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TREASURER’S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2008 
Declaration as Urgent 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Treasurer) [3.03 pm]: In accordance with standing order 168(2), I move — 
That the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2008 be considered an urgent bill. 

The government needs this bill passed by Parliament so that the government can continue to respond to emerging 
community needs; namely, wage settlement issues of public sector workers and the challenges that the high level 
of economic growth presents for the government on so many fronts. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [3.04 pm]: The opposition will agree to having this bill declared urgent and 
will not detain the house. I make the observation that just 10 minutes ago, in question time, the Treasurer told 
everyone what a hot shot he was. He got abusive towards a journalist from The West Australian for daring to 
question the performance of the Treasurer and of the Treasury. However, 10 minutes later, there is a motion to 
have a bill declared urgent because this hot-shot Treasurer has either failed to budget for or overspent by 
$313.5 million, and he is now calling for a total Treasurer’s advance of $750 million above budget. What a hot 
shot he is! I must say that I would back Mark Drummond anytime. The hot-shot Treasurer can have the bill 
declared urgent, but it in no way reflects on any sort of credible performance by him. 
Question put and passed. 

Second Reading 
Resumed from 11 March. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition—sorry; the member for Vasse—no, the 
member for Capel! 
Mr G. Snook: Don’t rush him! 
Mr R.F. Johnson: Maybe next week! 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members on the left are obviously confusing me! 
Dr G.G. Jacobs: A week’s a long time in politics! 

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [3.05 pm]: It is! I was not sure if that was a promotion, a demotion or a shuffle 
sideways! 
Mr C.J. Barnett: At least you haven’t been despatched to the boundaries like the member for Swan Hills! 
Dr S.C. THOMAS: I have not been moved to the naughty spot as yet. At least the member for Swan Hills is a 
bit further from the Premier! 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: When the member for Bassendean has something intelligent to say—actually, he will not be 
here after the next election, so we do not have to worry! 

The Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill is in effect a $750 million overdraft extended to the government by 
Parliament to theoretically allow the government to conduct the business of government. I have many things to 
say about this, but I would like to read into Hansard part of the Australian Labor Party’s financial management 
policy release for the 2001 election, entitled “Getting Value for Money”. I will not read the entire policy, but I 
would like to read the component specifically relating to the Treasurer’s advance account. The document 
reads — 

Overhaul the Treasurer’s Advance Account Operations  
The Court Government has increasingly used the Treasurer’s Advance Account as a means to “top up” 
funding for the financial year. 

Funnily enough, that is what it is here for. It continues — 

This fund was designed to be used only in “urgent and unforeseen” circumstances. Under the Court 
Government, Ministers have used this fund extensively for a range of purposes. 

I will return to “urgent and unforeseen circumstances”, because during the course of the year leading up to that 
election, the present Leader of the House spent some time talking about urgent and unforeseen circumstances. I 
will discuss what the current Leader of the House and Minister for Police and Emergency Services said might or 
might not be considered to be urgent and unforeseen. The document continues — 
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Over the three year period between 1995-96 and 1998-99, the average expenditure for new and excess 
items was $365 million.  

That is in comparison to the current request by the Carpenter Labor government for $750 million. That is 
approximately double the amount. The document continues — 

This compares to average expenditure of $118 million for the previous three years.  

Average expenditure for new and excess items over the first three-year period of the Court government was 
$118 million. It roughly doubled during the second half of the Court government’s term to $365 million. During 
the second half of the term of the current Gallop-Carpenter Labor government, it doubled to $750 million. Talk 
about those in glass houses! The document continues — 

Labor will overhaul the current Treasurer’s Advance Account process and in particular will: 

•  require all Treasurer’s Advance Account requests to be considered and approved by the 
Expenditure Review Committee, not just the Treasurer as is currently the case; and —  

I understand that the government has actually managed to achieve that. It continues — 

•  halve the annual allocation from $300 million to $150 million.  
Labor’s more vigorous Budget formulation process, and the financial discipline which will be required 
of Ministers and agencies, will significantly reduce the need for urgent funding injections. 

That was Labor Party policy at the 2001 election. It was going to halve the annual allocation from $300 million 
to $150 million, and it was going to display financial discipline in ministries and agencies, and significantly 
reduce the need for urgent funding injections. Instead, compared with last financial year we have a budget blow-
out and a doubling of the Treasurer’s advance account—this government’s overdraft—from $300 million to 
$750 million. In the 1990s there was outrage from the Labor Party and cries of protest from the then shadow 
Treasurer when the previous government increased the Treasurer’s advance account from $200 million to 
$300 million, a 50 per cent increase. What do members of the Labor Party say now that an amendment to the 
financial management legislation provides for a three per cent overdraft and, effectively, that provides for a 
$436.5 million overdraft before the government is required to come to Parliament requesting an extension to 
what is already an extension. Having increased the overdraft for this Parliament, effectively the bank, to operate 
its business, this government is now asking the Parliament for a further $313.5 million. It is not good business 
and, above all, what rankles is the sheer hypocrisy of this government, which, when in opposition, made a pledge 
to halve the Treasurer’s advance account, but it has doubled it; it also promised to show greater economic 
restraint, but has failed miserably.  

It was interesting to go through the history of Treasurer’s advance account legislation to ascertain what members 
said in the past about this process. Obviously, we learn from the past. One of the most interesting Treasurer’s 
advance account bills was the last one that was introduced by the previous government. Many current 
government members, some of them now very senior members, actually spoke to that bill. A number of 
members might like to slip out the chamber to read what they said seven or eight years ago on that bill, just in 
case what they said is used against them today.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: It is ancient history.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS: The Treasurer said that what happened seven or eight years ago is ancient history. Every 
time the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure leaps up and says, “What did they do when they were in 
government?”, we will simply say, “The Treasurer, the most senior government member, said that what 
happened seven or eight years ago is ancient history.” I am delighted to hear the Treasurer say that, because 
many times I have said that something is ancient history and should be forgotten. I am glad the Treasurer has 
reinforced what I have often said.  

Many of the words of the members who spoke to similar bills to the one before the house will come back to 
haunt all current government members. Some of those members are no longer in this place, and I refer to Megan 
Anwyl, the then member for Kalgoorlie—and Mr Marlborough was another. It was an effective ploy and a good 
stunt. Many of the then opposition members jumped up and said, “Look, the Treasurer’s advance account is an 
open chequebook and this is what the money should be spent on in my electorate”, or, in the case of the shadow 
ministers, “This is what the money should be spent on in my shadow portfolio.” Lots of members did that. The 
member for Rockingham, the now Minister for Education and Training, spoke about how the Treasurer’s 
advance account should be used to improve life for people in trailer parks. It was a wonderful speech that had 
nothing to do with the bill that was before the house. The now retiring Minister for Tourism jumped up and 
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spoke. Believe it or not, going into the 2001 election the then opposition spokesman for education, the current 
Premier, had something to say, as did the current Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, who spoke about 
transport. The then shadow Minister for Police—the now Minister for Housing and Works—had some 
interesting things to say about how the Treasurer’s advance account should be raced out to pay for police 
activity. It was a very interesting speech. Two of the most profound speeches came from the current Treasurer 
and the Minister for Police, the Leader of the House, which I will come to in a minute. They had some very 
interesting things to say about the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2000. I could read some of the 
speeches from the Minister for Education and Training but the member for Hillarys has just entered the chamber 
and is not feeling too well. I would hate to make him worse, so I will not do that. 

I will move on to some of the words from the Treasurer, because they are very interesting. Of course, I always 
listen with great care to what the Treasurer says. On 14 June 2000, the Treasurer made a speech on the previous 
government’s last Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill—this was before he became Treasurer. I will not read 
the first part about him being the opposition’s principal speaker etc. He said — 

The Bill sets the limit of $300m for the payments and advances for the financial year 2000-01. The 
Treasurer’s Advance arrangements should be seen as a last resort for the provision of funding. For both 
accountability and transparency reasons, funds should be provided, if possible, through the usual budget 
process. The Treasurer’s Advance should be called upon only to make payments of an extraordinary 
and unforeseen nature, — 

I will come back to that in a minute — 

and to make advances for the temporary financing of works and services and other advances of an 
accounting nature. 

I will get back to that too — 

I say that because the Treasurer’s Advance funding does not allow prospective scrutiny of the 
appropriations by the Parliament — only retrospective scrutiny. Unfortunately, that retrospective 
scrutiny can be well after the actual expenditure has been engaged on. 

That is just to set the scene about where the Treasurer was going with those particular comments. He had some 
other things to say as well, which are even more illuminating. In the 2000-01 bill the advance sought was not for 
$750 million; it was back in the region of $300 million. The Treasurer said — 

What is the reason for it? It seems to be yet another reflection of . . . this Government’s financial 
management. The first aspect is the tremendous increase in revenue growth of 70 per cent which the 
Government has had since 1993-94. The second aspect is the Government’s difficulty in disciplining 
itself and managing its finances, in particular its expenditure, over the course of the financial year. In 
each of those financial years, the limit has been retrospectively increased because the Government has 
needed that higher limit to pay for supplementary funding in which it has engaged because it has been 
unable to keep its agencies within their budget allocations. 

That was between 1993-94 and 2000-01, during which time there had been a 70 per cent increase in government 
revenue to about $8.2 billion. In roughly the same period, the revenue of this government—bearing in mind it is 
the last year of its second term—has increased from $8.2 billion to $18.5 billion—a 125 per cent increase in 
revenue. This Treasurer spent some time suggesting that the government of the day could not manage a 70 per 
cent increase because it needed to make use of the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill to manage its 
expenditure; yet over a similar period, this government has had a 125 per cent increase in revenue. It is 
interesting to note that revenue and expenditure have altered somewhat since the beginning of that process, when 
the Court Liberal government gradually unwound the damage that was done to the economy of Western 
Australia with WA Inc, and gradually turned that economy around to move it in a positive direction. Looking at 
the rises in expenditure versus the rises in revenue, it can be seen that for the most part the Gallop Labor 
government managed to have rises in revenue that were higher than rises in expenditure. Even though its 
expenditure might have been blowing out by five, six or seven per cent a year, despite the fact that that 
government set a target of, I think, five per cent a year—I do not remember exactly what that target was, but it 
was about that—its expenditure blew out beyond its capacity to manage it and beyond its projections. However, 
the revenue was increasing at a faster rate until the last couple of years—that is, until the advent of the Carpenter 
Labor government—at which point the increases in expenditure started to go above the increases in revenue. We 
discovered that that is what happened in the Burke Labor government years. Expenditure increases started to 
outstrip revenue increases. That is a concern. 
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Again I will quote the wise words of the Treasurer, when in opposition. We should just put these forward; every 
year we should run them out. I like this comment; it is a very wise statement — 

The Government’s increasing use of the Treasurer’s Advance Account is a clear demonstration of 
budget mismanagement and a clear indication that the Government is not willing to have full public 
scrutiny of its expenditure program. Although the advance account mechanism is a necessary part of the 
Government’s financial operations, it is not subject to the same scrutiny by the Parliament as the other 
parts of the budget. The Government has been increasingly relying on the Treasurer’s Advance Account 
to get it through each financial year. Its budgets are simply rough estimates of what it thinks it will be 
doing during the next year rather than proper plans for expenditure. 

If this Treasurer had that to say about the actions of the previous government, which asked for a $300 million 
overdraft in the Treasurer’s advance bill, at a time when it did not have the Financial Management Act and an 
automatic three per cent increase, I will be intrigued to hear what the Treasurer says this year when his own 
government and its financial credibility are on the line, given that he has a $750 million overdraft blow-out, 
which is far beyond the three per cent that he has and that previous governments did not have—an automatic 
overdraft, thanks to the Financial Management Act. It will be interesting to see how the government justifies its 
approach and the sheer hypocrisy of the words of the Treasurer in 2000 versus the words of the Treasurer in 
2008.  
Of course, the Treasurer is not the only speaker of interest on the government side. Just before the Treasurer 
leaves the chamber, I want to quote one more thing that he said previously, if he will listen. I will make it nice 
and loud so that he can hear. In the debate on the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2000, the Treasurer 
stated — 

The Leader of the Opposition — 
That is, the then Labor Leader of the Opposition, Dr Gallop — 

asked the Treasurer to provide . . . information on the number of agencies which have applied for new 
or additional funding from the Treasurer’s Advance Account . . . which agencies applied, how much 
additional funding was sought by each agency, and the total additional funding provided to agencies 
thus far. 

Is there any chance that the Treasurer would be willing to provide, in government, the information that the Labor 
Party asked for when in opposition? I will leave the Treasurer to respond to that in his second reading reply. 
However, I am very interested to know which agencies have asked for more funding and how much they got. 

The last set of quotes that I will use from the government, when in opposition, are from the debate on the 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill for the 2000-01 financial year, and these are comments by the current 
Minister for Police and Emergency Services and honourable Leader of the House. He was very concerned that 
clause 5(1) of the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill allowed the Treasurer to make payments of an 
extraordinary and unforeseen nature. In fact, he repeated himself; he said — 

I emphasise “extraordinary or unforeseen nature” - 

It might be thought that the financial management legislation would have changed that process, and not included 
the words “extraordinary or unforeseen”, but in fact it is written into the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 
2008. It a very short bill, with only three clauses. The third clause is headed “Authorisation of expenditure to 
make payments in respect of extraordinary or unforeseen matters or to make advances for certain purposes”. We 
might think that some of the things on which the Treasurer will spend some of this additional $750 million were 
unforeseen circumstances, but the Minister for Police and Emergency Services—the Leader of the House—is 
very concerned about whether the money going into the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2008 is actually 
genuinely to be used in “extraordinary and unforeseen” circumstances. He actually said so. I will read a bit of 
what he said when in opposition, in debate on the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2000 — 

I come now to paragraph (a), which contains a more pervasive reason for being able to allocate funds 
under this legislation; that is, when the payments are required because they are of an extraordinary or 
unforeseen nature and could not be anticipated in the budget. I take that to mean that they are 
extraordinary and unforeseen in respect of the public at large and government generally - not just some 
sectors. The Government is well aware that funding will have to be met in a particular area, but it does 
not want to tell anyone about that. The criteria in respect of the public would be met, because for the 
public it is unforeseen because it has been given no word of it. The public does not understand that in 
the primary budget Bill the Government has included. 
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I wonder whether the Leader of the House was suggesting that those departments and good staff, whom he 
jumped up and protected earlier, were putting things into documents and budget papers that are untrue. Does the 
Department of Treasury and Finance not go through that? I would be horrified. The Treasurer should leap up and 
protect the good members of the Department of Treasury and Finance against the predations of the Leader of the 
House, for daring to suggest that they are not doing their job or are being deliberately misleading. The Leader of 
the House appears to be saying in that quote that he expects that public servants are deliberately misleading the 
public in relation to the budget. I do not believe that that is the case. The average member of the public probably 
does not understand the budget. However, the Leader of the House is suggesting that things are included that are 
not true. He continued — 

The Government knows that but the public does not. Therefore, the Government falls back on using the 
Treasurer’s Advance authorisation fund to cover what would be covered under the normal appropriation 
Bill. It could perhaps be unforeseen by the public, but it is not extraordinary and unforeseen by the 
Government. The Government knows it has commitments in those areas, but it has failed to meet them. 
When the Government does that, its spending contravenes the requirements of the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill. 

The present Leader of the House—the Minister for Police and Emergency Services—in that quote is accusing 
the Department of Treasury and Finance officials and public servants of—I will seek the right words in case I am 
accused of misquoting him—including “things that are not true and that the figures do not cover the actual 
costs.” That was the apparent opinion of the present Leader of the House. He was concerned that the government 
was putting things in the Treasurer’s advance account that it should have known about, and that it did know 
about, and should have included in the budget. 

Let us have a look at some of the things that are included in the extraordinary and unforeseen payments in the 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2008. What do we see in the bill? It provides for extraordinary and 
unforeseen matters. The greatest part of this advance authorisation is for the government’s enterprise bargaining 
agreement. One could potentially argue that the final figure for the EBA was extraordinary and unforeseen. I 
thought that the government would be a relatively accurate predictor of that. However, it could be argued that 
there have been blow-outs. In fact, when the public sector comprises 100 000-odd workers, it is not difficult to 
see that that amount might blow out. 
An additional $50.4 million is required for New MetroRail costs, as announced by the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure. Was that extraordinary or unforeseen? I do not think that that necessarily applies to New 
MetroRail costs. With the pending decisions in a couple of court cases related to New MetroRail in which the 
proponents have sought additional funding, I wonder whether that will be seen as extraordinary and unforeseen 
expenditure and whether we will have to try to find some additional cash reserves. The government should have 
known about these matters. 

Another cost of an extraordinary or unforeseen nature that stands out in my mind is the $34.2 million in 
additional project costs for the shared services reform initiative. I suspect that we might need a bi-annual 
Treasurer’s advance authorisation bill to try to keep up with the massive blow-outs that occur in shared services 
initiatives and the massive wastage that shows no sign of abating. The Minister for Police and Emergency 
Services referred to urgent and unforeseen matters in his address. We could take a completely hypocritical view 
and suggest that that is just what people say when in opposition and that what the Treasurer is going to say is 
what people say when in government. Surely we would not be so cynical, otherwise we are faced with sheer 
hypocrisy. 

I refer to the extraordinary and unforeseen matters. It is quite true that the midyear review by the Department of 
Treasury and Finance indicated some significant budget blow-outs and additional expenditure, not all of which is 
bad expenditure or expenditure that should not proceed, and I think I said so when questioned by the media. I 
think I am quoted as saying that some of that expenditure is right and reasonable, or words to that effect. Some 
of that expenditure is right and reasonable. An amount of $9.1 million is required for drought relief. That is right 
and reasonable, and I suspect it also would have been extraordinary and unforeseen. It is very hard for the 
Treasurer to predict a drought. It is very hard for the Department of Treasury and Finance to predict the financial 
impacts on the requirements of the farming sector in Geraldton and in northern agricultural regions. That would 
qualify as both right and proper expenditure and expenditure of an extraordinary and unforeseen nature. 

The trend across the rest of the Treasurer’s expenditure in this process is concerning. The Treasurer’s midyear 
review released in December predicted that the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill would have to come 
forward. It acknowledged that there had been cost overruns in a number of areas, including on the Mandurah rail 
line and shared services initiatives. However, it estimated a $600 million Treasurer’s advance because of the 
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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. That is 
twice the overdraft that the Treasurer railed against in his speech in 2000. It is four times the commitment that 
the Gallop Labor government gave to better managing the state’s finances and reducing dependence on advance 
authorisation bills. 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 to use 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. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: Yes, at $20 million each. The member has no idea. Go and find a seat for the next election. 
One hundred and fifty million dollars is a significant amount of money. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: The clowns are talking. It is a significant increase from $600 million to $750 million. It is a 
significant blow-out in the past couple of months. That is a concern. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: The member is very sad. He is pathetic. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order, member for Bassendean! 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: He is a very sad little man. 

Let us look at some of the specific items of expenditure in the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. As I said 
before, there is an expected impact of about $200 million as a result of the enterprise bargaining agreement. It 
would be nice to be much more accurate about that outcome. We do not necessarily know what will be the 
outcome of the proposal for teachers. I recognise the difficulties in being 100 per cent accurate on an enterprise 
bargaining agreement. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Do you think the government’s offer is a good offer and that teachers should support it? 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: If we are to get sidetracked, I would love to get sidetracked onto the Carpenter 
government’s proposal to deregulate trading hours. Alan Carpenter has promised to protect small businesses by 
strengthening the trade practice laws as part of Labor’s plan to make deregulation of shopping hours a key 
platform in its bid for re-election. Does the Treasurer have the amendments to the Trade Practices Act? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I urge members to desist because we are discussing the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill. Perhaps the member who interjected and the member on his feet would resist the urge to get 
sidetracked from the bill; that would be an excellent idea. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: I bow to your wisdom, Madam Deputy Speaker. I will not get sidetracked on the non-
existent legislative changes. 
Let us look at where this money will be spent. The first expenditure of course is on the enterprise bargaining 
agreement. 
Mr E.S. Ripper: I think you might be one of the shell-backed troglodytes. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: If the Treasurer tables the amendments, I will discuss them with him. Let us see the 
government’s policy first. Talk about policy on the run! 
The enterprise bargaining agreement is a fair and reasonable call. We could argue about what wages should and 
should not be, but every government has to go through those negotiations in its term in office. It is reasonable for 
the Parliament to allow the flexibility that the government requires to pay those wages. That is a significant part 
of the advance authorisation—$200 million out of what was supposed to be $400 million for enterprise 
bargaining. That will obviously put on some pressure. That is okay. That is a reasonable expenditure.  

Another item of expenditure is an additional $50.4 million for New MetroRail project costs, as announced by the 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure in August last year. As I said earlier, does this expenditure pass the 
unforeseen and exceptional test? I suspect that this $50 million blow-out on this project will not be the last one. I 
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await the result of the court case with great interest, because I suspect that there will be more blow-outs that are 
even more significant. This government has been telling us frequently that it is a good economic manager. 
Therefore, this blow-out should be a great embarrassment to this government. The Treasurer and the Leader of 
House said seven or eight years ago, when the former Liberal government delivered a Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill, that government mismanagement is responsible for blow-outs in the budget. It is, therefore, 
hypocritical of this government to call the blow-out on this project anything other than mismanagement, because 
if those words applied then, they must apply now. 

Another item of expenditure is $43.34 million for public housing initiatives announced in September last year. 
Some of the government’s public housing initiatives have been received positively by the public and the 
opposition. Therefore, this item of additional expenditure is not necessarily a bad announcement. Another item 
of expenditure is $38.1 million for mental health and drug summit initiatives. That expenditure is certainly 
welcome. The jury is still out on the drug summit. That expenditure is probably exceptional and unforeseen. Was 
the drug summit a good and wise investment? I suspect that the drug summit will end up being like so many of 
the government’s other summits—that is, more about publicity than outcomes—but we live in hope.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Do you support or oppose that expenditure? 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: I live in hope. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: So you support that expenditure? 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: Yes, I do. If the government can achieve good outcomes from those initiatives, it is good 
expenditure. That is the case particularly for the mental health expenditure. I should have said at the outset that 
we support this expenditure and will not be opposing this bill.  

Another item of expenditure is $30.7 million for cost escalation in the Department of Education and Training’s 
capital works program. There is no doubt that many schools in Western Australia are, if not quite falling down, 
in a serious state of disrepair. I hope that additional $30.7 million will help address that situation. However, this 
is not for new works. It is only for cost escalations in previous works. Therefore, I do not believe this 
expenditure will make a huge impact. The Department of Education and Training undertakes a significant capital 
works program, and some cost escalation in that program is accepted. However, I would like to be given some 
breakdown of how that money will be spent.  
Another item of expenditure is $9.1 million for drought relief. As I said previously, we support this expenditure. 
It is certainly welcome, because it may enable farmers in drought-affected areas to plant next year’s crop and 
thereby prevent some of those farming communities from going under.  
Another item of expenditure is $34.2 million in additional project costs for the shared services reform initiative, 
as announced in the midyear review. That expenditure could perhaps be described as exceptional and unforeseen. 
It was certainly unforeseen that that project would become the debacle that it has become. We do not know about 
the savings as yet, because they have yet to be achieved. The expenditure is certainly unforeseen for the 
Opposition, because we have not been able to gain access to the business case that will tell us whether the 
Treasurer will need to come into this Parliament time and time again and request another Treasurer’s advance 
authorisation for the shared services project because the costs of that project have blown out again. The project 
was estimated to cost about $80 million or $90 million. The cost has now blown out to $450 million. I suspect 
that I will have many more opportunities to discuss exactly how much extra funding will be required for this 
project, because the cost will increase even more.  
I want to discuss now some areas in which this government might have invested additional funding. That is what 
those members of this government who were in opposition in 2000 spent most of their time talking about. The 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill could have been used to increase the number of police officers on our 
streets. That would be a worthy cause. The Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill could also have been used to 
provide more funding for the Department of Environment and Conservation to deal with the lead pollution 
problem in Esperance and clean up the water tanks. That would be a worthy cause. Another worthy cause for this 
urgent and unforeseen expenditure would be to address the problem of the declining watertable under the 
Gnangara mound. The government has failed to deal with those matters in this bill. Other members on this side 
of the chamber will also talk about the other urgent and unforeseen expenditure that the government has failed to 
include in this bill because it has not prioritised those areas highly enough.  
I have given a brief summary of the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. This is a short bill. It contains only 
three clauses. This bill represents a $313.5 million blow-out in the government’s $436.5 million overdraft. 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, 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 18 March 2008] 

 p1052d-1087a 
Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Colin Barnett; Deputy Speaker; Dr Steve Thomas; Dr Kim Hames; Mr Tony McRae; Dr 

Elizabeth Constable; Mr Troy Buswell; Acting Speaker; Dr Graham Jacobs; Mr Rob Johnson; Dr Janet 
Woollard; Ms Sue Walker; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Max Trenorden 

 [8] 

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 its expenditure programs. As the 
Treasurer sows, so shall he reap. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.48 pm]: I also want to talk about the 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. I want to talk in particular about some interesting comments by the 
Minister for Health about the financial effect on this state of the opposition’s commitment to retain Royal Perth 
Hospital. In answer to the dorothy dix question asked by the member for Peel on 12 March 2008, the Minister 
for Health said — 

It was therefore quite clear that the Liberal opposition, under the leadership of the member for Vasse, 
would support stage 1 of Fiona Stanley Hospital—643 beds—but not stage 2 because it wanted to retain 
Royal Perth Hospital. 

I digress to point out that the opposition has now made it very clear that it will support the full development of 
Fiona Stanley Hospital to 1 000 beds. The minister continues — 

It happens to cost $472 million a year to run Royal Perth Hospital; that is, just the Wellington Street 
campus. Over the four-year forward estimates period that is an additional almost $2 billion that the 
Leader of the Opposition committed to in his backflip yesterday . . .  

I point out that that statement by the Minister for Health is absolute nonsense, and I will explain why. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The member will have to resume his seat for a moment. I advise members that this 
is not a public affairs debate, as defined by standing order 94(2)(b)(i). Rather, this bill authorises only a 
monetary limit for overdrafts against government trust accounts, for the temporary financing of works and 
services, and for expenditures in anticipation of appropriations. Parliament must appropriate the money, which is 
done by the third bill, which is for recurrent expenditure, and by the fourth bill, which is for capital expenditure. 
This is not a debate on public affairs. Members must refer to the authorisation. This bill is about authorising an 
amount of money to the government account rather than about appropriation. The debate cannot be taken into a 
broader area. I ask members to confine themselves to the advance authorisation. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker; you have just destroyed the rest of my speech! 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I gave the member a couple of minutes to bring his speech back to the advance 
authorisation. 

Dr S.C. Thomas interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Does the member have an item that I can refer my debate to? I must say that I was under the 
impression, as we normally are with these debates on specific monetary bills, that we were free to debate any 
issue we liked. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: To be fair, member, I had to check myself. Do not feel bad. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I find it very difficult to relate the issue of the ongoing future costs of Royal Perth Hospital to 
the current amount of money that is about to be spent. Am I permitted, Madam Deputy Speaker, if I can seek 
your advice, to talk about issues relating to the four-year budget as it now stands, given that this appropriation 
will amend that amount? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The member can take a lead from the member for Capel. This bill authorises the 
amount of money that the Treasurer can receive against the overdraft. If the member can link the issue to that, he 
will find he is on safe ground. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Sadly, I find it just about impossible to do that. There are some things I can talk to but I 
suggest that whichever member is scheduled to speak next should get ready because I will have to put the 
substance of my debate to refute the claims made by the Minister for Health at another time. I am pleased to see 
that the Treasurer is here. When he adds up the opposition commitments, will he please wait until I give him a 
clear explanation about why that figure should not be included in the future estimates of costs by the opposition? 

Pleasingly, I have found an item in the second reading speech that I am able to refer to. The third dot point 
relates to $38.1 million for mental health and Drug Summit initiatives and to bring forward the Department of 
Health’s equipment replacement program. I am not sure how much of that funding is to be used for the 
equipment replacement program. 

Dr S.C. Thomas: I can give you a tip: it is not for obstetrics and gynaecology at Fiona Stanley Hospital. 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: That is a shame because one would think that that amount of money should be used to bring 
forward that initiative. I thank the member for Capel for giving me that little hint about how I might otherwise 
deal with this issue. Does the member have any other hints to get me back on track to talk about Royal Perth 
Hospital? I will talk about the equipment replacement program while the member works on the issue of Royal 
Perth Hospital and the issue of future funding in the statement. 

Dr S.C. Thomas: You might be able to argue that part of the Treasurer’s advance bill might have included 
funding to bring forward the construction of Fiona Stanley Hospital to where it would have been when the 
government said it would start construction and when the hospital would be completed. Will another Treasurer’s 
advance authorisation bill be required for the second stage of Fiona Stanley Hospital? How much will that be? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is an excellent suggestion. Sadly, the government will not have a chance to seek 
advanced funding for the second stage of Fiona Stanley Hospital. We have heard the rhetoric from the minister 
about how the government will support the second stage of Fiona Stanley Hospital but sadly there are no funds 
whatsoever either in the budget or the Treasurer’s advance for the second stage of Fiona Stanley Hospital. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I think you are sinking slowly into the quicksand of standing orders. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The Treasurer might well be right. Any assistance that he can give me will be welcomed. I 
will bring my remarks to a close because, as it turns out, this is not the appropriate opportunity for me to debate 
the particular issues that I want to raise. However, I will talk quickly about the equipment replacement program. 
I will be very interested to hear the Treasurer’s response on exactly what amount of that funding will go to 
equipment replacement. He knows that the opposition and the Australian Medical Association have made a lot of 
noise about the lack of funding for equipment replacement. The fund is well behind what is required to maintain 
a reasonable standard of equipment replacement in all of our hospitals. I gather that the figure required is well 
over $1 million per year to get the replacement program on track. 

Even worse than that is the issue of the MRI scanner at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital. It is an absolute debacle 
that only one of the two MRI scanners is operating. Why is that? It is because the second scanner has failed. I 
understand that it has been out of order for at least six months. 

Point of Order 

Mr A.D. McRAE: I am interested in this debate and understand the difficulty that the member for Dawesville 
has in raising some of the matters that he considers are directly related to the budget. That debate might have 
some merit but it does not go to the question that is now before the house. He has already been given some 
advice on that. He must get to the point of the debate that is before the house. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I think the member has chosen the wrong time to call a point of order. This is exactly the 
point at which I have finally got back to the debate about what is in the budget. I refer to the third dot point of 
the Treasurer’s second reading speech that relates exactly to the point I am debating. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I was under the impression that the member for Dawesville was linking this debate 
to the amount of money that is being debated as part of the monetary limit under the Treasurer’s advance bills. If 
he confines his comments to that matter and to the second reading speech, I am sure he will be on safe ground. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr A.D. McRae: I am happy to be corrected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is fine. I refer again to the second page of the Treasurer’s second reading speech in 
which $31.8 million is provided for the mental health and Drug Summit initiatives and to bring forward the 
Department of Health’s equipment replacement program. I do not know what is in the equipment replacement 
program but I sincerely hope that the Treasurer has made a significant commitment to either replace that MRI 
scanner or that he will get something done about it. I would have thought that someone who had his eyes on the 
ball about the requirements of equipment in our major hospitals would have anticipated the eventuality of the old 
machine breaking down. Just one of the two MRIs at one of our major tertiary hospitals is working. That has 
been the case for more than six months and people are experiencing extremely long delays to get an MRI. That is 
despite the fact that the existing MRI scanner is being worked overtime on weekends and after hours by the 
dedicated staff at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital. Nevertheless, those delays are getting longer and longer.  
Patients are being referred to the private sector. One such patient with a knee injury came to see me. The 
patient’s knee had already been looked at but it was getting worse and the specialist felt that an MRI scan was 
required. He sent that patient to the relevant department to get the MRI scan done. The specialist left it, 
expecting that that would occur. The patient came to me, having gone to that department to be told there was a 
six-month wait to get a scan done. I said that that was silly, and if patients are referred to the private sector, 
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surely they can be looked after. I got back to the department and I was told that the specialist did not request that 
the patient be sent to the private sector. That was because the specialist obviously did not realise that the patient 
would have such a long delay before being given the MRI scan. He was quite happy sending the patient off and 
expecting the scan to be done. He was not notified that it had not been done. The poor patient would have sat 
around waiting on the list for six months when he had an opportunity to be referred to the private sector to have 
the scan done. I got in touch with the specialist to see whether he was happy for the scan to be done privately if 
he wanted it done sooner than six months. He definitely did. Then I got in touch with his office to ask the 
specialist to write out a referral referring the patient to the private sector. I said that I was happy to write the 
referral. I had already arranged with a private operator to step in with my referral to get the MRI scan done. As it 
turned out, it was not required. 
That example shows us what a debacle the system is in when a second MRI scanner at a major tertiary hospital 
does not work. It points to the fact that the equipment in our hospitals is not only of a poor standard but is also 
getting worse. That is because the government has once again taken its eye off the ball. We have a part-time 
minister who is doing so many things in his other portfolios, particularly as Attorney General, and not watching 
what is happening in the day-to-day breakdowns in the health system. The equipment within those hospitals is 
absolutely crucial to the proper running of those hospitals. I have heard criticism from doctors over and over 
again that the equipment is not adequate, and that the replacement program is inadequate and desperately needs 
an injection of funds. Maybe that is what the Treasurer is doing. Maybe the $38.1 million referred to in the 
second reading speech contains a significant component to fix the MRI scanner and to do other things. When the 
Treasurer replies at the conclusion of this debate, I would be grateful if he could remember to elucidate in more 
detail what is in that component; otherwise, when we go into consideration in detail, I will raise the matter again. 
One way or the other, I ask the Treasurer to request that that information be available so we can access it during 
consideration.  
DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [4.04 pm]: I have looked at the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 
2008, thought a lot about it and listened to the other speakers. I have a lot of interest in it, some worries about it 
and maybe some questions—they are probably rhetorical questions because there may not be any answers to 
them. The three clauses to this bill belie its importance. The fact that it is very short does not mean that it is not a 
very important bill. It has very important implications not only for this government but also for all of us in 
thinking about the budget process and spending in this state.  
I would like to go over the basic things that happen in the budget and funding process for the state as a reminder 
of our role as members of Parliament. None of it can happen without at least seeking the rubber-stamp of this 
house and ensuring that the bill goes through the upper house.  
Firstly, a budget is presented to Parliament, usually in May, and it is debated and scrutinised in a very limited 
time. I am always frustrated by the budget estimates because I usually have hundreds of questions, and members 
are lucky to ask a few questions. Somehow we deal with billions of dollars in a very short period. This is nothing 
but a plea for more time to scrutinise the budget. That would not only be helpful to government but would also 
be very important for members. We pass the budget. This gives the government funds to run the state. The 
budget shows that a certain amount of money is estimated to be needed in each area. Up until now, I believed 
that. I am not sure whether I can believe it any more. We want to pay people who are employed in the public 
sector, such as teachers, doctors and nurses. We want capital works with new roads, schools built and essential 
services. Then there are the annoying things such as myriad ministerial advisers, including the one I saw parked 
in the members’ car park last Thursday, a sitting day. That person had worked out some scheme of parking his or 
her car early and being dropped off later in the day to pick the car up. I found that really annoying. These are the 
people who are meant to be looking after ministers, not grabbing the car parking spaces of members. That is an 
aside. There are far too many of these people. They are abusing the privileges that they get from working in 
ministerial offices.  
Secondly, the Financial Management Act 2006 is a very important part of what we are talking about. Each 
financial year it allows the Treasurer a limited pool of funds for unforeseen and extraordinary circumstances. 
This is equal to three per cent of the budget. Without coming back to Parliament, three per cent of the budget can 
be used as a contingency to do the things that I have just been talking about—that is, pay public sector workers, 
carry out capital works and provide essential services. This year that amount is $436 million. That is a nice little 
contingency fund that can be used if the budget does not work out the way the estimates predicted. There is 
another step, the step that we are debating today. If the government exceeds the limit allocated by the Financial 
Management Act 2006, the government has to seek Parliament’s approval and authorisation to spend even more 
money. This bill seeks a further whopping $313.5 million. 
Mr P.D. Omodei: Above the three per cent. 
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Dr E. CONSTABLE: Indeed. This government tells us that it needs $750 million in addition to the budget 
estimates. That is a huge amount of money. It is needed for blow-outs and things that were presumably in the 
budget. What does this tell us about the government? The first thing it tells me is that it is not very good at 
budgeting. If this government’s ministers were running private enterprises, they would all get sacked because 
they cannot stick to a budget. They cannot plan or manage. They come back to Parliament, not even cap in hand, 
and ask for more money. It also suggests to me that there must be some waste in government. We always hear 
about the small amounts but they all add up, like $72 000 for consultants to help write reports to help 
departments win public sector awards. I used to be a judge on the panel for those awards. These days the awards 
should be going to the consultants, not to the departments because the departments are not preparing the reports. 
They are outsourcing them to other people. That is a terrible waste of money. I wonder how many of those small 
amounts of money are being spent this financial year that did not need to be spent. There are probably quite a lot. 
They add up. For instance, there was the payout to Neale Fong for dismantling his office—the termination of the 
consultancy contracts and the termination of the lease on his offices in Subiaco. These are the things that people 
remember. They add up to large amounts of wastefulness in government. What about the purchase of gas at 
excessive prices over the summer that was required to keep the state running? Government advertising is always 
one we can question. Consultancies, in general, we can question. Of course, the old chestnut of the Government 
Media Office is another we can question. Mystery surrounds the reason that so many people are needed to do the 
job that is done in the GMO.  

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 
27 December the Treasurer issued a media statement confirming that amount of money and confirming that there 
would be a need for this bill. Between Christmas and New Year is a good time to issue bad news, because 
nobody takes much notice—the media does not bother too much about it and Western Australians, who are in 
holiday mode, do not think too much about the Treasurer’s advance. 

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. I cannot understand how that 
happened over that two-month period. Why was the estimate of what would be asked for in this bill so far out in 
December 2007? This government’s financial management is so much out of whack that it is really difficult to 
understand what it is doing. I am now concerned that the government’s judgement in December of what would 
be required was so poor that it will not have enough money to pay public servants to the end of June. Will the 
Treasurer come back into this place and ask for more money? I wonder. We will have to wait and see. How 
could the projection have been so far out and so far wrong? Clearly, the Treasurer just accepted the figure he was 
given in December, but it was different two and a half months later in March. I get the impression, in looking at 
these sorts of figures, that the government has very little control over its budget. The Treasurer knows he can 
come back to this place and ask for more money and that there is an awful lot of money in the coffers in St 
Georges Terrace.  

I agree with what the Treasurer has said; that is, that at the moment there are challenges for government, and 
very serious ones. That is the reason that the government should be keeping a very tight rein on the budget. One 
of the challenges is the demand from public sector employees for increased salaries. It is not surprising that this 
is happening in Western Australia’s current economic climate. I sympathise with those people who have to deal 
with that, but this government could have foreseen that. Also, it could have foreseen the increase in the cost of 
construction. This is not new. Western Australians have known about that for three or four years now. The 
budget estimates being so far out says something about the inadequacy of the people making the decisions. It 
indicates to me that the Carpenter government is very poor at planning and very poor at financial management. I 
repeat that if this government were running a major company, it would be sending it broke with this sort of 
financial management. It is time the government lifted its game.  
It is time to look at the spending priorities of this government. For example, why is the stadium, at a cost of 
$1 billion over the next few years, more important than the education of Indigenous and other disadvantaged 
children? In any budget—it does not matter whether it is a simple household budget or the state budget—
priorities must be set. I do not have any indication whatsoever that those priorities have been set by government, 
or, if they have been, that they are being adhered to. It is sad that I can no longer believe budget estimates. They 
do not tell members what is the ballpark figure and the reason that they could be so far out this year. At best, 
budget estimates are seen by this government as a rough guideline. The Treasurer knows that he has at least a 
three per cent buffer built into the budget and he does not have to worry about coming back to Parliament to ask 
for that money. Anyway, he still comes back. The Treasurer also knows that he can slink back into Parliament, 
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lob this Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2008 into the Parliament, have it deemed an urgent bill, as it has 
been today, whip it through both houses of Parliament and then skip off down St Georges Terrace and spend the 
money any way he likes, because he has not given us much detail of what will be done with the additional 
money. I do not doubt that there will be even less constraint this year in the lead up to the state election. The 
lesson will not be learnt in this budget.  
The time has come to overhaul this government’s financial management processes. The time has come for this 
government to tighten its spending and show financial restraint. The time has come for the government to clearly 
determine its spending priorities and stick to them.  

MR T. BUSWELL (Vasse — Leader of the Opposition) [4.15 pm]: I will make a brief contribution to the 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2008 in support of my colleague the member for Capel, who is shadow 
Treasurer. It was interesting to hear the member for Churchlands use the analogy of a business overdraft, 
because that is effectively what the Parliament decided to do last year when it debated and passed the Financial 
Management Bill, which, of course, amended the Financial Management Act. It was by and large a good bill. We 
did discuss some aspects of it with the Treasurer. One thing we did not dispute was that three per cent of 
recurrent appropriations would give the Treasurer a fair amount to meet the overs and unders that occur in a 
normal financial year. Effectively, we agreed to provide the Treasurer with an overdraft equal to about three per 
cent of the appropriations. The Treasurer has come back to this Parliament and said that he has blown the 
overdraft and needs approval for an additional amount to be added to the overdraft, almost doubling it to 
$750 million. If that were to happen to a business, the owner would have to go to the bank, as I have done—not 
that I have applied for an overdraft, but I have had other exciting things to invest money in—and explain to the 
bank manager the reason for wanting to acquire an increase in his overdraft. The bank manager would examine a 
range of things—the management of the business, where it was headed, the underlying factors that led to the 
need for an increase of the overdraft and so on—and would then make a decision. 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. Ultimately, because of 
weight of numbers on the government side, the opposition has no capacity whatsoever to prevent this money 
being provided to the Treasurer.  
The member for Churchlands was right when she said that the fact that the Treasurer is back here with his 
begging bowl asking for this money is a clear indicator that things are not travelling as well as they should be.  

Dr E. Constable interjected.  

Mr T. BUSWELL: He is very arrogant.  

I thought the Treasurer would prefer to exercise better control over state finances. Having had the opportunity to 
sit opposite him for a couple of years as shadow Treasurer, the view I formed is that if he could he would address 
a lot of these issues, but he does not control a number of other ministers who have the capacity to spend money 
and get things through cabinet. He certainly does not control the spending patterns of the Premier, who seems to 
think that the best way to solve a political problem is to have published a photo of himself giving somebody a 
cheque. It has become one of the hallmarks of this government. It is not about efficiency and it not about solving 
problems properly; it is about political spin to take away the political problem of the day. 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.  
Dr E. Constable: That is why I said the same thing will happen this year.  

Mr T. BUSWELL: That is exactly what is happening now. In the run out of the February 2005 election, the 
government was forced to meet a range of spending commitments pertaining to the election. The impact on the 
budget was that the Treasurer had to come back into this place and get a significant increase in the Treasurer’s 
advance. I think it was also $750 million that year, but of course I stand corrected. However, I am pretty sure that 
that is the case. What that says, though, is that the government is currently spending like a government in 
election mode. I suspect we are in election mode. However, I hate to think what will happen to financial 
management in this state over the rest of this year. 
It is always interesting to go back and look at what has happened to the government’s capacity to spend to its 
budget forecasts. I know, and the Treasurer indicated earlier, that at the end of the last financial year the 
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government came in just under its budget forecast. However, for most of the years that this government has been 
in power, at the end of each financial year it has spent well over and above the moneys that were budgeted at the 
start of the financial year. I do not think that is the fault of the staff from the Department of Treasury and 
Finance; I think it is the fault of the government. I believe Treasury does a good job of forecasting expenditure 
growth. However, the thing that it cannot forecast is unplanned, politically driven, illogical growth in expenses. I 
acknowledge that last year that was not necessarily the case, but that is why in most years this government has 
easily spent more at the end of the financial year than it budgeted for at the start. 
We can get an interesting insight into this capacity for recurrent expenditure growth to explode when we look in 
certain years at the forward estimates for years coming up. We really get to see then the impact of a government 
whose spending is out of control. I will pick a couple of figures off the chart that I have in front of me. In the 
2004-05 budget, the government predicted that three years into the forward estimates—that is, by 2006-07—it 
would be spending $13.2 billion, but it actually spent almost $15.2 billion. That is a massive increase in 
recurrent expenditure in the out years and a clear indication that recurrent expenditure management is not being 
exercised properly. I want to take the opportunity — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): Leader of the Opposition, we are talking about this advance, 
not the budgets of previous years. You need to confine your remarks to this particular advance authorisation. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: I thank the Acting Speaker for that advice. The point I was making is that this government 
has an ongoing history of bad financial management, which is why the Treasurer skulked into Parliament and 
brought this bill in as a late bill, attempting to — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: It was announced in the midyear review. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: A couple of other things were announced in the midyear review also, and announced all too 
conveniently, Treasurer. When was it—Boxing Day, Christmas? On what date did the Treasurer bring out the 
midyear review? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I think the date is on the front of it, if you’ve read it. 

Dr E. Constable: His media release is the twenty-seventh. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: Okay; that is a high priority time of the year for the public, is it not? He always tries to 
sneak it through. It is funny, Mr Acting Speaker; when I read the Treasurer’s second reading speech for the bill 
that we are currently debating, I could not help but notice a couple of the areas that the Treasurer touched on in 
that speech in justifying the need for this bill. One of them, of course, was $34.2 million in additional project 
costs for the shared services reform initiative, as announced in the midyear review. That was buried so deep in 
the midyear review that a person almost had to have forensic, detective-like skills to find it. It was hidden and 
buried, and I think the Treasurer hoped that no-one in their post-Christmas reflective bliss would find it. I think 
that is what the Treasurer was hoping, but we found it, did we not, and we had a very interesting look at what 
had happened to that line item, which is such an integral part of this bill that we are debating. 

In relation to this matter, today the Treasurer, full of pluck and bravado, came into this place and told us that 
there was great news for the people of Western Australia. He said, “In March 2008, we have finally been able to 
pay the people in the Department of Local Government and Regional Development out of the Office of Shared 
Services.” Fantastic news! I think I heard cheers erupt around Western Australia as a result of that magnificent 
announcement that he made. However, guess what? When that project was first announced, the Treasurer 
promised us that 100 government agencies would be up and running by December 2006. The implementation 
would have started in July 2005. It is only nearly three years late and the Treasurer has the first agency up and 
running. Congratulations, Treasurer. That is a fantastic achievement—absolutely magnificent. It is only three 
years late. 

One of the reasons we are debating this bill is that one of the factors that has driven the need for this extra money 
is the huge blow-out in expenditure on the shared services project. It is one of my favourite areas of interest in 
government, because the shared services project is a complete and absolute disaster. It is a fiscal black hole. If 
the Treasurer were not tipping so much money into it, we would not be having debates such as this about this 
bill. When the Office of Shared Services was first announced by the Treasurer, in a similar explosion of bravado 
and political excitement all those years ago, and he told us that the first agency would be live in January 2005, it 
was supposed to cost only $90 million. Guess what? The cost is now $450 million. I often wonder how the 
Treasurer could have gotten it so wrong. I suspect there was a bit of naivety and a bit of a rush to embrace the 
Deloitte’s business case that was presented at the time. However, I am also intrigued to know—I hope we find 
out when the Treasurer finally gives us some documents under the freedom of information process—what 
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commitments the state gave to Oracle and/or others regarding award modernisation. Did the Treasurer give them 
any at that time as part of that process? Did he say to them, “We’ll cut the number of awards back from 70 to 
maybe 20” and then fail to deliver? If that is the case, the Treasurer’s inability to cut through the union control of 
his party and simplify the award system in the public service is one of the very reasons that we are here debating 
this bill. When we look at those documents, I will be interested to see whether the government gave any 
undertakings to Oracle or anybody else about award simplification, because everybody knows that the 
complexity of the awards base in this state is one of the major factors that have contributed to the time delay with 
the shared services project. I do not know whether the Treasurer gave any commitments, and he is obviously not 
going to tell me that now. However, I suspect that he did. I suspect that he said, “Yes, we can cut the number of 
awards back to 20.” He has never delivered, because he cannot shake the control of the public sector unions over 
his party, and the people who have paid for that are the taxpayers of Western Australia. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Do you have any evidence at all for that assertion? 

Mr T. BUSWELL: I am asking the Treasurer whether he gave any undertakings — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You just made a series of assertions. Do you have any evidence at all? 

Mr T. BUSWELL: I suspect it will turn up, because everybody I talk to — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: So it’s just a fantasy at the moment, is it? 

Mr T. BUSWELL: No, it is not a fantasy, Treasurer. People I talk to put to me that the number of awards were 
supposed to be reduced. Is that the case or not? Did the Treasurer ever give a commitment that he would reduce 
the number of awards as part of the shared services reform agenda? Did he? He cannot answer, can he, because 
he did. I will bet he did, and that is one of the reasons that the taxpayers of this state are paying so much money. 
I used to think that it was just because the Treasurer is incompetent, but now I actually think it is because he has 
not been able to break the control of the public sector unions over an antiquated award structure in this state 
under which more than 72 awards permeate through the public sector, to the point that Oracle, as I understand it, 
or whoever is doing the contracting, will have to rewrite entire parts of the payroll package to accommodate 
awards for two and three people on individual awards. That is because the Treasurer does not have the courage 
to tackle the unions. I think the reason that the costs of the shared services project have blown out from 
$90 million to $450 million, and one of the reasons we are here debating this bill, I thought I should add, is that, 
firstly, the Treasurer is just plain incompetent and, secondly, he does not have the ticker to take on the public 
sector unions. I do not see the Treasurer rushing to deny that, so I suspect that is exactly the case. I know the 
Treasurer is incompetent, so I do not need to ask him to confirm that. I know he is incompetent—not the 
Treasurer so much but the government. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: That’s very polite of you. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: I include the Treasurer in that collective. The other interesting thing is that the Office of 
Shared Services project was mismanaged from day one when it was stuck in the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet and was the responsibility of the Premier. In my humble view, the best thing that happened to the project 
is that it was lobbed across to Treasury. I do not say that because people from the Department of Treasury and 
Finance are at the back of the chamber; I say it because it was the best thing that could have happened. At least 
some form of management control has been exercised over the project and, more importantly, some of the real 
information that relates to the shared services project is now being provided, as it should have been previously. 
However, the Treasurer snuck away from the truth and hid that information in the deep, dark crevices of 
government so that we could not properly scrutinise this project.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: We were trying to keep you away from our crevices! 

Mr T. BUSWELL: We will not go there! There is one other matter I want to talk about in relation to the shared 
services project. The Treasurer presents this bill to this house and asks for an extra $750 million to spend on 
unexpected things that he could not possibly have anticipated last year, such as a wage rise. For heaven’s sake, 
Treasurer! I suspect that the good folk in the Department of Treasury and Finance would have put a range of 
wage rise factors into the budget for this year. It does confuse me somewhat.  
The Treasurer comes into this house and asks us to provide him with the money. However, he will not come in 
here and provide us with the detailed business case that he used to justify an additional $250 million of 
taxpayers’ money being tipped into the black hole that is the shared services project. I just cannot believe that the 
Treasurer will not do that. I look forward to the day when, hopefully, we get into government and we may be 
able to access that business case. Perhaps we will not, because the Treasurer will have it tucked away. Does the 
Treasurer know what I think? I think that when we look at that business case, it will show that the decision the 
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Treasurer has made is not supported by the detail of the business case. One of the reasons we are in here 
debating this bill has nothing to do with financials; it has more to do with the Treasurer covering his political 
backside. That is what I suspect has happened with the shared services project, otherwise the Treasurer would 
have brought that document into the chamber and tabled it. 
On the Department of Treasury and Finance’s website, there is a summary that tries to justify spending 
$250 million more, seeking a total of $450 million for the shared services initiative. The level of analysis in that 
summary is similar to what my son would have applied in preprimary school when he stood in the queue at the 
school tuck shop and tried to work out if he wanted a party pie or a sausage roll for lunch! It is absolutely 
infantile. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr T. BUSWELL: It is an insult to the intellect and the financial capacity of every person in this state. The 
Treasurer should be condemned for that. When we look through that document and at the three scenarios that the 
Treasurer considered, we will find that the throw-it-out-the-window scenario may well have been cheaper. I 
suspect that the analysis is flawed, that the Treasurer has not looked at all the costs, that he has not indicated 
satisfactory risk issues and that he has failed to review the benefits that the original Deloitte’s business case 
included; that is, the $50 million per annum. It is a fraud. My view is that the Treasurer is attempting to hide 
from proper scrutiny behind this mirage of cabinet confidentiality or commercial in confidence. It is an absolute 
joke. 
As the member for Churchlands rightly pointed out, when we debate this urgent bill that has been brought in by 
the Treasurer, all we are doing is acknowledging his incompetence and the government’s incapacity to manage 
the finances of this state properly. The member for Churchlands is absolutely right—if the Treasurer worked for 
a private sector business, he would have been sacked a long time ago. The Treasurer’s reputation would be shot, 
from a financial management perspective, and he would struggle to find employment anywhere other than those 
far-flung overseas tax havens that are always desperate for people like the Treasurer. The other point about this 
bill is the one I made earlier; that is, we are dealing now with a record amount—an amount put before this 
chamber that is more than we have ever seen before, except in election years. 

I will conclude with another analogy with the private sector. When the private sector generates any profit, 
particularly in years when it generates extraordinary profits—which in many ways is what the Treasurer has 
done through the operations of government with his ongoing $2 billion-plus budget surpluses—it does two wise 
things with those profits. It reinvests the money and ensures the long-term future of its businesses; and it returns 
dividends to the shareholders of those businesses. In this state, the Treasurer is quite simply not doing that. There 
has been no reinvestment of that surplus into sustaining the economic growth that the state is currently enjoying, 
and no return to the households and families of this state of a dividend from the boom. 

I suspect that as we go through the year ahead and the Treasurer’s economic and social performance is held up to 
scrutiny, most people will share the view that I have formed that when the Treasurer’s performance is measured, 
it falls well short of the mark. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [4.35 pm]: I too stand to talk to the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2008. 
Since being in Parliament, it has always been a conundrum to me that when this time of the year comes around, 
the Treasurer comes into this place with an advance authorisation bill, which is really just a blank cheque. The 
people of Western Australia, members on this side of the house and others have alluded to this. If I had a blow-
out in my household budget, it would be great if there were a pot of money to which I could go to overcome my 
budgetary mismanagement. As a father of five children, I know that financial management has to be adhered to 
because there is nowhere to go for an advance—unlike the financial management of this Treasurer, who can go 
three per cent over the predicted budget, which is about $450 million; and, if that is not enough, he can go for 
another $300 million, which, in essence, translates to the $750 million we are faced with in this authorisation 
bill. 

One must ask about the management, or mismanagement, of the budget. If the Treasurer is over and above 
budget, he just asks the Parliament for more money and essentially gets us to write a blank cheque. There is not 
even any itemisation of that overrun. In good faith, we just say yes, the Treasurer can take another $300 million 
over the $450 million; that is, the three per cent over budget that he is allowed. 

According to the title, this bill is for “extraordinary or unforeseen matters or to make advances for certain 
purposes”. I say to the Treasurer that certain purposes and unforeseen matters have impacted on my region. As 
the region’s member, it is my responsibility to raise those matters here today. If the Treasurer is able to open the 
chequebook again, with authorisation for these certain purposes or for these unforeseen matters, I will say today 
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that these unforeseen matters and these certain purposes are in fact issues that need to be addressed from my 
home patch. 

For over 30 years, nickel has been exported through the port of Esperance. The lead inquiry revealed—Mr 
Acting Speaker, bear with me because I do believe — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am listening very closely. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: This is a certain purpose and an unforeseen matter that involves my electorate. In the 
authorisation we give the Treasurer today to spend this money, I hope that those certain purposes and those 
unforeseen matters are ones that are relevant to me and to my electorate. An amount of $20 million is needed to 
upgrade the infrastructure of the Esperance port so that it can continue to export nickel safely. The lead inquiry 
exposed the fact that for many years the town and port of Esperance have been not only “leaded” but also 
“nickelised”. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): I caution the member that this is not a broad-ranging debate. 
The debate is specifically about the bill that the Treasurer has put forward. A number of issues are outlined in the 
bill. This is not an opportunity for the member to raise issues that are important in his electorate but are not 
related to the bill. I urge the member to come back to the bill. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I will take a microcosm example to talk about a macrocosm example. The Treasurer’s 
Advance Authorisation Bill is macro-economics. How does that make a difference to the average person in the 
street or to my constituents? We can talk about macro-economics, but in the end what is important to people is 
how the micro-economics impact on them. If the Treasurer is going to ask me to authorise him to write a blank 
cheque for unforeseen circumstances or for certain purposes, I put to him that there is a particular unforeseen 
circumstance in my electorate that I hope some of that money could go towards to justify his apparent 
mismanagement. Let us itemise some of the unforeseen circumstances without the house just having blind faith 
in the Treasurer and giving him another $300 million to do with as he wants. I will give an example of where 
some of the overspend that the Treasurer is asking for should be spent. As I have said, $20 million is required for 
a very important issue to the people of Esperance, so that this problem can be sorted and we do not have another 
inquiry on the nickelisation of Esperance as we have had with the lead debacle. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I have listened to the member’s comments and I have advised him not to raise such 
issues, although they are no doubt very important to his electorate, but to address his comments to the 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. A number of items have been outlined in the bill and the member needs 
to direct his comments to those items. The member needs to come back to the bill. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, for those comments. 

As I have said previously, I want to address the issue of authorising this money for unforeseen circumstances and 
for certain purposes as outlined in the bill. This is a bill for an act to authorise expenditure in the financial year 
ending on 30 June this year to make payments for extraordinary or unforeseen matters. I implore you, Mr Acting 
Speaker, and the house to see my argument. If we are talking about an extra $300 million over the $450 million, 
making a total of $750 million, why should there be no forum in which the people of Esperance and their 
member of Parliament can have a say and make a point about how this money should be spent? I suggest that the 
$20 million that is needed for port infrastructure is unforeseen. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: The member is still directing his comments to issues in his electorate. I know he has 
a passion for his electorate and I respect that, but we are talking about the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation 
Bill. The member needs to direct his comments to the specific items outlined in the bill by the Treasurer. This is 
not an opportunity for a broad-ranging debate. That opportunity will arise during debate on the appropriation 
bills. I strongly urge the member to return to the bill before us, the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: In my comments on the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill, I again make the point 
about the unforeseen circumstances of the attempt—which has not been entirely effective—to clean houses 
polluted and recontaminated by lead from the Esperance port. If we are talking about giving the Treasurer extra 
money to spend, I suggest that, as the member for Roe and the member representing Esperance, I should have 
some input on how that extra money should be spent. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I agree with you. It should not be wasted on the shared services project; it would be better 
spent in your electorate. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Mr Acting Speaker, you let the Leader of the Opposition talk about the shared services 
project and the issue of overspend on that project, and I have no gripe with that. We are presumably going to 
give the Treasurer a blank cheque so that he can direct money to fill in the hole that has been created by the 
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shared services project. I am talking about another hole. It is a smaller hole. It is a $20 million hole, but it needs 
to be addressed. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I have spoken to the member three times about the scope of his argument. He can 
use that argument during debate on the appropriation bills, which is a broad-ranging debate, but he cannot use 
that argument in this debate. He needs to bring his comments back to the items outlined in the Treasurer’s bill. If 
the member continually moves on to items in his electorate, I will have to call him to order. I appreciate that he 
has a passion for the matter, and I appreciate that members have spoken about the shared services project, as 
outlined in the bill. That is why those members were allowed to talk to that issue. The member for Roe needs to 
talk to the issues that are outlined in the bill and that were referred to in the second reading speech. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: It appears, Mr Acting Speaker, that you have made a direction that I am not to talk about 
micro-economics, but that I am to talk about the macro-economic picture. The macro-economic picture involves 
the Treasurer getting a blank cheque for a cost overrun. At this very time, members in the other house are faced 
with a very important bill that addresses the unforeseen matter of lead pollution in Esperance, which I referred to 
earlier. Now they must consider whether lead should be exported from this state through the port of Fremantle. It 
is a very important issue. How the micro-economics fit within the macro-economic framework appears to escape 
some people in this chamber. Having accepted your direction, Mr Acting Speaker, every year—I have been here 
for only three years and this is my fourth year — 

Mr P.D. Omodei: It seems like longer! 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I thank the member. I do not know whether that is a reflection on my speaking ability or 
whether it is a reflection on something else. I recall the day that I arrived in this chamber and met the member for 
Warren-Blackwood. He and I stood in the election in 1989; in fact, he won his seat and came to Parliament and I 
lost by 208 votes and went back to a very satisfying and happy medical practice for 18 years. 

Dr S.C. Thomas: Lucrative.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Do not worry about lucrative, member for Capel. I was appropriately remunerated.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: And you gave great service to the people of the lower south west! Absolutely!  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I thank the member for Hillarys very much!  

Before you pull me up yet again, Mr Acting Speaker, I recount that the day I walked into the Parliament three 
and a half years ago, the member for Warren-Blackwood met me in the chamber and said, “Where have you 
been? Where is your note? You are 18 years late!” However, I am now finally here. It is disappointing that I 
cannot today make the point about how this micro-economic picture of what is happening in my electorate is 
reflected in this more encompassing micro-economic picture. The Treasurer is asking us to say, “Sorry that you 
went $300 million over budget. Here is the money that you need.” To put that in the context of my household, if 
my wife, Kathryn, came to me at this time of the year and said, “Sorry, Graham; we have blown our budget by 
$10 000”, I could not just front up to Garry, my bank manager at Bank West, and say, “There were some 
unforeseen matters, and there were certain purposes. Could you give me an extra $10 000?” I am sure that if I 
did that, he would ask some serious questions about why I had not been as tight as I should have been in the 
management of my financial affairs. It surprises me, as a relatively new member of this place, that the Treasurer 
is saying that he has gone over budget and is asking this house to authorise additional funding through the 
Treasurer’s advance account. We are talking about taxpayers’ money. That lack of management does not take 
place in the micro-economic situation that the member for Churchlands has spoken about when people are 
running a business or a household. Okay, some advances may be needed. That is the reason that a three per cent 
margin is allowed for. However, it seems that is not enough. The Treasurer wants another $300 million on top of 
that.  
The other micro-economic parallel is the lead pollution situation in Esperance. I am asking the Treasurer, and 
also the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, whether there will be a $20 million advance to enable the port 
of Esperance to upgrade its infrastructure and produce a truly closed system so that nickel shipments will not 
pollute the town and the export of nickel can continue through the port. 
MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [4.45 pm]: I promise members that I will be brief. 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. 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 and this government 
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are totally and absolutely incompetent. I will not talk about my electorate, because there is nothing in this bill for 
my electorate. There is also nothing in the budget for my electorate. What really upsets me is where some of this 
funding will be allocated. We are told that this expenditure is unforeseen. I cannot believe that the Treasurer 
could not have foreseen an extra three-quarters of a billion dollars in expenditure less than six months after he 
came down with the midyear review. One item of expenditure is for the shared services reform initiative, as 
announced in the midyear review. All the Treasurer is doing here is throwing good money after bad. If this 
Treasurer was running a business, it would go bankrupt. People in business cannot put up the prices of their 
goods to exorbitant levels and expect their customers to keep buying their goods; they will go elsewhere. This 
Treasurer has a captive audience. The people of Western Australia have to pay whatever taxes the Treasurer 
imposes on them.  
Mr E.S. Ripper: The taxes in Western Australia are the second lowest in the country. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That is rubbish. The Treasurer knows it and I know it. We have seen how the Treasurer 
and his colleagues manipulate the figures. The Treasurer knows that he is one of the highest taxing Treasurers in 
this country. Frankly, with all the revenue that the government has coming in from the royalties from our 
resource sector, and from the massive increases in stamp duty on residential properties, the government should 
be ashamed of itself. God knows what the government is doing with the money. We know that the government is 
storing up a war chest for later this year so that it can make some massive expenditure announcements during the 
election. The Treasurer will be just like Father Christmas. I suggest Father Christmas will come early this year. I 
suggest Father Christmas will come in October or November, because that is when the Treasurer will be giving 
away all the goodies. The government will not want to go to the election after Christmas, when people get their 
credit card bills and are hit with all the other costs and are looking for someone to blame. When anything goes 
wrong, people blame the government. When interest rates increase, people do not blame just the federal 
government. They also blame the state government. When things go wrong, the people of this state will have 
every right to blame this government, because, frankly, a monkey could do the Treasurer’s job.  
Mr C.J. Barnett: No it could not! 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: A monkey could do it better!  
As I said earlier, the Treasurer has said, “I need to balance the books this year, and I want to do some pork-
barrelling before the election, so I will go to the Parliament and ask it for three-quarters of a billion dollars.” 
Some of that additional expenditure is for the shared services project. That has been an absolute failure from the 
word go. All the Treasurer is doing is pouring good money after bad. I promise the Treasurer that the day of 
reckoning will come and all will be revealed about the money that the Treasurer has lost on behalf of the 
government and, more importantly, on behalf of the taxpayers of Western Australia. The taxpayers of Western 
Australia will blame the Treasurer for that. The Treasurer’s colleagues reckon that he is the best Treasurer in the 
world. I can tell members that we reckon he is the worst Treasurer in the world. He is certainly the most 
incompetent Treasurer in the world. The Treasurer is not being honest with the people of Western Australia. All 
the Treasurer wants to do is tax them to the hilt so that the government can get out of its financial difficulties. 
Any company can get plenty of money to spend if it simply clobbers its shareholders. The Treasurer’s 
shareholders are the taxpayers of Western Australia. It will be interesting to see what the Treasurer does when 
the budget comes down. I suspect he will be giving away some money and reducing certain taxes. I will not be 
very long on this, Mr Acting Speaker, so you will not need to call me to order or sit me down. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler: You said that before!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I promise I will be only another minute or so. I want to put on record my lack of 
admiration for this Treasurer. As I say, I have been a business person all my life. I had to make profits so that I 
could pay my staff and the shareholders. 
Mr E.S. Ripper: Did you trade with a AAA rating? 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Treasurer lost this state’s AAA rating when he was last in government. It took the 
previous Liberal government to get back the AAA rating. The government has not lost it yet but we will wait and 
see what happens because the incompetence of the Treasurer and the government will show through. There are a 
lot of bad times to come, I can assure members. A recession is coming. We have seen what has happened in 
America. When that type of thing happens in America, the effects flow on to here. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): The member must get back to the bill. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will speak for only another minute or so, Mr Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: It is not a matter of the time the member is taking; it is the content of his speech. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Treasurer is holding out both his hands and he wants us to put three-quarters of a 
billion dollars of taxpayers’ funds into a great big bag to authorise him and his incompetent ministers to spend. 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. 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. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [5.01 pm]: I appreciate that this is not a general debate about all the 
problems within each electorate—I would be here until midnight if I talked about all the problems in my 
electorate—and that I must clearly speak on the bill. The Treasurer’s second reading speech says that the 
Treasurer’s advance allows for the supplementary funding of annual appropriations for unforeseen and/or 
extraordinary events during the financial year. I will speak about an extraordinary event. I ask for your 
indulgence, Madam Acting Speaker (Ms K. Hodson-Thomas), to table drawings from some grade 1 and 2 
students from Palmyra Primary School and I seek leave to table the documents for the duration of today’s sitting. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms K. Hodson-Thomas): I will allow it if the material is relevant to the bill before 
us. It is a bit early in the member’s speech to make a determination about the relevance of the material. Perhaps 
the member can speak to that and then I can make determination about its relevance and whether it can lay on the 
table. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Certainly, Madam Acting Speaker. I would like to table these drawings because of an 
extraordinary event for which I would like some of the $750 million to be allocated towards. The temperature at 
a local primary school classroom in my electorate reaches 44 degrees. On hot days the temperature in the 
classroom is already unbearable at 9.00 am. Some parents have been keeping their children away from school 
because the children come home from school sick and exhausted. I have written letters to the Premier, the 
Minister for Education and Training, the Minister for Water Resources and the Minister for Health asking for 
money to be allocated to this school for the installation of air conditioners. Currently the situation is inequitable 
because children at other schools do not have to suffer 44-degree heat. I seek leave to table these drawings. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I have listened to the member, who has been on her feet for just a couple of minutes, 
and I have read the Treasurer’s second reading speech. I understand that the bill provides for an allocation to the 
Department of Education and Training’s capital works program for the cost escalation. However, the member is 
seeking extra funding. That is where I must draw the line because the member is drawing a long bow. I do not 
see how it is relevant to the bill before the house. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I am not seeking additional funding; I am seeking a reallocation of the funding because 
funding was meant to be provided to the school — 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I notice that the timer is still on hold. The member will have to take up that matter 
during the budget estimates. I will allow the member some latitude but I must point out that this money has 
already been allocated. Although the member is saying that she is seeking a reallocation of funds rather than an 
additional allocation of funds, I must draw the member back to the fact that this bill has earmarked $30.7 million 
for cost escalation in the Department of Education and Training’s capital works program. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Money has been allocated for gas heaters. I want that money to go towards reverse-
cycle air conditioners rather than to gas heaters. That is not a new allocation. The reallocation of funding is 
required because of the 44-degree temperatures in the classroom. I seek leave to table these drawings. 
Leave granted. 
[The papers were tabled for the information of members.] 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The students will appreciate that, Madam Acting Speaker. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I remind the member that she is speaking to a specific bill and that this is not an 
opportunity to carry out a public affairs debate. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. Because the bill refers to unforeseen or 
extraordinary events, I thought that I would also mention that another school in my electorate is not connected to 
sewerage. The septic tanks appear to be leaking and the students are exposed to rotten egg smells. I want some of 
this extraordinary funding to go towards connecting the septic tanks to the sewerage system. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member — 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Can I not discuss that? 
The ACTING SPEAKER: The member is testing my patience. 
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Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I will move on and I will not discuss the sewerage. This bill allocates $38.1 million for 
mental health and Drug Summit initiatives. As you are aware, Madam Acting Speaker, in November last year a 
report was tabled on the review of the Cannabis Control Act 2003. Members know that a proportion of people 
who smoke cannabis suffer from mental health problems. Apart from the $38.1 million, the bill states that the 
authorisation is required to address areas of community need such as mental health. The review of the cannabis 
programs has shown us that the education programs are not effective. Will some of this funding go towards the 
government’s failure to provide the community with adequate education about cannabis? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I draw the member’s attention of the allocation of $38.1 million in the Treasurer’s 
Advance Authorisation Bill towards mental health and Drug Summit initiatives, which refers to equipment 
replacement programs but which does not refer to an education program. I once again remind the member that 
this is not an opportunity to debate public affairs; it is an opportunity to debate matters specific to this 
legislation.  
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: At the bottom of the speech, it says “addressing areas of community need, such as 
mental health”. I possibly had the wrong impression. I certainly did not think that that amount would be spent 
just on equipment. An area of community need in mental health could relate to education about the effects of 
cannabis on people who smoke it, such as that they can suffer from mental illness as a result of that smoking 
habit. The report that was tabled in November shows that the current act is failing. I hope that some of the money 
required will address an area of community need such as mental health and will go into that cannabis — 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, I remind you that the bill is about authorising a monetary limit on 
overdrafts. The particular item that you are referring to refers specifically to an equipment replacement program.  
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: In that case, I apologise. I thought it related to general mental health matters and the 
failure of the government’s cannabis legislation. I was hoping that the government would look at that legislation 
sooner rather than later because more and more people are suffering from mental illness. I will refer to that issue 
another day. Hopefully, there will soon be debates in the house on health, and I will raise those issues then rather 
than during this debate.  
The bill seeks to increase the Treasurer’s advance limit to $750 million. The one area that I think is appropriate 
to address relates to the cost escalation of the government’s capital works program. Funding has been allocated 
for stage 1 of Fiona Stanley Hospital but to date the government has not given a commitment. I am not sure 
whether any of this money will go towards a commitment for stage 2 of the Fiona Stanley Hospital, possibly for 
drawings, because at the moment a promise on the never-never has been given from both sides. The community 
would like to know that the government is serious about the promise it gave for 1 000 beds and that the cost 
escalation in the capital works program will not affect the planning for stage 1. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Alfred Cove, the cost escalation that you are referring to refers to the 
capital works program of the Department of Education and Training.  
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: It does not state that in the second reading speech, unless I have misread something. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: It is the second last dot point. I am having trouble finding reference to Fiona Stanley 
Hospital. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Like many other members in this house, I am very surprised that the government is 
asking for an increase of $750 million, which will go towards its commitment to a public sector enterprise 
bargaining agreement. I am pleased that some of that money will go to nurses and teachers. I hope that we do not 
end up with the problems that teachers suffered in Canada when they went on strike for six weeks before the 
Canadian government approved appropriate salaries and conditions for them. I am pleased that a commitment 
has been given for extra funding for nurses, medical practitioners, teachers, TAFE lecturers and prison officers. I 
hope that an enterprise bargaining agreement can be reached soon because what is currently happening in 
schools is very disruptive in the classroom setting and is causing divisions between teachers. I am sorry that the 
bill is not more detailed. Given the sum of money required, I would have liked to see a bit more detail within the 
advance authorisation budget. I do not quite see how $750 million will meet the government’s core promises of 
improving health, education, and law and order. I will have to wait until the budget estimates to put more 
specific questions to the government to hear, hopefully, about improvements in those areas. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Before I give the member for Nedlands the call, I remind members, in case they 
were not present when the Deputy Speaker made a ruling earlier, that this is not a public affairs debate as defined 
in standing order 94(2)(b)(i). Rather, this bill authorises a monetary limit for overdrafts against government trust 
accounts, temporary financing of works, services and for expenditure in anticipation of appropriations. I will be 
consistent with the way I deal with all members, and treat them as I did the member for Alfred Cove.  
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MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [5.16 pm]: I was in my office trying to do some work and I heard some of the 
debate on the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2008. I thought that maybe this was the first time such a 
bill had been introduced into the Parliament. I had a quick look on the parliamentary database—which includes 
Hansard from 1997—for the Treasurer’s advance authorisation bill and found bills for 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 
2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006. There was not one for 2007. I do not know why. It may not be on the 
database. It is certainly nothing new to have a Treasurer’s advance authorisation bill. I looked at what the then 
opposition had to say on this bill before it came to government. It said almost the same as what is being said 
today. I am sure that the Treasurer will not mind me referring to his speech on the second reading debate of the 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2000, when he said — 

This Bill seeks to authorise the Treasurer to make certain payments and advances and to specify a limit 
for the payments and advances for the year commencing 1 July 2000. The Bill sets the limit of $300m 
for the payments and advances for the financial year 2000-01. The Treasurer’s Advance arrangements 
should be seen as a last resort for the provision of funding.  

I say that because the Treasurer’s advance funding does not allow prospective scrutiny of the appropriations by 
Parliament. He stated — 

This is the first year since 1994-95 in which the Government has not sought to retrospectively increase 
the size of the authorisation limit. 

I do not know whether this is a retrospective increase, but the Treasurer went on to say—he obviously did his 
homework in quite some detail — 

In 1995-96, the Government sought retrospective approval for increases to the initial authorised limit of 
$210m . . . 

He went on to state that in 1996-97 and 1997-98, the initial limit was $200 million and, finally, in 1998-99, the 
government increased the authorised limit by $160 million from the initial limit of $300 million.  

When I was listening to the debate, I wanted to know what was going on because it is important to know what is 
happening in this Parliament and what the government is trying to do. I am not sure why there was no advance 
authorisation bill for 2007. 

This is the eleventh year in which such a bill has been brought to Parliament. I take on board what the members 
of the Liberal Party and other members have said about this bill and how there seems to have been financial 
mismanagement by the government. When I looked at the explanatory memorandum and the second reading 
speech, I saw that there was some indication of the initiatives that the advance limit of $750 million will be spent 
on. These include the government’s enterprise bargaining agreement offers to nurses, medical practitioners, 
teachers, technical and further education lecturers and prison officers, which have an estimated cost in 2007-08 
of $205.6 million.  

The Treasurer said in his second reading speech that the government’s midyear financial projections statement, 
or midyear review, released on 27 December 2007, foreshadowed that — 

. . . the Government will be seeking parliamentary authorisation of an increased Treasurer’s Advance 
limit when Parliament resumes in 2008. 

The Treasurer also said in his second reading speech that — 

In this regard, the midyear review reported an estimated impact on the 2007-08 Treasurer’s advance of 
$600.5 million, based on government commitments made up to the midyear review cut-off date of 
3 December 2007. 

Therefore, the Parliament was given advanced warning.  

The Treasurer’s second reading speech outlines that this additional money will be spent on an additional 
$50.4 million for New MetroRail project costs; $43.3 million for public housing initiatives; $38.1 million for 
mental health and drug summit initiatives; $34.2 million in additional project costs for the shared services reform 
initiative, as announced in the midyear review; $30.7 million for cost escalation in the Department of Education 
and Training’s capital works program; and $9.1 million for drought relief. I do not think that many members 
would argue about that expenditure; although, some members might find the additional $50.4 million for the 
New MetroRail project costs quite sickening. I will be interested to hear the Treasurer provide further details 
relating to this bill in his reply to the second reading debate.  
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I take on board the comments that have been made by previous speakers. My question is: where is the money for 
the new Cottage Hospice since this government closed the old one? The people in this state who are dying are no 
longer able to get into the Cottage Hospice and are now struggling. Why did members not jump up and down 
about that instead of agreeing to its closure?  
Western Australia is an incredibly wealthy state, but it has enormous social problems—people in wheelchairs 
can spend up to four hours outside my office waiting for a taxi and people in my electorate are dying and cannot 
get into a hospice. People who find themselves in appalling circumstances write to me. For instance, one lady is 
sharing her one-bedroom Homeswest unit with her daughter and her daughter’s son and has given up her 
bedroom to them. What is happening in this state? Why are not politicians on the other side of this house telling 
us what is happening and asking for more money for these people? Why are they voting in support of taking 
away things that matter to people?  

If this bill goes to consideration in detail, I will ask the Treasurer why he has not apportioned some money in the 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2008 to some of the resources and services that are urgently required in 
this state to address the injustices and wrongs and assist people who are living in circumstances in which they 
should not have to live.  
I looked at the allocations in previous bills, and the Treasurer’s advisers will know whether I am wrong. In 2001 
there was a $300 million Treasurer’s advance and in 2002, 2003 and 2004 there was also a $300 million 
allocation. I note that subclause 7 of the 2005 bill, only three years ago, stated — 

(2) Section 4(1) is amended by deleting “$300 000 000” and substituting the following — 

“$750 000 000” 
Why is more money not being allocated in this bill to fix up the services in this state that people so badly need? 
The budget is being poorly managed when people in wheelchairs are suffering and cannot get taxis; people at the 
airport cannot get a taxi when they arrive late at night and, as a result, have to queue for three or four hours; and 
people are not able to go to trial to have their say in the District Court, the major court for criminal offences, for 
anything up to one year to 18 months. It is extraordinary. Nothing in this bill addresses these situations. 
I am interested in the debate on this bill. I was listening to the previous speakers in my office. I am staggered that 
members are acting as though it is the first time a bill of its kind is before the Parliament. We have had at least 
six months’ notice that this bill would be brought before the Parliament. I have had only about 15 minutes to 
consider this bill and I would have liked a list of the services it will address. An enormous range of services in 
this state need fixing up, and this bill does not do it.  
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms K. Hodson-Thomas): This is not an opportunity for a public affairs debate. I 
draw members’ attention to that and ask them not to stray outside that boundary. I have given members a little 
bit of latitude and am happy to extend it, but I ask members not to test me.  

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [5.26 pm]: Trust me, Madam Acting Speaker, you will not 
need to give me any latitude. I have listened to the previous speakers on this Treasurer's Advance Authorisation 
Bill 2008 and have seen some coverage of it in the media. Some extremely important points have been made. 
Several years ago, as a government backbencher, I was fortunate to be given a briefing that the then Treasurer 
organised, one aspect of which was on Treasurer’s advance bills. It is time that we had a very close look at the 
way in which this government is using or abusing this mechanism. Members need look only at the third 
paragraph of the Treasurer’s second reading speech wherein it states that — 

The annual Treasurer’s advance limit is set automatically by the Financial Management Act 2006 and is 
calculated as three per cent of the amount appropriated in the previous financial year. 

That three per cent figure was not arrived at by chance; it was arrived at after years of experience with the 
Treasurer’s advance mechanism. It was provided for a specific purpose. Yes, the government can, if it brings 
legislation to the Parliament as it has done in this case, seek Parliament’s approval for an increased advance over 
that three per cent limit. The obvious question is: why is this government consistently coming to the Parliament 
for approval for amounts of money vastly in excess of what has been the case in previous years and vastly in 
excess of what is set out in the Financial Management Act as an amount that can automatically be appropriated? 
As members have pointed out in this debate, we are not talking small bickies. The Treasurer’s advance limit that 
is being sought in this bill is no less than three-quarters of a billion dollars, which is a massive amount of 
taxpayers’ money. Of course, as the Treasurer’s second reading speech states, it is an increase of over 
$300 million on the current approved limit. Members should bear in mind that the current approved limit of 
three per cent does not mean that the government can ratchet up the amount by that percentage. It can be kept 
below that percentage or whatever. It raises the question: why is the government now consistently spending in 
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excess of its means to the extent that it has to come into this Parliament and seek approval for such a huge 
increase over the amount that is automatically provided for in the Financial Management Act 2006?  

In the debate on the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill members will raise a number of questions about the 
reasons put forward by the Treasurer for the need for this additional advance amount and, as in previous years, 
he will put forward a number of dot points; for example, there is a two-line dot point that covers a $30.7 million 
cost escalation in the Department of Education and Training; a two-line dot point that deals with a staggering 
$34.2 million in additional project costs for the shared services reform initiative; and another dot point, barely 
two lines, that refers to $43.3 million for public housing initiatives announced in September last year. Each one 
of those begs a thousand different questions. For example, why was the last one that I mentioned announced in 
September last year and not as part of the budget process for this fiscal year? Why is the government, in all these 
matters, quite blatantly and deliberately prepared to live well beyond its means? Of course, it knows full well 
that it can just trot into this Parliament, put forward a bill such as this and then scoop the pool from the taxpayer 
accordingly. 

There comes a stage with these things at which we draw a line and say that we must ask questions now and get 
answers. The Treasurer will give us some glib replies. He has not given us very much information in his second 
reading speech. It is a second reading speech that deals with an advance of $750 million—an increase of 
$313.5 million over the current approved limit—and we get two flimsy little pages on it with a few dot points. 
There comes a stage at which we have to ask: do we or do we not deserve more and better information on a 
matter such as this? After listening to the points that have been raised, I say that we certainly do. As I have 
pointed out, the Treasurer is now addicted to this process and we see ever-increasing amounts being requested 
under the Treasurer’s advance authorisation process. As the member for Capel pointed out, we must ask: will 
this keep going on and are we going to see, I suppose, almost a complete rorting of this system? We get a budget. 
The government comes along a few months later and says that it has blown the budget in a few areas and it has a 
few projects to undertake that it announced in the last budget; therefore, it needs a heap more dough. Why have a 
budget process? Why not just say that the Treasurer can come into this place each month and request whatever 
he wants, and we will just sign a blank cheque and away he goes; then he rips off the taxpayer with increases in 
tax to pay for it? 

There comes a stage when this Parliament has to make the executive and the Treasurer of this government 
accountable. If we cannot make a decision now that this is the time, when we are dealing with an advance limit 
of $750 million—three-quarters of a billion dollars—which is $313.5 million over the current approved limit and 
well over the three per cent amount provided automatically under the Financial Management Act, to draw the 
line and request additional information from the Treasurer, I do not know when we ever will. I am not going to 
suggest that members run around and threaten to block the next supply or anything like that. However, we have a 
process in this Parliament for dealing with exactly these questions. A number of members have asked some valid 
questions. I think the Leader of the Opposition said that he would like to see the business case, as he put it, that 
requires this enormous increase in the Treasurer’s advance. Is it just a mishap? Is it just bad financial 
management, or is there some semblance of planning behind all this; or is the train so far off the rails that we 
have to deal with such a large increase in the Treasurer’s advance? What is the business case behind this? 
Individual members have pointed to some of the individual programs and, quite legitimately, they have said that 
they want to know more detail about them. This Parliament has a process for dealing with this sort of thing, and 
it is called the standing committee process. A number of times this chamber has attempted to refer matters to 
standing committees. Of course, the difficulty is that the government has the numbers in this chamber, and if it 
does not want to do so, it does not agree. I have no doubt that if I or anyone else were to move after the second 
reading debate for this bill to go to the Public Accounts Committee, the Treasurer and the government would not 
agree. We would not have the numbers and it would not get through. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden: You agree with that in opposition, though, don’t you? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN: Utterly. This is the thing. When members are in opposition, it seems that they 
believe in accountability. Once they have the purse strings and are throwing taxpayers’ money around, the last 
thing they want us to see is their business case, as the Leader of the Opposition calls it, or to see whether in fact 
the government’s finances are off the rails—quite clearly, every indication is that that is the case. Sending bills 
to standing committees is a legitimate process. I would argue that I have not seen too many bills that fit the 
bill—pun not intended—as well as this one does. It is an enormously complex area of government budgeting. A 
range of very large-scale projects are involved, and the finances are, quite frankly, staggering. I just do not 
believe that something like this should go through this chamber on the basis of a flimsy two-page second reading 
speech and what will undoubtedly be some very superficial responses in the Treasurer’s second reading reply. 
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Unless the Treasurer is prepared to stand and document the situation in enormous detail, we should send this bill 
to the Public Accounts Committee. 

As I said, it is a complex matter. Unfortunately, we do not have the advantage of being able to bring the 
Treasurer, Treasury officials or other senior departmental officials into this chamber and to question them, and 
nor should we. That is not how this process operates, except in extreme cases. However, that is how the 
committee system works. The Public Accounts Committee would be able to wheel in the Under Treasurer and 
his officers and other public servants and really winkle out whatever details it wanted to get to the heart of to 
understand why we are dealing with this legislation in this way and why there has been such an incredible blow-
out in the Treasurer’s advance amounts compared with those in previous years. Incredibly importantly, as the 
member for Capel pointed out, what is going to happen in the future? If we rubber-stamp this now, the next bill 
will come along and it will not be for a $750 million advance limit; the government will be after a billion dollar 
limit. It will be half a billion dollars over the current approved limit, and so it will go on. I am not suggesting that 
I will necessarily move to send the bill to the Public Accounts Committee. It will depend on what the Treasurer 
says. I spoke with the shadow Treasurer, who, in our brief conversation, seemed to see some merit in trying to 
send the matter to a committee. I have no doubt that if members on this side tried to do so, the government 
would not agree anyway. 

However, I will make a couple of points. The Public Accounts Committee is a good venue to deal with this bill, 
for a number of reasons. It is a bipartisan committee. Okay; it is controlled by the government; it has three 
members on the committee. The National Party has the member for Stirling on that committee, and the shadow 
Treasurer, the member for Capel, is on it also. I think it would be highly appropriate to have a venue and a forum 
for the shadow Treasurer to be able to grill the Treasurer’s officers and really get some detail about what is 
behind the figures in this bill. I know that the Treasurer will say that this is an urgent matter and we have to rush 
it through. However, standing committees can carry out their work in a very timely manner. A referral is not the 
sort of thing that is done to bog down the legislative process or to create problems and headaches for the people 
who work in Treasury. I will not go through all the points that have been raised by members. However, I think 
that there are enough concerns now, not only about the specifics in this bill, but also about the Treasurer’s 
second reading speech, and the implications thereof, to review the Treasurer’s advance authorisation process to 
see whether it is not being abused by the current Labor government. 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood) [5.38 pm]: I join my colleagues in speaking to the Treasurer’s 
Advance Authorisation Bill 2008. I can really describe it only as Eric Ripper’s black hole, and it is certainly not 
a very pretty sight. 

Dr S.C. Thomas: I am not sure whether we should consider that in detail! 

Mr P.D. OMODEI: No. The Treasurer’s advance authorisation has been around for many years, of course. 
However, from what I can see, this blow-out in the midyear figures is unprecedented. The Treasurer might be 
able to correct me and indicate to the house some of the Treasurer’s advances that have occurred in the past, but 
I recall that under the former coalition government there were some for amounts of $100 million and up to 
$300 million. However, the Financial Management Act 2006 calculates an amount of three per cent, which 
would mean that the Treasurer’s advance limit would be $436.5 million. It has blown out an extra $313 million, 
which brings it right up to $750 million. That is a lot of money in anybody’s terms. Obviously there is a midyear 
review and sometimes there are unforeseen circumstances; some in relation to drought relief and extraordinary 
community needs, such as mental health issues, are outlined in the second reading speech. However, there is 
absolutely no reason for the Treasurer not to have given more detail under each dot point of his second reading 
speech. I daresay that it would be open to the opposition to question the Treasurer on those headings, certainly 
within the budget process, but it would have been better for the Treasurer to have been open and accountable and 
to have stated exactly what those blow-outs were. I was very concerned when I looked at some of the 
commitments in the government’s $205.6 million enterprise bargaining agreement with nurses, medical 
practitioners, teachers, TAFE lecturers and prison officers. They are very important areas of concern. The State 
School Teachers’ Union of WA claimed in its advertisements in the state’s main newspaper that the government 
was misleading the public of Western Australia and had spent $85 000 of taxpayers’ money on misleading 
advertising.  

The Treasurer will have the opportunity when he rises to indicate to the house whether the government will 
adhere to its line on its offer to teachers, or whether there is some flexibility in the allocation of funds under that 
first dot point. There have been major headlines in local papers about graduate teachers resigning. On Tuesday, 4 
March, the leading paragraph in The West Australian stated — 
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More than half of WA’s newly qualified teachers plan to leave the public system within the next 10 
years because of concerns over poor pay and heavy workloads, a new survey has found. 

It went on — 

In WA, 64 per cent of new teachers hoped to be in another industry in 10 years time . . .  

Of the 222 WA teachers surveyed, 80 per cent said that they were dissatisfied with their jobs. Officers from the 
teachers’ union have been coming to electorate offices of members of Parliament all around the state—many of 
those officers are strong supporters of the Labor Party—lamenting the situation in which teachers find 
themselves. Teachers in the prime of their careers are leaving the teaching fraternity in Western Australia 
because they are not valued by the government. These are things that have been told to me. There are classes of 
32 or 33 students in which at least three or four students are dysfunctional and cannot be controlled, and two or 
three students who have a disability but the teachers have no resources to teach those kids. What kind of an 
educational system are we providing for children in Western Australia?  

An important aspect of debate on this legislation is that the minister should come into this place and indicate the 
exact breakdown for each dot point in the second reading speech. I suggest very strongly to the new Leader of 
the Opposition that the opposition pursue the government and make sure that the Treasurer indicates clearly what 
this advance is actually for and why there has been a blow-out. I have read the Treasurer’s scant speech. The 
government is spending $750 million of Western Australian taxpayers’ money, yet the Treasurer—the Deputy 
Premier of the state—made a two-minute speech to cover that expenditure. Treasurer, it is just not good enough. 
The people of Western Australia would heartily concur with me that it is just not good enough for a senior 
minister to come into the Parliament of Western Australia seeking permission to spend $750 million and give a 
two-minute explanation. It just does not cut the mustard, Mr Treasurer. 
On the other issues, yes, the midyear review required the Treasurer’s advance limit to be expanded, and there 
were issues after the cut-off date of higher than expected tax refunds. I argue that there would have been higher 
than expected tax income as well. Where is the explanation, therefore, about that in this bill? It really shows 
scant regard to use a flimsy argument like higher than expected tax refunds as a reason for this bill. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: You can’t just spend the taxes that you get without authority; you have to come back to the 
Parliament for that. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI: We are talking about higher than expected tax refunds. The bill does not refer to higher 
than expected tax income, which would more than offset those refunds.  
Mr E.S. Ripper: Member, that represents a fundamental misunderstanding of how it works, and I will explain in 
my response. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI: When Mr Treasurer gets up and explains, he might want to explain all of the details in 
relation to nurses, medical practitioners, teachers, TAFE lecturers and prison officers, and the expenditure of the 
extra $205.6 million. The Treasurer should detail that to the Parliament and then go ahead and detail exactly the 
extra $50.4 million project costs for the New MetroRail so that members of the public of Western Australia 
know where the government is spending their money. The Treasurer can explain the housing initiatives as well, 
or table an addendum in Parliament. There are major issues to do with the Drug Summit and mental health issues 
in Western Australia. With the resources of the Western Australian Treasury and the Treasurer’s office, it would 
not be hard for the Treasurer to provide that detail to the public of Western Australia.  
Let us look at the shared services project. I recall, when the coalition government was in government and spent 
about $5.5 million building the belltower to house the bells of St Martin-in-the-Fields, government members 
were pilloried day after day in this house about how that money could have been spent on classrooms and 
matters such as the member for Roe’s lead and nickel problem in Esperance. We were pilloried day after day and 
year after year. I recall the present Treasurer coming into this place and spruiking about Barnett’s black hole. 
This bill is Eric Ripper’s black hole and it does not look very nice.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms K. Hodson-Thomas): Order! The member has been a member of this place long 
enough to know that he must refer to the Treasurer by his title. I also remind the member that this is not an 
opportunity for a general debate; his comments must be specific to the bill before us. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. I am certainly not canvassing your ruling, but the 
Treasurer has never been backward in coming forward when he has criticised me in this place, and he has not 
been too kind from time to time. However, I have always forgiven him because I am a good-hearted chap, as all 
members know! 
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I want to know about the shared services project. That project will be the biggest financial scandal that this state 
has ever seen and will be a millstone around the neck of the current government and Treasurer. The whirlpool of 
shared services will take this government down before the next election, when all will be revealed. If the 
minister were to come into this place, show us the business case and show us what the problems were, he at least 
would be able to stand with some integrity and say that he told the people of Western Australia exactly what was 
going on. Certainly, not enough information is coming through to the public of Western Australia on the shared 
services project.  

Another issue is the $730.7 million cost escalation in the Department of Education and Training’s capital works 
program. I would like to know about that. Is that to do with the co-location on the Murdoch site of the 
Department of Agriculture and Food with the University of Western Australia and other universities? Why are 
we not told? It may be that it is a good-news story for the people of Western Australia and that I should not be on 
my feet criticising the Treasurer because he is an outstanding Treasurer; however, in actual fact we know that is 
not true and I would not say that anyway.  

In relation to drought relief, we understand that there are unforeseen circumstances. We understand that parts of 
Western Australia have suffered very badly from drought and that the multiplier effect of the costs to the 
community are significant. We would therefore have no objection to the allocation of most of those funds for 
drought relief. I suspect that if the Treasurer had come into the house in the first place and provided an 
addendum or explained the detail in relation to each dot point in his second reading speech, this debate would 
have been very short. As a matter of fact, I would not have risen to talk. The reason I stand today to talk about 
this bill is that I believe that the people of Western Australia are entitled to know the detail of the $750 million 
blow-out in the budget. It is not unusual for there to be a Treasurer’s advance. It has been part and parcel of the 
budget in this state for many years. However, how can the budget blow out to this extent when we know that the 
government of this state has billions of dollars of surplus funds? I put it to you, Madam Acting Speaker, that the 
government has very cleverly announced major projects relating to the budget blow-outs and budget surpluses 
purely for political gain. The Treasurer has very sneakily come into this place and ramped up the budget increase 
by an extra $313 million above and beyond the three per cent that would have been allowed. 

I will conclude my remarks at this stage. I would like the Treasurer, when he stands to respond to this debate, to 
articulate very clearly to Parliament for the benefit of all Western Australians the detail of each of the items in 
the bill. Again, if I can be cynical just once more, it is not what is in this bill that concerns me; it is what is not in 
it. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [5.51 pm]: Unfortunately, even though I have guests at Parliament tonight, I 
must speak on the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. I will try to speak for 10 minutes, but I may have to 
continue my remarks after the dinner break. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms K. Hodson-Thomas): I am having difficulty hearing the member for Avon. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: That is unusual, Madam Acting Speaker. I am very happy to get animated, and I 
might get animated very shortly because I have been reading the 2007-08 Government Mid-year Financial 
Projections Statement. There are some words missing under the title. It should read “Budget in crisis”, but those 
words are absent from the front cover.  

This is an amazing bill that has been introduced by the Treasurer, who told us only a few years ago that this 
should never happen. He clearly told this house that there is no need for this to happen. In fact, when he was in 
opposition and the Court-Cowan government brought in these types of bills, he said that it was an abject failure 
as an administrator. I am looking at an abject failure now, Treasurer. 
Let me go through the Treasurer’s second reading speech. He gives the reasons for wanting $313.5 million above 
the three per cent that is provided for in the bill which he wrote and brought to this house and which contains all 
the mechanisms that a Treasurer needs. No sooner had the Financial Management Act 2006 been enacted than he 
broke it. Those were the measures in his legislation that he deemed adequate. That makes it $750 million over 
and above the amount calculated in last year’s budget. According to the second reading speech and the 
Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement, the Treasurer needs an advance authorisation because 
enterprise bargaining agreement offers to nurses, medical practitioners, teachers, technical and further education 
lecturers and prison officers have blown out to $205.6 million. What happened to the budget? That is what I 
thought the budget was for. These matters are supposed to be provided for in the budget. I have gone through 
this document and I cannot find the projection for the expansion in wages in this year’s budget. Every year’s 
budget has an allocation for increased expenditure on wages, so there must have been one in this year’s budget. I 
suggest that the increase will be around four per cent, because that was the known inflation rate when the budget 
was brought down. We are being told that this blow-out is greater than was the anticipated figure in the budget, 
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which means only one thing: it is a dud budget. Why could Treasury and the Treasurer not get the projection for 
this year’s demand for wages reasonably correct, considering that there had already been several years of 
outstanding projections in this state? In his budget speech last year, the Treasurer spoke about the difficulties of 
meeting the requirements of the state and the difficulty associated with the skills shortage. All those matters were 
mentioned in last year’s budget speech, but Treasury and the Treasurer did not project forward. Are we being 
told that Treasury and the Treasurer did not consider a further projection for wages? I could agree with that 
proposition if this figure were, say, $50 million. Page 27 of the Government Mid-year Financial Projections 
Statement states —  

For example, a 1% increase in general government wages in 2007-08 amounts to an increase in general 
government salaries and superannuation costs of around $73 million. 

I could say that the Treasurer missed that projection by three per cent. If he wanted $200 million, he would not 
have had to come to Parliament for authorisation for an increase. He does not have to introduce a bill for 
authorisation for an increase of $200 million. Something went seriously wrong on the question of wages either 
when the budget was brought down last year or in the process undertaken between then and now. We need to 
know about that. What has happened since the budget was brought down? 

The bill seeks $50.4 million for New MetroRail project costs. We were told that those contracts would never 
blow out. I recall you, Madam Acting Speaker, as opposition spokesperson, asking the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure whether those contracts would hold, and you were told that they would hold absolutely. How 
could you not have understood that, Madam Acting Speaker? These contracts were stuck in concrete; they would 
not increase by one dollar. Funny about that. It has to be said that Treasury and the Treasurer knew that this 
blow-out would occur before the end of this year’s budget. It says that it was announced by the minister in 
August last year. I remember that well. It must have been known to Treasury and the Treasurer before August 
last year that they would lose those contracts. Those moneys should have been in the budget. Because they were 
not in the budget, it gives an indication that the Treasurer has a low opinion of the budget process. In fact, all 
budgets in this state are mickey mouse budgets. 
Mr E.S. Ripper: If you were fighting a legal case, would you signal to your opponents in that legal case how 
much you thought you might have to concede to them? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: No, Treasurer, I would not, but I might go to the bank to see whether I could pay the 
bill. Before I conceded anything to my lawyer or to the court, I just might look at my bank account to see 
whether I could cover it. 
Mr M.P. Whitely: That’s a silly comment. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: Why is it a silly comment? It is only a silly comment because the government is an 
incompetent manager. 
Last year the government announced mental health and Drug Summit initiatives. When was the Drug Summit? 
Was it in 19 something or other? It was a long time ago. Why are we are up for $38 million for Drug Summit 
initiatives, when the Drug Summit happened, I think, three years ago. Why has the budget all of a sudden blown 
out by that amount? There have been cost escalations in the Department of Education and Training’s capital 
works program. I would like to ask a few questions about that. The last amount is $9.1 million for drought relief. 
I would be amazed if half of that money has been spent; in fact, I would be amazed if one-third of that money 
has been spent. We have a budget that is in crisis. The member for Leschenault is correct: this bill should not be 
passed by this house. I am inclined to vote against the bill. This bill should go to the Public Accounts Committee 
so that it can find out why the key issues outlined in the second reading speech have been the main cause of a 
blow-out of $450 million, or three-quarters of a billion dollars. All those issues are highly predictable. I should 
not say “all those issues”, but a substantial number of those issues are highly predictable. This document 
contains a few interesting comments. Growth in revenue was 6.1 per cent and growth in expenses was 10.2 per 
cent. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: Before the dinner suspension, I was talking about the blow-out in the budget. We 
were told by the Treasurer less than two years ago that his new Financial Management Act 2006 would mean 
that a Treasurer’s advance authorisation would no longer be necessary. Even though the government’s gross 
revenue has increased by 6.1 per cent, its expenditure has blown out by 10.2 per cent. In corporations like the 
Water Authority and Western Power there has at least been some balance between revenue in and revenue out. 
From memory, the blow-out in the budget last year was about eight per cent. If I am wrong, I am sure the 
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Treasurer will correct me in his response. Therefore, it is not unexpected that there would be a blow-out in the 
budget this year, because expenditure is totally out of control.  

I want to refer in particular to pages 8 and 9 of the 2007-08 Government Mid-year Financial Projections 
Statement, the document upon which this bill is based. That document states that taxation revenue has been 
revised up by $841 million, stamp duty on motor vehicle transfers is up by $28 million, insurance duty is up by 
$17 million, and grants from the commonwealth are estimated to be $48 million higher than budgeted. That is 
despite all the lectures we heard from the Treasurer before the election. It states also that there has been an 
upward revision of the North West Shelf petroleum royalties by $27 million, goods and services revenue grants 
have been revised up by $12 million, revenue from agencies’ sales of goods and services has been revised up by 
$80 million, and revenue from public corporations is up by $36 million. The Water Corporation has delivered the 
bulk of that revenue. We intend to talk about that more in the months to come, because this government is 
ripping off regional Western Australia. That document states also that interest income has been revised up by 
$41 million due to increases in interest rates. There has also been a revised outlook for the iron ore contract 
price, which is now assumed to increase by 30 per cent. That will be reflected in the figures for the last quarter of 
this financial year because those new prices are expected to come into effect on 1 April 2008—April Fools Day. 
This budget has delivered a significant amount of revenue. However, this government has taken out of the 
budget a significant amount of expenditure. The reasons that are given in the second reading speech in support of 
this bill are not substantial enough to allow this bill to be passed. If it were not for the fact that the government is 
in crisis, I would not be voting for this bill. However, the government has the numbers to ensure that this bill will 
be carried. It is inexcusable for this government to say that it did not set aside enough funds in the budget for 
wages. As I said before the dinner suspension, a one per cent increase in wages represents $73 million. 
Therefore, even a three per cent increase in wages would represent only an additional $200 million. The 
Treasurer is asking for an additional $750 million. The Financial Management Act 2006 was supposed to ensure 
that a Treasurer’s advance authorisation would no longer be necessary. Why is it necessary now? As I have said, 
the reasons that are outlined in the Treasurer’s second reading speech are not good enough. When I get the 
opportunity, I will be moving that this bill be referred to the Public Accounts Committee for a short review. I 
know the Treasurer needs this money. However, I will repeat the argument, because it is impossible to ignore. 
The Financial Management Act allows for an automatic increase of three per cent. For the current financial year, 
that equates to a Treasurer’s advance limit of $436 million. That is meant to cover what the Treasurer is asking 
for in this bill. Therefore, this bill is not necessary. This bill is necessary for only one reason. That is that under 
this administration, spending is totally out of control. This bill should be referred to the Public Accounts 
Committee so that it can look at why the mechanism that was put in place by the Treasurer in the Financial 
Management Act 2006 has failed by nearly twice the currently approved limit of $313.5 million. This is not a 
matter of some small note. It is a matter that is fundamentally important to the financial administration of this 
state.  
We all know that we can challenge the budget in the other place. The Parliament of Western Australia is one of 
the few Parliaments in Australia, let alone the western world, that has an upper house that is able to block a 
budget. I am not suggesting for one moment that that should happen. Nevertheless, the opposition is required to 
bring the Treasurer to account. His budget expenditure is out of control and somebody needs to look at it. We 
have heard the full measure of praise for the members of the Public Accounts Committee. I have full confidence 
in them. A Public Accounts Committee inquiry would be quick and sharp, but at least it would give two sets of 
people some comfort. One is the opposition and the other, far more importantly, is the people of Western 
Australia, who could have some assurance that somebody has looked at why expenditure in this state has blown 
out by $10.2 billion. 
MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Treasurer) [7.11 pm] — in reply: In the debate that has occurred on this bill 
there has been a lot of misunderstanding about the Treasurer’s advance mechanism and a lot of wrong assertions. 
The first assertion I want to deal with was made, I think, by the member for Hillarys and was that this level of 
limit for the Treasurer’s advance is absolutely unprecedented. That is wrong. In 2004-05 the final limit for the 
Treasurer’s advance was $750 million; in fact, in 1997-98, with a much smaller economy and with a much 
smaller budget, the Treasurer’s advance final limit was $550 million. It is therefore absolutely false to assert that 
this sort of Treasurer’s advance limit is absolutely unprecedented.  

Dr S.C. Thomas: You said $550 million and $750 million.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The $750 million was the limit in 2004-05. The $550 million 10 years ago, with a much 
smaller economy and a much smaller budget, is surely in real terms at least the equivalent of $750 million in 
today’s economic and budgetary context.  
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The second misunderstanding demonstrated by opposition speakers is the idea that the Treasurer’s advance is 
somehow an overdraft, as if the government were seeking parliamentary authority to borrow $750 million 
because of budget blow-outs. It is not an overdraft and it is not borrowings; the money is already there. What it 
means when we have a big surplus is that the money is already there. This is simply about the authority to spend 
the resources that we already have and, moreover, it is not about only a global authority or only additions to 
expenditure. We also need the authority of the Treasurer’s advance to shift money from one appropriation to 
another. For example, if we have a global provision for the settlement of wages, which we have in the 
Department of Treasury and Finance, and we settle a wages outcome, say, in the Department of Health, we shift 
the money from the Department of Treasury and Finance to the Department of Health in order to pay the new 
wages to health workers. That requires the use of the Treasurer’s advance. There is no additional expenditure but 
simply the shifting of money from one agency to another. There has clearly been substantial misunderstanding 
by the opposition of the way in which the Treasurer’s advance works. I will give a classic example. In 2006-07 
the government drew down $349 million against the Treasurer’s advance account. However, notwithstanding 
that draw down, general government expenses actually came in $87 million lower than the budget estimate. We 
drew down $349 million against the Treasurer’s advance account but expenses were actually $87 million lower 
than forecast in the budget. Members opposite should reflect on that, because I think when they reflect on it they 
will realise how seriously they have misconstrued what is being done.  

Members were very keen to debate the comments that I made in the year 2000, at a time when the economy was 
getting smaller and the previous government had run five budget deficits out of eight budgets. Members were 
very keen to rerun those comments that I made in 2000 to try to apply them to current circumstances, which of 
course are significantly different from the circumstances that applied in 2000. Let me remind members of the 
two commitments that we made. We made a commitment to require all Treasurer’s advance requests to be 
considered and approved by the cabinet expenditure review committee and not just the Treasurer, and that is the 
case; all Treasurer’s advance requests are required to be approved by the cabinet expenditure review committee 
and ratified by cabinet, not just approved by the Treasurer. The second commitment that we made was to halve 
the annual allocation from $300 million to $150 million. I frankly advise the house that it is not possible for the 
government of Western Australia to govern the state effectively with a Treasurer’s advance limit of only 
$150 million. I made reference earlier in my remarks to the context having significantly changed from 2000-01, 
when the economy got smaller and the government had run five budget deficits in eight budgets, to the 
circumstances we have now.  

Dr S.C. Thomas: They had it tougher. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The economy of Western Australia is nearly double what it was in 2000-01. In nominal terms 
the economy in 2000-01, using gross state product figures, was $75 billion. In 2006-07 the Western Australian 
economy was $141 billion. That is a nearly 100 per cent increase. Certainly, by now we would be at that 100 per 
cent increase level. In other words, the economy has virtually doubled since 2000-01 when I made those remarks 
that the opposition is so fond of quoting every time we debate the Treasurer’s advance. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You know it has not. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I am talking about nominal terms. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Values have gone up. The recession of 2001 that you talk about occurred because commodity 
prices fell. Most of the current growth, probably 70 per cent of it, is the result of higher commodity prices. Good 
luck to you. That is good, but do not talk about the economy doubling, because it is brittle. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The member for Cottesloe might make that remark, but I am quoting gross state product 
figures. If values have risen, that does not invalidate the argument that the value of the Treasurer’s advance limit 
might be expected to rise as other values in the economy rise. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Given all the financial instability around the world, how would you cope if there were a 50 per 
cent drop in commodity prices over three months, which is possible? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: We would make the necessary adjustments in our budget to live within our financial 
management targets and we would preserve the AAA credit rating of the state. It would be an enormous 
adjustment for all the companies involved and for the state if such an event were to occur. However, on the basis 
of the professional advice available to me, I do not expect that such an event will occur. The possibility, even if 
remote, that something seriously negative might happen to the state’s economic environment is one reason that it 
is important to preserve the state’s AAA credit rating. It is also one reason that it is important to use the surplus 
as a source of funding for the capital works program and not to rely entirely on borrowings in order to fund that 
very large capital works program.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 18 March 2008] 

 p1052d-1087a 
Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Colin Barnett; Deputy Speaker; Dr Steve Thomas; Dr Kim Hames; Mr Tony McRae; Dr 

Elizabeth Constable; Mr Troy Buswell; Acting Speaker; Dr Graham Jacobs; Mr Rob Johnson; Dr Janet 
Woollard; Ms Sue Walker; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Max Trenorden 

 [30] 

A second element illustrates the changed context: in 2000-01 the government had a $10 billion budget and it 
now has a $16 billion or $17 billion budget, so the budget is much bigger, and one would expect the Treasurer’s 
advance limit to be much bigger than it was in 2000-01, when the overall budget was only a $10 billion budget.  
The third difference in context is that this government has the money to make between-budget spending 
decisions. We are not running budget deficits. We have run seven budget surpluses in a row. The other side of 
politics ran five budget deficits out of eight budgets. At that time members of the cabinet included the now 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition and the member for Warren-Blackwood, who are still frontbenchers. They did 
not have the money for the between-budget spending decisions that they were making. I criticised the between-
budget spending decisions they were making because they were ill-disciplined in the face of a history of budget 
deficits. This government does not have a history of budget deficits; we have a history of budgets with very 
strong surpluses. As a result, we have the ability to make the financial decisions that we are making. The same 
economic circumstances that give us that financial ability also create a context in which there are significant 
increases in the cost side of the budget. The very strong rate of economic growth and the shortages of labour are 
putting huge pressure on public sector attraction and retention and on public sector recruitment and public sector 
wages. We are seeing wages in the public sector grow at a stronger rate than they have grown in previous years. 
That is not surprising when the wage price index that measures increases in wages in the general economy in 
Western Australia is running at 5.5 per cent for this financial year. We are also seeing in this overheated 
economy, with its huge pressures on our construction industry, big increases in the costs of our capital works 
projects. We are not alone in seeing those cost increases. Every proponent, be it in either the private or public 
sector, is seeing fierce pressure put on project costings and project time lines. The growth and the surpluses give 
us the ability to make between-budget spending decisions that must be covered by the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill, and the growth also gives us cost increases on both the recurrent and capital costs side, which 
must be met if we are to keep governing the state by providing the services that people expect and the 
infrastructure that is needed for future growth and service delivery. It is natural in those circumstances to look at 
a higher Treasurer’s advance limit than in 2000-01. 

Dr S.C. Thomas: Would the same increase apply, then, from the early 1990s to the late 1990s when you spent a 
lot of the time haranguing the Court government for increasing the Treasurer’s advance account by $100 million, 
from $200 million to $300 million? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The Court government should have had a lot tighter control on between-budget expenditure 
because it did not have the money. If the Court government had run eight budget surpluses out of eight budgets, 
it would have been able to engage in the between-budget expenditure it wished to engage in. However, it ran five 
budget deficits out of eight budgets and therefore should not have made those decisions between budgets for 
additional expenditure. Obviously, different economic circumstances applied, particularly from 1998 onwards. I 
am not making a claim of moral superiority; I am just telling members what is appropriate in the circumstances. 
If a government runs a budget deficit, it must have a tighter control on its expenditure than if it runs a budget 
surplus, because it does not have the money. I would have thought that was an obvious point. 

The opposition also raised the issue of the so-called lack of scrutiny of expenditure funded by the Treasurer’s 
advance account. This government has significantly increased the level of disclosure and transparency of the 
reporting of the Treasurer’s advance. The government now publishes a detailed appendix in the midyear review 
and annual budget papers detailing the commitments against the Treasurer’s advance and the actual draw downs 
against the Treasurer’s advance account. In addition, we publish similar information throughout the financial 
year in the quarterly financial results reports, which are required to be released and tabled in Parliament within 
60 days of the end of each quarter. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden: That is all excellent. We cannot fault you for that. That is not what we are arguing about. 
Those provisions you just talked about have been significant reforms and you are to be congratulated for them, 
but that is not what we are talking about; we are talking about the blow-out in expenditure in this budget.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The member has sought information on how the $750 million Treasurer’s advance limit that I 
am seeking in this bill has been used so far. I am saying it can be found in the midyear review and in the budget 
papers and the 2006-07 Annual Report on State Finances, which was released in September 2007. It can also be 
found in the quarter-by-quarter quarterly financial results report. Ultimately, members will find it when the 
appropriation bills come before the Parliament. The way the system works is that either the Treasurer makes 
advances under the authority of the Financial Management Act, or the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill is 
passed to allow the Treasurer to make advances. Each of those decisions must be ratified by Parliament through 
an appropriation bill. Later on we will debate the appropriation bills to ratify each decision that has been made 
under the Treasurer’s advance. When that debate occurs, the government usually tables a significant amount of 
detail on each of those expenditure items. That practice has developed while I have been Treasurer and we have 
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tabled much more detailed information to facilitate the participation of the opposition in that debate. A 
tremendous amount of transparency and accountability now surrounds the use of the Treasurer’s advance. There 
is a much greater level of detail and disclosure than has ever occurred before. This government has been a 
reforming government with regard to transparency, disclosure and accountability of the Treasurer’s advance. 

Dr S.C. Thomas: Although that is true, Treasurer, you would have to agree that it is still difficult for prospective 
scrutiny and effectively it is done after the fact. A point the Treasurer alluded to previously with regard to 
Treasurer’s advance bills is that the scrutiny is after the fact. Yes, we will debate it quite strongly, but it is still 
after the fact. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden: Also, Treasurer, I need to make a very important point on which we might have had 
slight agreement in the past. This is a better process than the budget process, because you are correct. You have 
told us, in your view, what the required expenditure is. There is no way a member can understand the budget 
papers program by program. It does not matter who you are or whatever your background is in terms of 
understanding accounting; the budget papers do not give the same amount of detail as we have received today. I 
have already said to the Treasurer that that is to his credit. At least today we know what we are debating. You 
have told us that the budget has blown out by a certain amount due to certain causes. We are debating that. When 
we go back to the appropriation bill, we will not know that. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: I appreciate the comments of members. There is always some tension between preparing the 
budget papers in a way that satisfies the requirements of professional accountants and economically qualified 
commentators and the need to meet the requirements of members of Parliament who may not have accounting or 
economic qualifications. Accountants want to see a set of budget papers that are in accordance with accounting 
standards and that enable a comparison between other states and the history of budget provisions in this state. 
Members of Parliament typically want a better understanding of what will happen in policy terms as a result of 
the budget. There will always be some tension between those two requirements. In an effort to resolve some of 
that tension, we have sessions at which Treasury officers provide assistance to members of Parliament on the 
best way to interpret the budget papers.  

Dr S.C. Thomas: Following on from that, the Public Accounts Committee will be hosting a briefing session on 
how to interpret budget papers, which will hopefully be held next month. The department is also undertaking a 
review of annual reports etc and the way in which the reporting process is going on, and the Public Accounts 
Committee will be a part of that review. I agree that there are some attempts to streamline that process and get 
better outcomes, and I will be an active member in that through the Public Accounts Committee.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: That is good. The Public Accounts Committee has an important role to play in trying to make 
the budget papers more accessible to members opposite while not compromising the necessary rigour that 
accountants and outside commentators require when making judgements about Western Australia’s performance 
versus the performance of other states and Western Australia’s performance now compared with its performance 
in the past.  

Dr J.M. Woollard: What about the educational session? That happens each year after you have tabled the 
budget papers, and there really isn’t time to ask questions and to go away and think about it. It is a case of, “This 
is how we have changed the apples and pears this year,” and we do not have time to take that away so that we 
can really assess the budget papers. It would be nice if those educational sessions were actually meaningful.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I am prepared to request the appropriate executive director of Treasury to give the member a 
personal briefing on these matters.  

Dr J.M. Woollard: Thank you. I’ll take it!  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The best approach is for the Public Accounts Committee to work on this issue. Perhaps the 
Public Accounts Committee could arrange earlier briefings to fit in with the requirements of the member for 
Alfred Cove.  

I will move on from that topic and will make some comments about spending in general. There are plenty of 
people in our community and in the Parliament who are very good at supporting expenditure restraint in general 
but who are not so good at supporting expenditure restraint for specific items. An example of such a person is the 
shadow Treasurer. The shadow Treasurer spoke in support of expenditure restraint in general, but when he came 
to the particular items that were listed in the second reading speech, it appeared to me that he supported the need 
for proper wages outcomes for nurses, doctors, teachers, technical and further education lecturers and prison 
officers — 

Mr P.D. Omodei: Don’t you agree with that proper outcome for them?  
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Mr E.S. RIPPER: I do, which is why I provided for it. The shadow Treasurer also appeared to support the 
public housing initiatives that were announced in September last year. Although he appeared a bit doubtful, he 
appeared to support $38.1 million for mental health and drug summit initiatives. I am certain that he would not 
want me to cut the schools’ capital works program by not providing for cost escalation in the Department of 
Education and Training’s capital works program. I am sure that he supported drought relief. That leaves only two 
items from the big list of items that was outlined in the second reading speech that he would perhaps not support. 
I am still not sure what he would do if he were pushed to make an actual decision on those matters.  

There was some criticism of the provision of $50.4 million for New MetroRail project costs. What is a 
government to do when a legal case has been resolved and there is an outcome from that case? Do we say, 
“Sorry, there has been an outcome and we owe the contractor $50 million but we are not going to pay that 
money because it is not in the budget”? In those circumstances, any government would provide the money even 
though it was not in the budget. The alternative argument put by other members of the opposition was that we 
should have provided for it in the budget. Where is the commonsense in providing an explicit budget allocation 
for the costs of a legal case that is still being fought? Nobody would want to give that information and 
encouragement to his opponent in a legal case. It was in the public interest to hold fire. The important point is 
this: the New MetroRail project was managed extremely well. It was a triumph in project management. I know; I 
am the Minister for State Development. I talk to resource developers about what has happened with their projects 
and they tell me about projects for which the costs have blown out by 80 per cent or 100 per cent. We did not 
have anything like that experience. The government built one of the largest public works projects—the New 
MetroRail project—ever built in this state’s history at a time of enormous economic growth and it had a very, 
very good budget outcome. I commend the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and her officers for the way 
in which they managed that project. Some of the officers involved did so well that they have now been put into 
the office of strategic projects to take responsibility for the management of subsequent big projects. I am sure 
that the opposition would have paid that money.  

As I look through this list, the only thing that the opposition might not have paid is the money for the shared 
services project. However, that is exactly the sort of unforeseen money that the opposition says the Treasurer’s 
advance account is for. The government obviously did not foresee that there would be extra costs for the shared 
services reform when it set its budget. They were unforeseen. One faces a difficult choice in those sorts of 
circumstances; that is, either pay the additional costs of the project or terminate the project. If the shared services 
project were terminated, we would then have to fund substitute corporate service operations and redevelopments 
in individual government agencies. My very strong personal view is that taxpayers would ultimately pay more if 
that were to happen than they will for the continuation of the shared services project. That issue aside, while the 
opposition preaches expenditure restraint in general, it supports each of the specific expenditures listed in the 
second reading speech. That undermines the credibility of the outrage there has been on so-called expenditure 
growth.  

Western Australia has a booming economy. Our developed economy grew by 6.3 per cent in the past financial 
year. That is an amazing figure for a first-world economy. Moreover, it is expected that the economy will grow 
by seven per cent this financial year. That is not nominal growth; that is real growth. Our economy is 
experiencing real growth of 6.3 per cent and seven per cent in successive financial years. For a first-world 
economy, that is an extraordinary performance. Of course, it is an unusual challenge for the government to 
manage those boom circumstances. The government will have to make many more decisions between budgets 
than it might have made in quieter times. If there were not so many things happening in our economy and 
society, we would expect the government not to make so many between-budget decisions. The government has a 
responsibility, on behalf of the community of Western Australia, to manage this growth so that it keeps going for 
as long as possible and at as high a level as possible. It has a challenge to manage this growth so that as many 
Western Australians as possible are carried along with it. If it can, it will look after the people who are being 
disadvantaged by this growth, hence the public housing expenditure. The government also has a responsibility to 
try to leave a decent legacy for the future of Western Australia from this extraordinary period of growth. Those 
three challenges require the government to make not only big decisions in its budgets but also more decisions on 
expenditure between budgets than might have been the case in quieter times. Members of Parliament know that 
is the truth, because they stand up every day the Parliament sits and implore the government to tackle this issue 
or that issue—not to wait until the budget, but to make an immediate decision to get on with it and fix the 
problem by providing the additional resources if they are required. On the one hand they come in here and argue 
for general expenditure restraint and do not support any specific expenditure restraint. On the other hand they 
say that the government should not make between-budget decisions but should include the items in the budget. 
However, every day that the Parliament sits, they come in here and ask us to make a decision on one matter or 
another outside the budget.  
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Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: They are asking for more railway stations now.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Exactly. If the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure said that they should be left until the 
budget, members of the opposition would say, “Why don’t you make the decision now? You’ve got a $2 billion 
surplus. Just do it.”  

Some strange remarks have been made in this debate. My old friend the member Avon said that the budget was 
in crisis. The budget is the strongest it has been for decades.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden: A 10.2 per cent expenditure rate is a crisis.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: We have a AAA credit rating; the member for Avon should read the Moody’s press release if 
he wants an understanding of how strong the sate’s finances are. Not only are they strong, but also the 
government is open and accountable about the state’s finances and it wins the Access Economics award every 
year it runs it for the most open and accountable budget papers.  

Mr M.J. Cowper: Did you get the consultants to do the report for you?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Access Economics are consultants, but this is an independent report; it is not paid for by the 
state government.  

This is not a frightening bill; this is not something that is out of the ordinary. This is important financial 
management in a time of huge economic growth and big challenges for the government. Many decisions must be 
made between budgets. I am aware of the member for Avon’s suggestion that the matter be considered by the 
Public Accounts Committee. However, I need the bill to be passed through Parliament so that the government 
can continue to govern in the interests of the community. If the Public Accounts Committee wants to examine 
the general issue, I will be happy for Treasury to cooperate with that, but I do not want to send the bill itself to 
the Public Accounts Committee. If the Public Accounts Committee wants to hold an inquiry into the way in 
which the Treasurer’s advance works and the extent of spending in between-budget decision making, and the 
majority of the committee decides that is what it wants to do, I will be very happy to cooperate. In the meantime, 
I commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time.  

Referral to Public Accounts Committee 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [7.42 pm]: I move — 

That the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2008 be referred to the Public Accounts Committee for 
consideration and report by 17 April 2008.  

A few moments ago, in his reply to the second reading debate, we heard the Treasurer give his reasons for 
wanting this bill passed. I want to put a few things on record. The Western Australian Treasury has been 
outstanding in the past decade in leading the nation in its reporting of a raft of areas. I would be the last person to 
criticise the Western Australian Treasury for its lengthy move from cash accounting to accrual accounting. I 
agree with all of that. It could be said that opposition members can debate these matters only because the process 
is open. That is the way it should be. The question from me, and which all 57 members of this chamber should 
be asking is: was last year’s budget structured in the manner in which it should have been structured. I refer to 
some of the arguments made in this debate. One thing I did not mention during the second reading debate was 
the underspending that occurred last year. Underspending is not an infrequent event in budgets. I have no doubt 
that when the Treasurer returns to his seat he will not be able to look me in the eye and say that there will not be 
underspending in this budget. Underspending should not be thrown around as a core reason for introducing this 
bill.  
Last year, we listened to the Treasurer’s budget speech and examined the budget papers. Last year, cost increases 
were known as wage increases and capital expenditure pressures. Why were they not included in the budget? 
The reason must be that the Treasurer does not take seriously enough the budget document; rather, he sees it 
more as a political document to make sure that expenditure looks good on budget day. However, as the member 
for Nedlands outlined, this appropriation process occurs in most years. In 2006, a bill was passed that was meant 
to fix that. The Public Accounts Committee should have the opportunity to see why the provisions in that 2006 
bill have not resulted in a good outcome. It has not worked. This Parliament automatically granted $436 million 
to the Treasurer; however, it was not enough by $313.5 million.  
The political rhetoric is fine but I can recall standing in this place as a young member talking about what the 
Burke administration and others after the Burke administration had done to the SGIO and the SGIC and state 
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superannuation funds. Billions of dollars were involved. I can remember standing somewhere close to where I 
am standing now in a debate against David Parker’s actions. It was fairly early in my political career and Mr 
Geoff Parry, who was in the press gallery—interestingly, he is back in the press gallery again—called my 
contribution something close to pathetic. I reread that speech only a few months ago and I was more than 90 per 
cent correct in my description of what was occurring with the SGIO and the SGIC funds. David Parker did what 
members opposite do—he abused me—but of course that is the political process. I was naive enough to think 
then that when we provided information it would be listened to, but it was not. I was accused by some people of 
parodying the speech of a good friend of mine, Hon Max Evans, whom I have known for many years. I was not 
long out of the insurance industry and I knew what I was talking about. A great many people were telling me 
what was happening in the community, but they might as well have whistled Dixie. I was abused for what I still 
think was a pretty good speech. In the end, David Parker’s political career wound up in the rubbish bin. I do not 
want to pick on him personally, but the reality is that he was part of a corrupt administration that went unnoticed 
for a long time. I have every right to stand here and say to the Treasurer that I am concerned about government 
expenditure. I have no problems with the Treasurer saying that this state has a robust economy. I know it has a 
robust economy and that it grew by 6.1 or 6.3 per cent—whichever figure he wants to use. I also know that the 
growth rate of 10.2 per cent expenditure is excessive. Why was that growth rate not included in last year’s 
budget? Every one of the items listed in the Treasurer’s second reading speech should have been predicted to a 
large degree at least before last year’s budget. Why were they not included? Was it because the Treasurer wanted 
a squeaky clean, “effervescent” budget as Paul Keating would call it, or was it because he is incompetent as a 
Treasurer? Either way, they are both reasonable questions. I believe it is appropriate that the Public Accounts 
Committee undertake a short review on two issues. The first is the growth expenditure rate of 10.2 per cent by 
this administration. I do not have the budget papers with me; they were taken away by the Hansard staff. 
However, I think the blow-out since the budget has been something like five per cent. It is therefore significant. 
Another question is: why has the bill that we passed in this place in 2006 to fix this problem not worked? 
MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Treasurer) [7.49 pm]: I cannot agree to this motion. The government needs to 
respond to emerging community needs, wages settlements and so on; therefore, it is inappropriate that the bill be 
delayed by referring it to a committee. The bill must go through both houses of Parliament in a relatively quick 
period so that the government can keep on governing. Members of Parliament would not want the government to 
run out of authority to make decisions; for example, to pay wage increases consequent upon a settlement of a 
wages dispute. I repeat the information I gave earlier to members: it is possible for a relatively large draw down 
to occur against the Treasurer’s advance while at the same time expenses are lower than those estimated in the 
budget, because part of what happens with the Treasurer’s advance is to provide authority to shift money from 
one pot to another. If a general provision for paying additional wages is quarantined in Treasury pending the 
outcome of wages disputes, we shift the money out of Treasury into the relevant departments when those 
disputes are settled. The mechanism for doing that is the Treasurer’s advance mechanism. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: Why tell us that now? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: The member for Roe was not in the chamber when I gave members some of the information. 
Because the member was not in the chamber, I will repeat it. In 2006 the government drew down $349 million 
against the Treasurer’s advance account. Notwithstanding this, general government expenses actually came in 
$87 million lower than the budget estimate. The concept that members have in their minds that this is a request 
for an overdraft or a request in its entirety for additional funds is just wrong. The money is there. It is all about 
authority to spend. It is sometimes about authority for additional spending in a particular area with the money 
coming from a draw down against approvals already given in another area. 
I am happy to ask the Public Accounts Committee to consider whether it would like to inquire into this matter. I 
cannot commit the Public Accounts Committee to do that, but I have spoken to the chairman and asked him to 
consider the prospect of a general inquiry into the use of the Treasurer’s advance. I understand the Public 
Accounts Committee inquired into the Financial Management Bill and the Auditor General Bill when they were 
in draft form and it considered Treasurer’s advance issues. The Public Accounts Committee therefore might 
consider that it has done enough on this matter. However, if the Public Accounts Committee wants to inquire 
into this area—I am not going to tell backbenchers what to do one way or another—I am very happy for the 
Department of Treasury and Finance to cooperate, and I have mentioned the matter already to the chairman of 
the Public Accounts Committee. 
When members reflect on the information that I have given to the house, I believe they will see that some of the 
rhetoric this afternoon and this evening has been overblown. Of course expenditure decisions by the government 
should be carefully scrutinised. However, this bill is not as out of the ordinary as members have apparently 
concluded. I have given the figures for Treasurer’s advances in previous years. A $750 million Treasurer’s 
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advance was made in 2004-05, and a $550 million advance was made in 1997-98 when the economy and the 
budget were much smaller. To be quite frank, members should relax about this. There is plenty of accountability 
and transparency around this bill already, and there will be a thorough opportunity for Parliament to debate each 
item approved under the Treasurer’s advance when the appropriation bills come before the house later in the 
year. I suggest that this motion be defeated, that the bill be considered in detail, if that is what members want, 
and that members take up the issue if they believe there should be a more general inquiry by the Public Accounts 
Committee. I have already requested the chairman of the Public Accounts Committee to place this issue on the 
agenda at the next meeting for a decision by the committee as to whether it wants an inquiry. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden: Before the Treasurer sits down, I was going to say that I would meet him halfway and 
divide on this issue. However, I am genuine in my argument. I have said two things to the Treasurer. The first is 
that we recently passed a bill that was meant to fix this problem. The second is that expenditure growth is at 
10.2 per cent. They are reasonable things on which the Treasurer needs to stand and explain.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Yes, an automatic three per cent on previous years’ appropriations is provided as a 
Treasurer’s advance mechanism in the Financial Management Act, and we have gone beyond that three per cent. 
Yes, expense growth is higher than it has been in recent years, and higher than ideally I would like it to be. 
However, I think the Court government had a 9.3 per cent expense growth figure in at least one of its budget 
years. To give the member for Avon some comparison, a resources state undergoing a similar boom is 
Queensland—not quite as strong as our state—and it has had a 10 per cent growth rate in expenses in at least one 
of its recent financial years. These are therefore extraordinary circumstances, and among those circumstances 
members are asking us to make more spending decisions because they see the resources that are being made 
available to the budget as a result of economic growth. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden: There is an option: we can just swap sides! We will go and sit over there and make the 
decisions! 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: I think it is better as it is, member for Avon! I oppose this motion moved by the member for 
Avon. 
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [7.53 pm]: I find myself in agreement with pretty well everything the member 
for Avon had to say. A request for extra funding heading into the last quarter of the financial year is 
unprecedented. This government seems oblivious of the financial uncertainties that now seem to be gathering 
around the globe. It has a sort of arrogant style of look at what we are doing and look at how the economy is 
going. Not that long ago there was a slight dip in the state’s growth following the Asian crisis; it slowed this 
state’s economy growth to zero in 2001. It was not a recession, but there was a small decline in commodity 
prices. Commodity prices have risen to virtually double in the past two years, and this government is behaving as 
though it believes those high commodity prices will persist for years to come. I do not think they will. Some of 
the financial pressures and financial crises happening in North America are clearly now spilling out around the 
world. These are, therefore, potentially precarious times and will be a test for this government. I am concerned 
about the extent of blow-outs, as reflected in this Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill, in some of the projects 
we are talking about. This government likes to talk about “Carps the builder” but let us look at some of this 
government’s projects. I do not criticise any one of them. The New MetroRail project is a good project; the 
proposed football stadium is a good project—yes, we all like to go and see the football; the arts complex is a nice 
idea; the new museum is a lovely idea; major redevelopment of the Perth foreshore is fantastic; and sinking the 
railway through Perth is fantastic. They are all worthy projects and all projects that will have support. However, 
are they capital investment? No, they are capital consumption. That is the path this government is going down. 
The government is not making investment decisions to set up this economy for the future; it is riding a boom and 
spending the boom. That places this state in a precarious position should commodity prices drop, as they may 
well. Does any member believe that China is unaffected by America? How does China buy commodities? It does 
it with foreign exchange. Where does China’s foreign exchange come from? It comes from selling merchandise 
exports to North America. That is where it comes from and the link is as direct as that. Western Australia is, 
therefore, vulnerable. Our history is one of cycles and booms. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I agree with you that there is more risk in our economic outlook than there has been in the past. 
The advice to me is that growth should still be strong. However, there is an element of the advice that says there 
is significantly more risk than there has been in recent years. One of those risks is the credit crunch and the sub-
prime mortgage crisis. Another risk could be whether Chinese growth is indeed de-coupled from US growth as 
some commentators say it is, or whether it is not. One would perhaps also have to be concerned about the 
influence of some recent political events. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes. I do not want to go on; however, there are problems with the financial sector. The 
American Federal Reserve is lowering interest rates, but that is not having much impact. It is possible to raise 
interest rates to slow down a boom, but lowering interest rates does not necessarily lift the economy out of a 
recession. It does not work. 
Mr E.S. Ripper: As the Japanese have. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: They do not work the same way. Japan is a good example of zero growth and zero interest 
rates going hand in hand. John Maynard Keynes called it the liquidity trap—for anyone who did not study 
economics—and there is an element of that in the Japanese experience; it might also be seen in North America. 
The outlook is good for this state; I am not pessimistic. However, look at history. At the moment, our growth is 
built on an unprecedented rise in commodity prices. I do not think those prices will collapse, but it is very, very 
unlikely they will stay where they are. Add to that the reality that since November we have seen 25 per cent 
shaved off—not shaved, but cut or sliced off—the values of stocks on the Australian Stock Exchange. Twenty-
five per cent! Many projects of small to medium-sized companies will not go ahead because those companies do 
not have the assets they thought they had. Those projects will not go ahead. I am not talking about a recession, 
but the times are now difficult. This government has had a fantastic run. This government has had fantastic 
external factors and now, for the first time, the government is facing an emerging problem. That is the reason the 
member for Avon’s comments in moving this motion are right. There is an element of recklessness in what has 
happened over the past 12 months. I do not agree, however, that we need to refer the bill to a committee. 
Referring it will create all sorts of problems for the administration of state services and I do not advocate that. 
However, as I understand that little dialogue, I think it would be a worthy thing for the Public Accounts 
Committee to look at this practice. I would rather that happen than slow down the passage of the Treasurer’s 
Advance Authorisation Bill 2008. I agree with the member for Avon’s sentiments. This bill is nothing to be 
proud of.  
Several members interjected. 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [8.02 pm]: Thank you, Mr Speaker. The Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure is welcome to make a speech when I have finished. 
Earlier on, when I spoke of the need to refer the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2008 to a committee, I 
prefaced my comments with the remark that I did not see the need to do anything as dramatic as block supply or 
anything like that. The whole point of sending this bill to the Public Accounts Committee is to have a bit of 
accountability. The Treasurer has just given members a clear demonstration of why this legislation needs to be 
referred to the Public Accounts Committee. He has not explained any of the financial details in any particular 
way as to give us any reason why this bill should not go to the committee. 
If we send this bill to the committee for about one month, we will not be blocking the legislation; we will simply 
be postponing its passage through this chamber for one month while we get some answers to a range of questions 
and so on. The Treasurer has not indicated to the house why a referral to the committee will be to the detriment 
of the state’s finances. It is March, and there are three months of the fiscal year to go. I am quite sure the 
Treasurer can carry the state’s finances for one month in the absence of this bill being passed. If the Treasurer is 
unable to do that, this state is in a very serious financial situation. If the Treasurer is really dinkum when he says 
that to send this bill to the committee for one month would be a disaster for the state, I have to tell members that 
this state’s finances must be on very thin ice. Three months of the fiscal year are left—of course the Treasurer 
could carry the state’s finances for that time. Not only that, a range of other factors will cut in, such as additional 
windfall remedies and so on. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Member, do you understand that simply to shift money from one appropriation to another 
requires a Treasurer’s advance? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN: Yes. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Well then, if there is a delay in our capacity to do that, you are impeding the good 
administration of the state. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN: I am happy for the Treasurer to speak on this bill again and go through it 
point by point to indicate which of these expenditure items that the Treasurer has already made a commitment to 
cannot be carried for a period of one month while this committee inquiry is underway. The Treasurer did not do 
that in his second reading response. His response went right away from the specifics. The Treasurer said that he 
would be quite happy to talk to his colleagues on the committee, that he cannot direct them what to do, and nor 
should he be able to do so, and so on. He said that he would be quite happy if the committee were to look at the 
generalities of the Treasurer’s advances. Hang on, Treasurer! That is not what we are talking about. We want to 
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know about the details behind this bill. We want to go through some of these specific items or dot points. As I 
have previously said, most of the dot points are not more than two lines long, but they deal with very large sums 
of money. I am not on the committee, but if I were, I would want to drill into a lot of the detail of this 
Treasurer’s advance authorisation. I do not want to know just the generalities of how it works and so forth. Here 
we have a Treasurer trying to fudge the matter away and fob us off with a look at the generalities of the bill. He 
wants to keep us away from the guts of this bill. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Member, the details of most of the bill were published in the midyear review. The details are 
published in each of the quarterly financial results reports.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN: The financial figures are there, but to use the Leader of the Opposition’s term, 
where is the business plan, or some such thing? What is the fiscal strategy behind this bill? Is there one? The 
item I picked out was $43.3 million of public housing initiatives announced in September 2007, obviously well 
after the current budget was put to bed. Let us have a look at that figure. When the Treasurer made a decision to 
do that, he must have had some indication of the state’s capacity to carry a project of that nature. At the time, he 
was probably crying poor, in the usual way. Can members see what I am getting at? If we drill down into each 
one of these items — 

Mr M.W. Trenorden: Member, it would be really good to know what the agency asked for before the last 
budget. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN: That was one of the things that I spoke about. I imagine that not only would 
Treasury officials appear before the committee, but so also would senior officials from some of the other 
departments. However, the Treasurer stands up and makes a glib little response—his little two-page speech that 
we normally get—trying to fob us off with generalities. I say again: this is why this bill needs to be referred to 
the Public Accounts Committee. If we do not send something like this bill to the Public Accounts Committee, 
what is the purpose of the committee system? Every time an opposition seeks to use a standing committee, the 
government finds some way to explain why we should not or uses its numbers to drop the idea. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: That’s rubbish. What about the Esperance inquiry? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN: There are some exceptions, but that is definitely the case when it is a matter 
of significant financial importance. It would be nice if we had some specific reasons from the Treasurer about 
why this bill should not go to the committee.  

I will say this delicately: I find it strange that the Liberal party does not have the courage of its convictions to 
support this motion. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Are you saying it was much better when you were the shadow Treasurer? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN: I was never the shadow Treasurer; my gosh, Alzheimer’s is setting in already. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I thought you were the shadow Treasurer. You used to give the best speeches on financial 
matters.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN: Flattery will get the Treasurer everywhere. He would say that, now that I am 
not a member of the Liberal Party. I agree with the member for Avon. There is no need to divide on this issue 
because we have made our point. The government will not carry the motion. We have had our say, but the 
government has the numbers. 

Question put and negatived. 
 


