, and that 
is what I am holding the Treasurer to account for. The Treasurer should get to his feet and explain that. The 
Treasurer has said some things in the past that, no doubt, he will be embarrassed to stick by when he gets up to 
respond to this debate. Last year, when the then member for Capel, Dr Steve Thomas, was the shadow Treasurer, 
he made a number of very good points about the Treasurer’s advance. He made it clear that the Treasurer’s 
Advance Authorisation Bill is all about accountability and scrutiny. He said that the Treasurer’s Advance 
funding does not allow for prospective scrutiny—it allows only for retrospective scrutiny. It is perhaps a shame 
that Dr Thomas is not still a member of this house; perhaps he could have brought some financial discipline to 
bear on the government.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: He was here yesterday, actually! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, he was here yesterday. He was dining here yesterday, and I hope he enjoyed his meal.  

I will start with some of the comments made by the then shadow Treasurer, Dr Thomas, about the Treasurer’s 
advance. He said — 

However, it estimated a $600 million Treasurer’s Advance because of the total impact of $600 million 
based on the midyear review. The problem is that the midyear review was conducted three months ago. 
It predicted that the government would require a $600 million overdraft…However, in the intervening 
period between the midyear review and the introduction of this bill a week ago by the Treasurer, the 
amount has increased from $600 million to $750 million. An amount of $150 million does not sound 
like much when I say it really quickly. In this job I get used to big figures all the time—$1 billion here 
and $150 million there. However, $150 million is a significant amount of money to blow out in that 
short period. Six new high schools or a number of smallish hospitals could be built across the state for 
that amount.  

I agree with Dr Thomas. That amount of $150 million is an extraordinary amount. However, it is significantly 
smaller than the $200 million being sought on top of the $990 million outlined in the midyear review, which it 
was said was unlikely to be drawn down. We can see that the government is excited by that! We can see that by 
the fact that the government front bench is full of members who are excited by this debate.  

Ms R. Saffioti: They are out there spending it! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Well, the one thing they can do is spend!  

Dr Thomas went on to say that the total amount being sought by the then Treasurer was $750 million. As I have 
said, that is $450 million less than what the Treasurer is seeking today. The then shadow Treasurer, Dr Thomas, 
also said — 

It essentially represents a $750 million black hole for this government—a black hole in which this 
government’s economic credentials are lost and buried. The opposition will see fit to support this 
additional funding. However, just as the Treasurer said a few years ago, this bill is a clear 
demonstration of budget mismanagement and a clear indication that the government is not willing to 
have full public scrutiny of expenditure programs. As the Treasurer sows, so shall he reap. 

I have always liked Dr Thomas’s turns of phrase. The fact of the matter is that the Treasurer indicated that no-
one has done a mini-budget for years, so why should he do it? This is the very reason that a mini-budget should 
have been done. If the Treasurer is going to cobble together what the Liberal Party promised in the election and 
what the National Party promised in the election, one plus one does not equal two. In fact, one plus one equals 
$1.2 billion, and that is what we are debating today. Instead of releasing that economically lazy document that is 
the midyear review, the government should have spent some time on producing a mini-budget so that we could 
have proper scrutiny of the amazing amount of money that the Treasurer wants to spend over and above the 
budget process.  

One of the problems is that we do not know the financial parameters and financial standards upon which this 
government is operating. I have previously asked the Treasurer in this place about this matter, and I know that it 
will be raised by some of our speakers in this debate today. At the moment there just seems to be an incredible 
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amount of spending by this government. We have seen in The Australian Financial Review today that according 
to the Under Treasurer, Tim Marney, it seems that the government will have significant difficulty in accessing 
debt to fund the sort of programs that it is proposing to fund.  
I also want to quote the then Independent member for Churchlands, Dr Constable. Of course, Dr Constable is 
now back ensconced in the Liberal Party and is enjoying being in the ministry. Members will be keen to hear 
what she had to say about the Treasurer’s advance.  
Mr F.M. Logan: Nothing—that’s what she’ll say. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I think the member for Cockburn may be right. 

The member for Churchlands—now the Minister for Education—made a useful contribution to the debate last 
year. She made observations about the Financial Management Act 2006 being a very important part of what 
happens in Parliament, what it is that we do, and the scrutiny and accountability that government must be put 
through. However, she made the point that last year’s bill sought a further “whopping” $313.5 million. I will be 
curious to hear what she has to say about this whopping figure of $750 million. She stated — 

I take members back to December 2007, not even three months ago. The Treasury published its midyear 
financial projection statement in which it predicted that the Treasurer’s advance limit would need to be 
raised by $164.5 million, which would have brought the total of the additional amount over the budget 
estimates to $600 million when combined with the three per cent allowed by the Financial Management 
Act.  
… 
On 11 March, not even three months later, this bill was introduced, not asking for $164.5 million but 
$313.5 million, and that is close to 100 per cent more than the $164.5 million.  

That is as opposed to the current $200 million. She continued — 
I cannot understand how that happened over that two-month period… This government’s financial 
management is so much out of whack that it is really difficult to understand what it is doing…How 
could the projection have been so far out and so far wrong? 

To be fair to the government, we are effectively looking at the difference between the midyear review of 
$996 million—that was unlikely to have been drawn down—and the $1.2 billion of which the government now 
seems in dire need. This is not an esoteric debate; I do not lightly say that a mini-budget was required. However, 
the fact that two separate parties campaigned separately and tried to cobble together an arrangement under which 
commitments made by both could be met will obviously place significant stress on the government’s bottom 
line. That is why I indicate now—as opposed to previous elections, when there was an official coalition and 
commitments were fully costed—that a mini-budget was required last year. 

I move to comments made by the then Leader of the Opposition and current Treasurer during debate on last 
year’s Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. He stated — 

The unfortunate reality in this Parliament is that, despite the best efforts of opposition members and 
Independent members in their contributions to this debate, the Treasurer is not subject to the same 
degree of scrutiny that a private business operator would be subject to if he had to ask his bank manager 
for additional money. 
… 
The unfortunate reality is that all too often that approach to government involves spending money in a 
non-planned and, in the long term, unwise way. That is the reason the Treasurer is asking for an 
increase in the Treasurer’s advance account.  

It might interest the house to know—other speakers to this bill may have highlighted this—that the only 
other time in history that such a large Treasurer’s advance has been required was in the aftermath of the 
last state election, after the government had spent and spent during the election campaign. 

That figure was $750 million—an amount considerably less than the amount we are looking at today. 

Perhaps one of the more amusing of the former opposition’s contributions to last year’s Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill debate—maybe more enlightening than amusing—was made by the now Leader of the House 
and Minister for Police. I will quote the Minister for Police as then leader of opposition business. He stated —  

I want to put on record that in this Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill, the Treasurer is asking for 
an absolutely unprecedented handout of $750 million. That is three-quarters of a billion dollars. In all 
the years I have been in this place, I have never known a Treasurer to ask for an advance of three-
quarters of a billion dollars. 
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He has been in this place for a while! He continued — 

An amount of three per cent has already been allocated for unforeseen expenditure. However, for the 
Treasurer to come into this chamber with his hand out and ask for an extra three-quarters of a billion 
dollars proves that the Treasurer — 

Actually, he was not asking for an extra three-quarters of a billion dollars — 

and this government are totally and absolutely incompetent. 

He continued — 

It is an absolute disgrace for the Treasurer to ask for the huge sum of $750 million. No Treasurer has 
ever asked for $750 million for unforeseen expenses.  

That was ever, according to the Minister for Police! He continued — 

The most we have been asked to provide for previously was roughly $300 million. The Treasurer is 
asking us to authorise a payment for more than double that amount. That is nothing short of an absolute 
disgrace. I assure the Treasurer that the people of Western Australia will not forgive either him or the 
government for their incompetence. 

That was a figure of $300 million that the Minister for Police got himself up in arms about. We are looking at a 
figure of $750 million, above and beyond the three per cent authorised under the Financial Management Act. 
The fact that a mini-budget has not been delivered for a long time is no reason for one to not be delivered. I 
made the point when the Treasurer was out of the chamber that two parties made two very different 
commitments to the electorate during the last election campaign, and if they are put together, it will inevitably 
create stress for the budget bottom line. The point I am making is that a mini-budget would have been 
economically responsible and would have enabled the new government to go through a process of scrutiny and 
transparency. Although I appreciate that the Treasurer has provided the opposition with a breakdown list of 
expenditures that this advance is being divvied up for, the fact is that the committee process will not be 
sufficient; it will not be as accurate as the normal process of budget estimates. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Just to help you, we’ll stay until you’ve asked every possible question, and not one member 
from this side of the house will ask a question during consideration in detail. You will probably have more 
questions to ask now than you would have in estimates. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I thank the Treasurer for his commitment. I look forward to it, because there will be many 
questions asked; whether the answers will be given is another matter. 

The member for Alfred Cove also made some comments last year; she also was concerned about the size of last 
year’s Treasurer’s advance. Her comment was that she was sorry that the bill was not more detailed. No doubt 
she will be interested in some of the figures that will be going through this place over the course of the next few 
hours. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: Have you been given a briefing note, or can the Treasurer provide a briefing note with 
details of the line items? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I can give the member a copy of what I have been provided by the Treasurer. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: It is not available in the house at the moment, but is it available through the Treasurer? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I can give the member a copy of what I have been given; it probably does not contain the 
detail he is seeking, but I can certainly give him a copy of what the Treasurer gave the opposition on Monday. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: Unless you want to hand over all your documents, Treasurer! 

Mr T.R. Buswell: There was a briefing provided. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, and I have said that. I will give the member a copy if he does not have one. 
Mr T.G. Stephens: Does the Treasurer have any spare copies. 
Mr T.R. Buswell: I’ll get you some. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I thank the Treasurer; he is being very cooperative today. It must be the Co-operatives Bill 
2009 that has made him so compliant to the requests of the opposition! 
As I indicated at the beginning of my contribution, I did not realise I had an hour to spend here. I do not intend to 
speak for the full hour. The opposition has some significant concerns about the size of this advance. As members 
of the now government pointed out last year, the figure of $750 million was one of the largest. As the now 
Minister for Police pointed out, it was a disgrace and a sign of incompetence. We are now looking at a figure that 
is considerably larger. I look forward to the consideration in detail stage of this bill. There will be a lot of 
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questions from this side of the house, and I appreciate the Treasurer’s undertaking that we will sit until all 
questions have been asked, and that there will be no questions asked from the government side of the chamber; it 
is an offer we will take up. 
I also note that the Premier made some critical remarks — 
Ms R. Saffioti: No! Really?  
Mr B.S. WYATT: He was then the soon-to-be-retired member for Cottesloe, who subsequently became the 
Leader of the Opposition—and then Premier in very quick time. I note the Premier’s comments in support of 
then National Party member for Avon, Mr Trenorden, and I note National Party ministers are not present in this 
place and we probably will not get much comment from them on this bill because they will get their bag of 
money out of this. At the time, the now Premier made a number of interesting comments when debating a motion 
to refer the bill to the Public Accounts Committee, and the opposition will pursue that later in this debate and 
will call on the words of the now Premier in support of its position.  

Many members on this side of the house wish to speak on this legislation, so I will be brief. However, it is 
important to note that the Financial Management Act 2006 enables expenditure beyond the budget of three per 
cent of the previous year’s appropriations. The Public Accounts Committee reviewed that and considered three 
per cent an appropriate figure. Obviously, the previous government did not meet that three per cent target, and 
had to come into this place to explain itself. This government has done the same thing now.  

The Liberal and National Parties made a number of commitments to the people of Western Australia during the 
negotiation process when the National Party held the balance of power following the last election. The then 
Premier, Hon Alan Carpenter, offered a lesser figure to the National Party than the Liberal Party offered for the 
royalties for regions program because he foresaw it would have an impact on the budget line and on the state’s 
AAA credit rating. That is why the Labor Party’s offer was a reduced figure. The Liberal Party did not consider 
that, and we now have this position where one plus one does not equal two. The figure is now $1.2 billion and 
we are still counting. I expect the figure to rise considerably from now until the budget is delivered in May. 

I am not surprised this is an urgent bill. This government’s spending is at record levels. The level of scrutiny is 
nil. The midyear financial projection statement was an economically lazy document. The proposed expenditure 
should have been the subject of a mini-budget so that this Parliament could assess line item by line item the 
impact of what was agreed between the Liberal and National Parties when they formed government after the last 
election. In that way not only Parliament, but also the people of Western Australia would have a clear indication 
of the financial cost of the royalties for regions arrangements to the people of Western Australia and the impact 
on the state’s finances. It is clear that the state’s AAA credit rating is under threat and the net debt to revenue 
ratio is rising alarmingly. In an environment where debt is difficult to obtain, state governments have slipped 
down the list of preferred borrowers. Western Australia is under a reasonable amount of stress. The budget, 
which we will finally see in May, hopefully, will show us a path out of this financial distress, as required by the 
Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000. I look forward to reading that budget document. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: Shadow Treasurer, do you mind if I ask this question? You have told the house that the 
state’s AAA credit rating is in difficulties, for instance, with the allocation of funds to the royalties for regions 
program. However, my experience in the bush is that we have the thimble and pea trick going on in that the 
government has achieved a lot of savings in regional Western Australia and a large amount of funding has been 
taken away —  
Mr T.R. Buswell: Which ones?  
Mr T.G. Stephens: Well, the government’s progress on reported programs; allied health programs. What 
worries me here is if the government had a thimble and pea trick, how come it is exposing the state to such great 
risk?  
Mr B.S. WYATT: Therein lies the problem, member for Pilbara, of not following an ordinary estimates process: 
we cannot identify those services that have been withdrawn but are being topped up by the royalties for regions 
program. We have the magic trick of the royalties for regions program bringing in all this extra money, but we 
do not see where in the mainstream it has been withdrawn from. Even though there is a figure of $337 million 
allocated to royalties for regions, we have not had the opportunity to look at what is being withdrawn. We can do 
that in the budget process. Normally in the budget process —  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Member for Victoria Park — 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No, the Treasurer can wait his turn. He very rarely takes interjections. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Here I am, willing to offer you all this information! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No, the Treasurer can sit there and stew while the opposition has its say. The member for 
South Perth is itching to speak; I can see that already. The Treasurer can stand up and answer our questions 
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during the consideration in detail stage when he is surrounded by Department of Treasury and Finance officials. 
I know they are sitting at the back of the chamber as they provided me with a briefing, for which I thank them. I 
look forward to the Treasurer sitting at the committee table and going through the bill line by line.  

I know the member for Pilbara has some concerns about the withdrawal of government services from the Pilbara 
and other remote areas and the sleight of hand with the $337 million that the National Party is perpetuating on 
his constituents and constituents all over Western Australia.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Which one?  

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Treasurer should wait his turn. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: If you gave us the information, I could give you an accurate answer.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I doubt I will get one any time soon! 

Mr T.R. Buswell: You do not ask any questions.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: If the Treasurer started answering my questions, I might throw a few more at him. Therein 
lies the problem. It is interesting to note that the last time I asked a question in Parliament the Treasurer made 
great fun of the fact that in a radio interview, I stuttered, and because of that he said I had no idea. He said I 
stuttered away. The Treasurer is right; sometimes I do not get it right. Sometimes members of Parliament do not 
get it right. Funnily enough, I am a big believer in karma, member for Pilbara. That very day the Treasurer goes 
on Russell Woolf’s radio program and is asked a question, “What is the interest rate?” 

Mr T.G. Stephens: Don’t tell me he fluffed it!  

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Treasurer did not know; he came up with 3.5 per cent. When Russell Woolf said no, the 
Treasurer asked Russell Woolf the rate. Russell Woolf had to tell the Treasurer!  

It is easy for the Treasurer to come into this place and take an easy kick on members on their feet—we do not get 
the right of reply. We are not all perfect creatures, and I certainly stand as one who is not perfect, as does the 
Treasurer. I think everyone in this place knows that.  

Mr T.G. Stephens: Do you know what happened to John Kerin when he fluffed a question? And who was the 
other one? Julie Bishop was also in strife. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I was asked that very question as shadow Treasurer and I said it hardly matters. The point is 
that we are not all perfect. I know the Treasurer likes to think he is, but he is not.  

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: As the Treasurer said, he does have many faults, and he has displayed a lot of them in this 
place.  

Several government members interjected.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Mr Deputy Speaker, I could respond to interjections for hours and hours—28 minutes in any 
event, but I will now sit down. I think I have made the point. We are seeing a Treasurer’s advance bill of historic 
proportions. Never before has $1.2 billion been asked for by a government in Western Australia. This is a first. A 
number of these points were made by now ministers when in opposition and now they have to explain why they 
are no longer applying their own standards.  

As I indicated, members on this side will enjoy the consideration in detail process because we will get the 
opportunity to ask lots of questions and, hopefully, we will get serious answers.  

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [1.29 pm]: I rise to agree with many of comments made by the member for 
Victoria Park.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Which ones don’t you agree with?  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I agree with all of them.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: You should have said you agreed with all of them. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes. The amount requested today is an extraordinary amount. We have gone through the 
history, but we should go through it again. The original authorisation was three per cent of the recurrent and 
capital appropriations for the 2008-09 budget—a figure of $437 million—that was originally authorised by the 
Parliament through the normal budget process. In the midyear review, as the member for Victoria Park stated, 
that figure increased to $996.7 million, and now the Parliament is debating an authorisation for $1.2 billion. I 
calculated that the original figure of three per cent of the recurrent and capital appropriation for 2008-09 has 
increased to eight per cent. That is an extraordinary increase in such a short period of time.  
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Mr T.R. Buswell: Member for West Swan, are you against the capital component or the recurrent component? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I would like to know what the Treasurer is spending this money on.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Should we spend it on capital or recurrent expenditure?  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Will the Treasurer confirm that he spent $3.7 billion of operating expenditure between 
September and December 2008?  

Mr T.R. Buswell: $3.7 billion? Across how many years? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It has been committed across four years. Did the Treasurer commit $3.7 billion of operating 
expenditure over the forward estimates? The midyear review shows that the Treasurer did, so he did. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Oh, yes. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Okay. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Is that a problem? 

Mr M. McGowan: It’s only $3.7 billion; you can’t expect him to remember! 

Mr F.M. Logan: What’s $3.7 billion among friends? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order, members! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is only a problem when the AAA credit rating is at risk and we are going through 
economic turmoil and the Treasurer does not know where the money is being spent. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I know where it is all being spent; it is all detailed in the document I just gave you. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The one-line item! As I said, these are extraordinary economic circumstances and the 
government has a range of commitments it will try to honour, which is fair enough. However, in the process it 
has committed to turning around the budget. Within three months we went from having the strongest set of 
finances the state has ever seen to the AAA credit rating being put at risk. Debt is unsustainable and, according 
to The Australian Financial Review today, the state government has problems accessing credit. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Why do you think that is? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is because the government has turned around the state’s finances from being the best the 
state has ever seen to the state’s AAA credit rating being put at risk. I believe that the government should have 
had a mini-budget or issued a major economic statement. The government has made billions of dollars worth of 
commitments while the economic circumstances have been changing rapidly. The fact that the government has 
not produced a major financial statement or economic outlook indicates where it is at. It has no plan or strategy 
to get out of these economic circumstances. 

During the debate on the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2008 last year, we heard a lot of members say a 
lot of things. The member for Churchlands, who is now Minister for Education, used to talk a lot about 
accountability. She even used to lecture Hon Geoff Gallop about accountability, but now when she has 
something to be accountable for, she is nowhere to be seen. We also heard the current Treasurer comparing 
Parliament with a bank. He said at the time that if the then Treasurer walked into a bank and asked for an 
overdraft of $750 million, the bank manager would be shocked and aghast. The government is now going to the 
bank manager and asking for billions of dollars of extra funding, despite its spending record and the Premier’s 
track record of what he thought of the Treasury department when he was last in government and his undermining 
of the public service. The Minister for Regional Development is spending money wildly every day, although we 
are not sure what he is spending it on, while thousands of jobs are being lost in the regions. Imagine what the 
bank manager would think if the cabinet and the Treasurer walked in and requested a loan for $1.2 billion. 

Mr T.G. Stephens interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Treasurer commented on our signs around the place. I cannot wait to see the National 
Party’s signs up and down the state. 

Mr T.G. Stephens interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There is nothing to show for it; it is just a sign. 

As I said, this government went on a spending spree. It spent $3.7 billion on election commitments in three 
months. I calculate that there were 69 days between when the government was formed and the midyear review 
cut-off date. The government spent $3.7 billion in that time, which equates to spending $53 million a day over 
69 days. The government has a visa-card mentality—spend now, pay later. Visas are, of course, accepted around 
the world. 
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Mr P. Abetz: That sounds like Rudd.  

Mr F.M. Logan: They have the budget to do it; you haven’t. That is the difference. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Exactly. The federal government has the finances to do it. 

I now come to the issue of revenue. I understand that there is a global financial crisis, as the Treasurer has 
outlined. The member for Victoria Park and others on this side of the house are trying to ascertain exactly what 
impact it is having on revenue. Every month there seems to be a different slant on exactly what is happening to 
the economy and to the state’s revenue. On one day we are told that we will ride it out and it will all be fantastic 
and the next day we are told that the GFC will completely destroy the state’s finances. The GFC is being used as 
an excuse for the massive turnaround in the state’s finances. The Premier claimed during the debate on the 
Premier’s Statement that the state’s revenue has turned around by $5 billion, or by $1 billion per annum. The 
Treasurer also talked on radio about a $5 billion turnaround in revenue. We are seeking the statistics that back up 
that figure. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: It is based on the advice that I get almost weekly from Treasury. Treasury predicts the state’s 
revenue and expenses across what is now a five-year forward estimate period. We totalled the revenues across 
the four years and compared them with revenues in the budget, and the difference is $5 billion. Just so you know, 
the core drivers are the reduction in GST revenue, the impact of a significant reduction in property revenues, 
and, since the midyear review, there has been a significant reduction — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Is the $5 billion above and beyond the $1.5 billion identified in the midyear review? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: No, it is $1.5 billion from last year’s budget until the set of figures I have seen. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Does the midyear review take into consideration how much of it is above and beyond that? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: It does pick up some of that as well. I would have to look. The midyear review is less than 
half the total, I think. I can get that information. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If the Treasurer can provide confirmation by Treasury of the $5 billion turnaround, I would 
love to see that figure. 

On 27 February the quarterly results were released and the Treasurer stated that the latest financial result set the 
stage for a tough budget process. The statement paints a picture of doom and gloom far and above what any of 
Treasury’s figures actually prove. The information from the quarterly figures and midyear review does not match 
some of the rhetoric and claims that have been made in media statements. For example, a claim was made that 
the state’s revenue has completely collapsed. Revenue for the first half of 2008-09 was $530 million more than 
last year, yet a media statement says that revenue is collapsing. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: We look at revenue across a four-year period. I am just telling you what Treasury has told me. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That media statement related to the quarterly results. It was not about the four-year results. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I will find out what information I can show the shadow Treasurer. There is no secret. I am 
happy to share it with the members opposite because it is quite significant for the state’s finances. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If it were that significant, the government should have made a significant economic or fiscal 
statement. We cannot just go through it media statement by media statement. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: When should we have had that, just out of interest? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Probably in December or January. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: When did the opposition start calling for a mini-budget? Was it following the handing down 
of the midyear review? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member for Victoria Park called for it in November or December. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Is that right? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, as far as I can remember from the article I read. 

Everyone in this place knows that the GST deal is a bad deal for Western Australia, and it always has been. I 
recall a debate in this Parliament between Hon Geoff Gallop and the then Premier, Richard Court and the other 
government members. The main point of the debate was that the GST meant a centralisation of power. Power 
was moved from the state government to the federal government. We basically gave up his state’s revenue-
raising capacity; it went to the federal government in the form of the goods and services tax. There was always 
going to be a power shift. There was always going to be a problem, because the Commonwealth Grants 
Commission was going to be the body that administered and controlled GST payments. It is a bit rich for this 
government to claim that the GST was such a bad deal for Western Australia, yet it signed up to it. 
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The other issue we need clarity on is why the midyear review showed that the total impact of the GST over four 
years would be $1.5 billion. There is also a pick-up from the Council of Australian Governments agreement of 
last December. The COAG meeting was held in November, but the midyear review cut-off date did not pick up 
the special purpose payment impact. I understand that the total COAG agreement was $15 billion, so we need to 
know whether we got $1.5 billion, as 10 per cent of that figure, and whether that negated the GST impact. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: You can ask that question when we are in consideration in detail and we will get that 
information for you. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I think that those figures should be out by now. 

We have a spending spree, revenue that is unknown—as I have said, there is a changing story every month—and 
the efficiency dividend. As I have said previously in this place, efficiency dividends are not new; previous 
governments have applied them and future governments will apply them. However, I want to clarify exactly who 
is trying to discover where the three per cent efficiency dividends will be made. I understand that five separate 
processes are happening at the moment. There is the normal expenditure review committee and there is the 
Economic Audit Committee, with Langoulant and company. The Treasury department is going into departments 
such as the police service, and private sector accountants also are going into the police department, which was 
reported in an article — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: That is part of the Treasury team; that is one process. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Okay; and then there is the capital works review. There are four or five different processes 
going on. It is now March. The budget will be handed down in May. I feel that there is budget chaos and 
mayhem, as no-one is really quite sure where the three per cent cuts will be made, what impact they will have on 
front-line services and how sustainable those cuts will be. I believe that the requirement for a three per cent cut is 
creating chaos and mayhem in the public sector, and the worst is yet to come. The midyear review showed net 
debt to revenue reaching 60.9 per cent in 2011-12; basically, that is unsustainable. I know that the Treasurer has 
outlined that further cuts will be needed to try to retain the state’s AAA credit rating or to retain some sort of 
sustainable debt level. The capital works program for this year is worth $7.7 billion. For the next three years, it 
will be worth $7.6 billion, $6.6 billion and $6.6 billion. Billions of dollars in cuts need to be made to get net debt 
to revenue down to a reasonable level. Again, I would like to see a plan or strategy outlining exactly what those 
cuts will entail. Will they be based on the capital works program, and will they mean a delay for every project 
that has not yet commenced? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: No. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I believe, from the figures that have been released, that there is a need to cut billions of 
dollars from the forward estimates to have a sustainable budget. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Those cuts can be either capital or recurrent. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, I know, but a bit of both will be needed to retain it. 

This Treasurer’s advance authorisation is basically for urgent and unforeseen circumstances. I think the 
government has added up all the expenditure it thinks it will spend and has added a contingency figure of 
$150 million. About $337 million has been allocated to the royalties for regions program for projects that have 
not yet commenced. I do not believe that a request of this degree is necessary. I believe the government has 
added up all the figures and has come to Parliament on the off-chance that it will be able to do what it promised 
it would do in the midyear review. As I have said, there is money in the capital works budget for projects in the 
royalties for regions program. I think the government is still trying to sort out the details of those projects. That 
money will not be expended by 30 June. I do not believe that many of these items are urgent and unforeseen. 
Given the magnitude of the expenditure of $3.7 billion, plus the economic outlook and the change in 
arrangements with the commonwealth for both the GST and SPP, I believe that an economic and fiscal outlook 
should have been produced. I look forward to the consideration in detail stage, so that we can hopefully get some 
answers to the questions we have posed to this point. 

MR T.G. STEPHENS (Pilbara) [1.45 pm]: I have spoken during my parliamentary life on a number of 
Treasurer’s advance authorisation bills. Of course, I have never spoken on a bill of such magnitude. When I 
think about the first Treasurer’s advance authorisation bills of the early 1980s, I recall that minuscule amounts 
were talked about as being necessary to add to the budgetary funds for the expenditure of government at the 
time. Those bills were always a source of great controversy, as they should have been, because they revealed 
something about the changing sets of circumstances with which governments were faced. There is always a plea 
for more information. Members are probably aware that I have particular areas of interest that lead my eye to 
look at a document such as this bill and the quantum that is being sought. I remember when I was a little boy that 
there were words on a page that would always stand out, and I would always find those words no matter how big 
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the page was. Now my eyes always go to the words “royalties for regions”. They go pretty quickly to the pages 
with those words so that I can try to get a handle on it and understand what is being said about tackling the issues 
with royalties for regions. 

Mr V.A. Catania: Or what your electorate is going to miss out on. 

Mr P. Papalia: Shouldn’t the other Treasurer be here? 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: That is a good point. That is where my eye naturally goes. 

The Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009 is the government’s response to the need—so it says—to 
authorise expenditure to make payments in respect of the needs that have been identified by Treasury and the 
Treasurer. Those needs are outlined in the quarterly financial results report of December 2008. That draws in 
part on the financial and spending decisions of government that have been recorded in the 2008-09 Government 
Mid-year Financial Projections Statement. The document clearly outlines some very big items. The natural flow 
of my eyes drew my attention to page 101, on which I see reference to $13.1 million of expenditure in 2008-09. 
That expenditure was identified by December 2008 and was to be spent before the end of the financial year. We 
see on page 101 at appendix 3 in the table that details the policy decisions affecting spending for royalties for 
regions an amount of $13.1 million, and there is also an interplay of other figures. 

The real Treasurer is in the chamber. 

Mr P. Papalia: The Leader of the Nationals. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: As I looked at that section of the document, my eyes suddenly drifted to page 100. A 
little item caught my eye that I have never seen in a document of this sort. It is a spending decision that led to a 
requirement for the government to allocate funds. The second dot point on page 100 states — 

A total of $1.1 million has been provided towards research assistance and advice for The Greens (WA) 
party, the Member for Alfred Cove and the Member for Kalgoorlie to enable them to deal with 
Government legislation. 

I thought, “That’s an amazing development. I’ve never seen a line like that before.” It got me very curious 
indeed. It is unprecedented for there to be a differential allocation of resources to members of the Legislative 
Assembly in that way. It is not unprecedented to allocate funds to the minor parties. The National Party and the 
Greens (WA) have had funds allocated to them in the past. I became very interested in that line item. My 
attention was then drawn to a question in the upper house asked by Hon Shelley Eaton of the Leader of the 
House, Hon Norman Moore representing the Premier. She asked if any extra equipment had been allocated to 
any members of Parliament. The answer to that question 204(2) was — 

One member has an additional desktop computer placed in her office by the department for use by 
contract staff engaged to assist the member with research and advisory services related to dealing with 
government legislation. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: I got one of those. I had to pay for my own. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: If the member did get one, he would have paid for it himself. The third part of Hon 
Shelley Eaton’s question asked — 

What is the policy rationale behind any approved variations? 

The answer was — 

(3) This arrangement was a result of a cabinet decision and is consistent with a similar approach 
taken by the previous government. 

That is a most extraordinary level of inaccuracy in an answer that has ever been given in the other place. I read to 
the house a letter to the Corruption and Crime Commission — 

Your urgent attention is drawn to what is an extraordinary development revealed recently in the state 
parliament—that the minority Liberal Government has allocated extra support resources for two 
independent members of the legislative assembly upon whom the government is depending to maintain 
their slender majority on the floor of the house; resources that are over and above the allocation 
available to every other member in their roles as a member of the parliament. 

Never before in my now very long experience of the parliament have resources been allocated in such a 
clearly corrupt way, that corrupts the processes of government and of the parliament. This corrupt 
decision, this corrupt allocation and this corrupt process must be investigated by the CCC. 
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Resource allocation to Members of the Parliament in their role as Members of the House has never 
before been allocated in a way that gives to any one member of the parliament any more resources over 
and above any other simply to carry out their role as a Member. In this case the issue clearly goes to the 
heart of the formation of the government and begs the question — that suggests on the face of it 
corruption; that this differential resources allocation to these two independent members was proffered 
and allocated as part of the minority Liberal Party’s efforts to secure government and to secure their 
support on the floor of the house. 

Governments have not previously been so brazenly corrupt as to allocate extra resources for 
independents. Independents like Mr John D’Orazio, Mr John Bowler or Ms Liz Constable or Mr Larry 
Graham or other independents when they emerged were treated like any other MP. 

The full powers of the CCC are needed: to inquire into the circumstances by which these extra 
resources were allocated in a differential manner; to ascertain in particular whether these extra 
resources were offered and allocated by the Government at the same time as the liberal minority were 
seeking support from the independents; to assess this revelation and consider making recommendations 
on the appropriateness of such a differential resource allocation, differentiating between members of 
parliaments simply on the basis of their status as “independents”. 

It is understandable that additional resources have for some time been specifically and transparently 
allocated for minor parties, over and above those available to them as individual members of the 
parliament. 

However, this new development in the differential allocation of resources to independent members 
requires strong censure from the CCC, and necessitates that the process of resource allocation to 
Members of Parliament be removed from the Executive … 

Mr M.P. Whitely: Who wrote the letter? 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I will come to that in a second. The answer to the question in the upper house about 
where was the decision made to allocate an extra computer shows that it was a whiteboard exercise carried out 
inside the cabinet room. Cabinet must have worked out which member of Parliament had been good that week 
and so given that member an extra computer because she helped the government continue in office. This letter 
argues that that is a corrupt process that compromises the government and those members of Parliament and 
perhaps reflects on the way in which they are voting. The letter advocates strong censure from the CCC and that 
resource allocation be removed from the government and continues — 

… so as to avoid the opportunity for the government itself insulating itself from parliamentary scrutiny 
and accountability by allocating resources in a differential manner, thereby securing the compliance and 
unquestioning support of nominally independent MLA’s on the floor of the Assembly. 

In the absence of a clear and transparent process that is above corruption then there is no clear road map 
forward. What happens to the next independent MP? Will they be allocated resources automatically by 
virtue of the status as an independent? or only if the government requires or secure their support to 
maintain their numbers on the floor of the house? 

I imagine that we have not had a previous situation in which there has been a differential allocation of resources 
to Independents.  

Dr E. Constable: Carmen Lawrence gave Independents different resources. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: To individuals? 

Dr E. Constable: To Independents; all Independents got the same thing. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: However, questions must be asked about this situation. I believe that, ideally, it should 
not be the executive finding out the answers to these questions. Where are those resources going? I presume that 
when Carmen Lawrence allocated resources, she put them in the Parliament so that Independents could draw 
upon them.  

Dr E. Constable: No. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I believe that this has to be utterly and absolutely transparently assessed. The CCC 
would be the appropriate body to do it. Members should ask themselves the next question: if they upset a 
member on that side of the house who suddenly decides to declare himself or herself an Independent, does it 
mean the member will automatically be guaranteed—because the member has come from that side of the house 
and is supporting the government—extra resources allocated in what is effectively a corrupting of the process, as 
I put to the house and has been put in the letter? What if another Independent emerges from this side of the house 
who will not support the government? Will that member be allocated resources on a differential basis? The 
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government should think about what it is doing in the cabinet room, where it has used a whiteboard exercise that 
is effectively corrupting the processes of handling parliamentarians. The member for Bassendean asked me 
where the letter came from. It is my letter, which I am addressing to the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
Having now shared that letter with the house, it is my intention to post it to the Corruption and Crime 
Commissioner this afternoon. I believe that the CCC is the appropriate body to assess an allocation of 
expenditure of this sort that embeds and cements this government in office.  

What will happen if other members place this government at risk? Can those members hold the government over 
a barrel and demand the same allocation of resources that have been allocated to a couple of nominal 
Independents? It is totally unacceptable. It shows that an executive such as the one that is operating on the 
benches opposite should not carry out the allocation of resources to parliamentarians; the responsibility should 
be removed from it. What way is it playing with the resources of the executive and their allocation to the whole 
of the Parliament? Is it the same allocation that was on offer to the past opposition, the Liberal Party and the 
National Party, or is a corrupting of those resources occurring? Where are those resources being allocated? Are 
those funds being allocated to put additional staff into the electorate offices of those Independent members of 
Parliament rather than being available, as I understand they have been in the past for the National Party and the 
Greens, as resources in the Parliament for minor parties?  

This is an extraordinary, unprecedented development. It goes to the heart of the integrity of this government. If 
the resources of government, through a decision of cabinet, are being allocated in a corrupt way through this 
process, it should appropriately bring down the people who have participated in the decision-making process. 
Ministers in the past have been brought down when they have arbitrarily used their powers to carry out a 
whiteboard exercise for those who will get the resources of government programs. Nothing is more fundamental 
than when a government goes to the Parliament itself and potentially buys off members of Parliament with a few 
additional resources.  

Page 99 of the Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement shows that, over the four years of the 
Parliament, that allocation to those members is to be worth a total of $1.1 million. That is an allocation of 
differential resources to Independent members of Parliament by a decision of the cabinet, it would appear, and a 
corrupting of the process which should never happen and which is in fact being done by a Premier who is a 
spineless jelly-back when it comes to things. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 2074.]  
 


