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Division 9:  Treasury and Finance, $1 328 538 000 - 

Mr A.D. McRae, Chairman. 

Mr E.S. Ripper, Treasurer. 

Mr J.L. Langoulant, Under Treasurer. 

Mr W.R. Sullivan, Commissioner of State Revenue. 

Mr C.P. Murphy, Executive Director, Finance. 

Mr T. Marney, Executive Director, Agency Resources. 

Mr M. Barnes, Director, Fiscal Strategy. 

Mr D.R.M. Smith, Acting Executive Director, Economic. 

Mr G.W. Jayasinghe, Chief Finance Officer. 

MR L. GRAHAM:  During the budget second reading debate I asked about cash assets that appear on page 174 
and asked for an explanation.  I note with great interest that the Treasurer chose not to provide that explanation.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think at about 6.30 on a Thursday night when I had a chance to answer, I slipped out for a 
moment and the Leader of the House took the opportunity to put the budget through.  

Mr L. GRAHAM:  I am sure it was at the forefront of the Treasurer’s mind!  Although I acknowledge that I have 
attended a briefing, what is net cash from operating activities and, in the Treasurer’s case, from investing 
activities?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is appropriate that I ask an economist or accountant to answer those questions.   

Mr L. GRAHAM:  I acknowledge that is accepted procedure, but if I want to question it further I cannot question 
later in Parliament the person who responds now.  It is my preference that the Treasurer seek a briefing from his 
advisers. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Would the member like the advisers to whisper to me and for me to respond so that I will be 
recorded in Hansard?   

Mr L. GRAHAM:  I would like to talk to the Treasurer in this place at a later date about this.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We need a page number and a line.  

MR L. GRAHAM:  I am referring to the statement of cash flows on page 174.  Two-thirds of the way down the 
page is net cash from investing activities.  It is estimated that there will be a $2 million deficit.  What is net cash?  
Why is there a deficit of $2 million from investing activities?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:   This is a further reflection of the fact that the Government gives money to the Department of 
Treasury and Finance to conduct its operations and to pursue its capital program, which would be largely the 
replacement of computers.  The amount of $53 million shown under net cash from operating activities is a 
negative figure.  In effect it is the cash element of the appropriation from the Government to the Department of 
Treasury and Finance.  The net cash from investing activities is about negative $2 million.  Essentially, that is 
the money that has been given to the Department of Treasury and Finance to undertake its capital works 
program, which in this case is almost all computer work.   

[9.50 am] 

Mr L. GRAHAM:  What is the general definition of cash assets at the end of the reporting period?  Is it the 
amount of cash controlled by the agency?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is the amount of cash that Treasury has in the bank for the department’s accounts.   

Mr L. GRAHAM:  Is that at the end of the year?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  A cash balance recorded at the end of each financial year.  The projected cash balances are 
shown through the forward estimates.  Each agency is able to roll over unspent moneys from one year to the 
next.  Those moneys are held as cash balances.  The cash balances of agencies in total are one of the things that 
offset the debt figures.  The net debt figure takes into account what cash is held by the agencies.   

Mr L. GRAHAM:  What is the purpose of the $5.8 million Treasury is estimated to have in cash reserves at the 
end of the financial year?    
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It can be used to fund leave that occurs during the year or which has accumulated from 
previous years that has not yet been taken.  Members should understand that we operate on an accrual accounting 
system.  The balance is calculated on the basis of expenses.  Expenses include the appropriations that the 
Government makes to an agency for the year.  Expenses also include the change in cash balances.  For example, 
an agency might have a $100 million appropriation and it might have cash balances of $5 million.  If at the end 
of the year it has a cash balance of $3 million instead of $5 million, it has spent $102 million for the year.  The 
$102 million rather than the $100 million would be factored into whether the agency had a surplus or a deficit 
for the year.   

Mr L. GRAHAM:  The $102 million rather than the $100 million?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is right.  

Mr L. GRAHAM:  By way of supplementary information, will the Treasurer provide me specifically with what 
Treasury’s $5.892 million is allocated for?  The Treasurer is telling me that it must be reserved for a purpose.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am advised that we can provide information on the department’s leave liability.  However, 
we cannot provide a definite plan for the full expenditure of the $5.892 million  

Mr L. GRAHAM:  Why?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  At 30 June 2005, it is expected that there will be a cash balance of $5.169 million.  Over the 
financial year from 30 June 2003 to 30 June 2004, the cash balance is expected to decline from $8.216 million to 
$5.892 million.  Treasury will spend its appropriation on its own operations plus it will run down its cash balance 
by the difference between $8.216 million and $5.892 million. 

Mr L. GRAHAM:  Why can the Treasurer not tell me what that money will be spent on?  That is the reason for 
my question.  When I read the budget in its entirety and added up these reserves, I found that almost 
$750 million was sitting in the State Government’s budget in net cash assets, yet the Treasurer cannot tell me 
what it is to be used for by his department.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is not sitting around; it is the result of the financial operations of agencies and the 
appropriations they have had in the past.  Agencies no longer rush around through June spending as much money 
as they can because if it is not spent by June, it must be handed back.   

Mr L. GRAHAM:  They save it for pre-election years and slush funds like this!  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The agencies are entitled to carryover cash from one year to the next.  This is a much better 
system of management and it provides more rational outcomes.   

Mr L. GRAHAM:  With due respect, I am not arguing about which system of accounting is better.  These are 
cash assets.  The budget describes the cash in question as the total amount of cash controlled by the agency at the 
end of the year.  It is actually cash; it is sitting there, so to speak.  What is it there for?  It is not an unreasonable 
question.  Specifically, will the Treasurer provide supplementary information of what that money is provided 
for?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member says $750 million in cash assets is sitting in government agencies.  If in this next 
financial year we were to spend that $750 million, we would report a deficit for the financial year of 
$750 million minus $83 million, because that is the current projected surplus.  If we spent the cash holdings of 
agencies’ to that extent, we would report a deficit.   

Mr L. GRAHAM:  The budget papers show that the Government will spend $85.5 million more of cash reserves 
than was spent this year.  I am just trying to find out what is being done with the $750 million. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The budget is based on what agencies will spend.  What agencies will spend is sourced from a 
variety of sources.  For example, some funds are sourced from appropriation and some are sourced from a run-
down in the cash reserves.  That is how the system works.   

Mr L. GRAHAM:  I understand that.  The Treasurer and the member for Roleystone are talking to me as though 
I do not understand that.  I do.  I am seeking to learn from Treasury precisely what that $5.8 million will be spent 
on.  The Treasurer has told me that that cannot be done.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Let me put it this way.  The Department of Treasury and Finance has an expected expense 
level for this forthcoming financial year.  Part of that expense level is financed by the appropriation and part of it 
is financed by a run-down in cash reserves.  The expense level is divided among the outputs.  The budget shows 
the purposes for which the total expenses of the department, including from all funding sources, will be devoted.   

Mr L. GRAHAM:  I understand that.  However, last year’s budget showed that Treasury had $8.2 million in cash 
assets, this year it has $5.8 million and next year it will have $5.1 million in cash assets.  The department has 
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eaten into the cash assets by about $3 million.  All I am asking is for the Treasurer to provide information on 
what was done with that money last year and what will be done with it this year.  It is not an unreasonable 
request.   

[10.00 am] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If historical information is being sought - in other words, how cash reserves were managed 
last year - that can be provided.   

Mr L. GRAHAM:  Why can the Treasurer not do it for what is coming?  I am asking what it is to be spent on. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  That is what the cash flow statement is. 

Mr L. GRAHAM:  Pull your head in.  I am not talking to you.  When you are Treasurer, I will ask you the 
questions.   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  You do not know what you are talking about. 

Mr L. GRAHAM:  Pull your head in. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Members! 

Mr L. GRAHAM:  What I am asking the Treasurer is not difficult.  He has $750 million sitting on the bottom 
line in cash.  What will he spend it on? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If the member turns to page 173, he will see a section on current liabilities that shows some 
movements.  Part of the manner in which those current liability movements are funded is through the handling of 
the cash reserves of the department. 

Mr L. GRAHAM:  Can the Treasurer provide by way of supplementary information the historical information 
from his department so that I can at least get an understanding of last year? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I understand that the member has had a briefing on these issues. 

Mr L. GRAHAM:  Not on that detail. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I would be happy to provide the member with a further briefing, if that is the way in which he 
wishes to handle the issue, or I would be happy to provide information in another form, if that is what he seeks. 

Mr L. GRAHAM:  The Treasurer offered me the historical information and I am happy to accept that in the form 
of supplementary information.  If the Treasurer can provide me with a briefing on where it is headed this year 
and next year, I will be happy to receive that also. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We will provide information on reasons for the movements in cash balances in the past 
financial year as supplementary information.  We will provide a briefing to the member, if he wishes, on the 
management of cash in the public sector. 

[Supplementary Information No A40.] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I refer to output 3 on page 159 and more specifically to page 161 and the State’s seeking to 
maintain a AAA credit rating and references to the operating surpluses and net debt.  It is easier if I also refer to 
the broad economic and financial issues referred to in budget paper No 3 on page 33 which shows a projected 
increase in net debt of some $950 million over the forthcoming financial year.  On page 35 of that document is a 
rather cute graph which shows net interest expense as a proportion of revenue.  What is the estimated total debt 
servicing cost for 2003-04?  I do not mind receiving the answer by way of additional information.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I have now reconciled the various pieces of information before me, so I can provide the 
following information: I want to start with the period 1993-94 to 1999-2000 when the average net interest 
expense over that period was $475 million per annum.  The Government inherited a set of pre-election financial 
projections from the previous Government.  Those projections ran out to 2003-04, so we can see what the 
previous Government was projecting at the beginning of the election campaign.  It was projecting the net interest 
expense for the general government sector would be $184 million, for public non-financial corporations it would 
be $372 million and for the total public sector it would be $463 million.  It is important that we look at the 
breakdowns of those figures, because most public sector debt is in fact serviced by the commercial returns of 
entities like Western Power and the Water Corporation.  The debt is incurred by building the essential 
infrastructure that enables them to make those commercial returns.  We would not get the service to the 
community or the commercial returns unless we had the capital investment that is serviced by those returns.  We 
need to remember those two figures: the total public sector interest cost forecast by the coalition for 2003-04 of 
$463 million and the general government net interest cost forecast by the coalition for 2003-04 of $184 million.  
In this budget the forecast net interest expense for the general public sector in 2003-04 is $119 million and the 
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total public sector net interest expense is forecast to be $276 million.  The Government’s interest expense of 
$276 million is well within the forecast put to the people by the coalition at the beginning of the election 
campaign when the coalition forecast a net interest expense for this financial year of $463 million.  The 
Government is also well within the average of $475 million for net interest expense from 1993-94 to 1999-2000.  
The money that the Government has borrowed for essential capital works is sustainable.  That is confirmed by 
the State’s retention of the AAA credit rating.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I seek by way of additional information the figures that underlie a series of tables presented 
on net debt.  As the Treasurer has referred back to 1993-94, I will do the same.  What I require is from 1993-94, 
going out into the forward estimates of 2005-06, if available, the total net debt of the public sector as a dollar 
value.  I assume that a weighted average interest rate applies to that debt.  I also seek the debt servicing cost in 
dollars for each of the years for the total public sector.  I can then reconcile the figures.  It would be handy to 
include the revenue to which it is compared.  I want the underlying data that underpins the tables.   

[10.10 am] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That seems like a reasonably complicated question.  If the Leader of the Opposition puts the 
question on notice, we will answer it.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No.  I seek it by way of supplementary information.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Put it on notice, and we will answer it.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No.  I refuse to do that.  I ask the Treasurer and the Under Treasurer to provide basic data 
that underpins the tables and the answer partially given.  It is straightforward Treasury information used in 
preparing the tables on pages 35 and 15 in particular of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook summary.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am happy to provide the information.  The Leader of the Opposition needs to put it on 
notice.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I do not accept that.  I will require a division if necessary. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition can require what he likes, but it will require a question on 
notice.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It can be provided as supplementary information to the Estimate Committee.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Place it on notice.   

The CHAIRMAN (Mr P.W. Andrews):  The Treasurer has indicated that it must be placed on notice.  The 
Leader of the Opposition obviously knows how to do that. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I would like it recorded that the Treasurer has refused to provide the most fundamental and 
basic information on state debt.  I require from 1993-94 out to the forward estimates, in the years listed, the total 
level of public sector debt, the weighted average interest rate and the total debt servicing cost.  If the Treasurer 
cannot provide that information, this is a sham of accountability.  I know the Under Treasurer sitting next to the 
Treasurer has the data readily available.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I would like it recorded that I am very happy to provide the information.  I simply ask the 
Leader of the Opposition to put the question on the Notice Paper.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I put the Treasurer on notice: the Opposition will not accept this Estimates Committee 
report if the Treasurer refuses to answer questions.  The Government’s budget will flounder in Parliament simply 
because of the Treasurer’s refusal to answer simple questions.  If it were a complex question, I would agree with 
the Treasurer.  However, I seek straightforward factual material used to present data.  If the Treasurer wants his 
budget to flounder around this Parliament, it will happen until he provides basic information - 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Put the request on the Notice Paper and it will be answered.  It is not a difficult process.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Can I ask the Under Treasurer whether the data is available?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  You can ask me, and I will answer it if the question is put on the Notice Paper.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I ask that the Under Treasurer be given the right to answer that question.   

The CHAIRMAN:  The questions must be put through the Treasurer.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Will the Treasurer ask the Under Treasurer for the Estimates Committee of the Parliament 
whether that information can be obtained?   
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The information is available, although not immediately.  I simply ask the Leader of the 
Opposition to put the question on notice.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I want the information in a week’s time.   

The CHAIRMAN:  I intend to move on.  We have covered the same point three times.  I give the call to the 
member for Merredin and will return to the Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is a disgrace!  If Treasury cannot be accountable, what agency can we expect to be?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We are accountable.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is an embarrassment for the Treasury officers.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I refer to output performance measures for output 4 on page 160 of the Budget Statements.  A 
significant increase has occurred in the hours and cost of advice to agencies.  This resulted from machinery of 
government changes.  I refer here to the fourth dot point on page 161, which states - 

Continued to provide advice to agencies to facilitate the smooth transition of machinery of government 
changes . . .  

Why is there a significant increase in the hours and cost of advice to agencies?  The hours of advice increased 
from 5 800 to 8 700, and the cost of advice to agencies increased -  

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I am talking about this year. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is a waste of time if members of the government backbench are interjecting and trying to 
answer questions.  We are here to ask questions of the Treasurer, not so that government members can interject 
to give their version of the answer.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I am talking about 2003.   

The CHAIRMAN:  The member for Merredin is asking questions of the Treasurer.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I am not talking about the target.  The shaded column has reduced.  I refer to 2001-02 and 
2002-03 and the difference resulting from machinery of government changes.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I now have some advice from the Department of Treasury and Finance officers on the matter.  
Members will notice that in 2002-03, the hours of advice to government were fewer than estimated, and that the 
hours of advice to agencies were more than estimated.  Essentially, the same number of hours of advice were 
given, but a re-assessment was made of whether the advice was given to government or to agencies.  That has 
changed the cost figures at the bottom of the table as well.  The reason less advice was given to government and 
more given to agencies was the stage of the various projects undertaken.  For example, a thorough review has 
taken place of the Financial Administration and Audit Act.  Arising from the review, the Department of Treasury 
and Finance has put recommendations to the Government.  Also arising from the review, the department has 
reviewed Treasurer’s Instructions and put voluminous minutes to me asking me to approve new Treasurer’s 
Instructions.  That is advice to government.  Now that I have approved the new Treasurer’s Instructions, the 
information must be communicated to agencies and advice given to agencies about how the Treasurer’s 
Instructions need to be implemented.  There is a fluctuation between advice to government and advice to 
agencies depending upon whether the Government is asked to implement a new direction or the Government has 
already decided to implement a new direction, and that direction is to be communicated to agencies.  The 
Government has given drafting approval for a new Financial Administration and Audit Act and a separate 
Auditor General Act. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I refer to output 7 relating to revenue assessment and taxation matters.  I refer also to page 
15 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook and a table showing relative tax competitiveness of Australian States.  
Why this year was the weighted average tax competitiveness figure not in the table, as was the case in previous 
years?  What is that figure?  

[10.20 am] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am advised that the reason that the line for the six state weighted average of taxation was not 
included in the budget papers is that we were aware that other States were bringing down their budgets in close 
proximity to ours.  We were aware from informal discussions that other States were contemplating measures that 
would change the six state weighted average, so it was not included.  I can give the Leader of the Opposition the 
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figure.  The six state weighted average, including Victoria’s 2003-04 budget, is $1 814.  The figure for Western 
Australia is $1 793.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I refer to page 164.  The second dot point under commonwealth-state financial relations 
refers to the review of commonwealth-state funding.  Can the Treasurer provide me with information on the 
costs incurred by Western Australia for that review?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Is the member referring to the Garnaut-FitzGerald report?   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Yes.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The cost to Western Australia for its participation in the Garnaut-FitzGerald review was 
$200 000.  While we are on the Garnaut-FitzGerald review, this is a very significant issue for this State.  We are 
punished for our economic success.  Our commonwealth grants this year rose by only 0.9 per cent.  That is a cut 
in real terms.  That is an indication of the damage that is being done to this State by the continuing 
Commonwealth Grants Commission process.  The annual impact of 10 years of Commonwealth Grants 
Commission reductions to Western Australia is now between $350 million and $500 million, depending on the 
way we calculate the figure.  It has a very serious impact on our ability to provide the services that the 
community of Western Australia expects, and it is a disincentive to this State to undertake growth-promoting 
policies.  We are putting a lot of effort into facilitating those Burrup developments, for example.  However, over 
the life of the five projects, if they all go ahead - I am not sure whether the figure of 20 years is correct - the 
Commonwealth expects to get $4.5 billion worth of revenue.  We would get a much smaller share - about 
$450 million - and then the Commonwealth Grants Commission process would reallocate to other States 
effectively 90 per cent of that money.  We have put more into the Burrup infrastructure than we will get in 
returns to state finances, but we are still doing it because it is important for the development of the State’s 
economy.  The member can see that a disincentive is built into the state facilitation of economic growth, because 
States that do not have growth-promoting policies end up being subsidised by those that do.   
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I refer to financial management on page 151 and to the economic summary on page 52 of 
the Economic and Fiscal Outlook.  The asset management item shows savings of $12 million, $20 million, 
$35 million and $35 million, a total of $102 million, through asset sales over the coming years.  What particular 
assets - I presume properties - are intended to be sold to raise that $102 million?  
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The budget allocations for the Department of Treasury and Finance show an allocation of 
$650 000 for an investment services task force.  Part of the job of that investment services task force will be to 
overhaul our capital investment and asset management processes within the Government.  It is expected that, as a 
result of that overhaul, unused assets amounting to those figures, totalling approximately $100 million, will be 
identified.  The advice given to us by the Functional Review Taskforce was that we could expect to uncover 
across the total net worth of the State, which is $37 billion, at least $100 million worth of assets that could be 
realised; thus freeing up those moneys for investing in capital works, paying off debt or controlling the growth of 
debt.  That work has not been done, so those assets have not been identified.  Even anecdotally from within the 
public sector, I am aware of sufficient assets that will reach that target.  For example, the Government owns 
some shops in William Street that had previously been acquired for an art precinct that will no longer go ahead.  
The Government does not need to own shops in William Street and it can sell them.  The Government owns 
industrial land at Herdsman Lake that it does not need to continue to own.  That land can be sold.  We hope that 
the revised processes brought about by the work of the investment services task force will see assets such as 
those identified and realised.   
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Further to that, can the Premier, by way of supplementary information, provide a list of 
those assets already identified by the Functional Review Taskforce within that $102 million worth of sales?   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Functional Review Taskforce did not identify assets for sale.  The Functional Review 
Taskforce said to us, on the basis of its examination of our capital investment and asset management processes, 
that improved processes would give us an ability to realise at least $100 million in assets.  I think it is right, 
based on some information that has come to me about particular matters such as the William Street shops.  The 
Under Treasurer has pointed out to me that page 174 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook indicates that we sell 
non-financial assets.  For example, in the last financial year we expect to have sold $118 million worth of non-
financial assets across government.  The Government is a big operation.  It has a lot of assets.  We buy new 
assets and we sell old assets.  That is part of the normal operation of government and has been for decades.   
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Further to that, is Water Corporation reserve land on Padstow Road in Karrinyup to be 
sold?   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It probably would be helpful if that question were put to me when representatives of the 
Water Corporation are here, because there is a session dealing with the Water Corporation in the Estimates 
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Committee process.  My understanding is that there is Water Corporation land that is no longer required for 
Water Corporation purposes in that suburb, and it may be available for sale.  However, the processes for 
deciding the future of that land have not been completed.  I can probably give the Leader of the Opposition a 
more detailed answer when the officers from the Water Corporation are present. 

[10.30 am] 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I refer to the tax revenue under details of the administered transactions revenue at page 179.  
If I have read the bottom totals correctly, there is an increase from budget to estimated actual last year of 
$41 million and the budget estimate for 2003-04 also increases by $41 million.  From what areas will those 
increases come?  Will they come from stamp duty on insurance and the like? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I seek clarification.  Is the member referring to page 179? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Yes, the very bottom line. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am somewhat bemused.  The bottom line on page 179 is a summary of the movements that 
are outlined in the various taxes above it.  There is therefore a figure for stamp duty on insurance, mortgages, 
motor vehicles and so on.  The contribution of various taxes to the change in tax revenue is there in the table on 
page 179. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I refer to item 8, tax collections, in respect of the tax increases announced in the budget.  
What analysis was done of the increases? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  What page? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Okay, smart alec, I will play the game.  Output 7, revenue increases.  What analysis was 
done of the likely impact of conveyancing duty on the property industry? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  We are supposed to know the page, are we? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Treasurer should. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Mr Chair, when the Government considers revenue measures, the Treasury prepares advice 
for the Government outlining the down sides and up sides of different revenue measures.  All measures have an 
impact.  The State has available to it a narrow range of taxes.  I have referred to the taxes available to the State as 
the three ugly sisters: payroll tax, land tax and stamp duty.  There are no attractive revenue raising measures 
available to the Government; they are all unattractive.  The Government must choose the least of the worst of the 
evils.  On this occasion we thought that the least of the worst of the evils was transaction taxes.  People do not 
have to pay transaction taxes every year; they are paid only when people engage in transactions, and we thought 
that if we had to have a tax increase, that was a better way to have it.  It was our reluctant view that we had to 
have it and we chose stamp duty on property transactions.  There is a forecast of dwelling investment in the 
budget.  The forecast is based on modelling of the historical determinants of this component of demand, which 
indicates that dwelling investment is related to income, interest rates and employment levels.  That modelling is 
supplemented, at least in the near term, by recent forward indicators; for example, the trend in dwelling 
commencements, which was further confirmed by industry consultation.  The Department of Treasury and 
Finance would therefore have talked to the building and real estate industries about likely dwelling investment. 

The real driver of dwelling investment is interest rates.  While interest rates are low and people think they are 
likely to remain low, there is always a preparedness to invest in housing and property generally.  The advice 
available to me is that no significant impact is expected on dwelling investment as a result of the tax measures in 
the budget.  That is not to say that there will not be changes in dwelling investment as a result of those other 
factors I have mentioned; for example, the budget assumes a 5.7 per cent fall in dwelling investment.  However, 
that is expected not as a result of the tax measures, but as a result of the stage we are at in the property 
investment cycle and what has happened in other States. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Further to the property industry, is it a fact that Treasury or the finance section have put in 
place administrative arrangements that have shortened the time for payment of land tax or stamp duty on 
properties? 

Mr SULLIVAN:  The changes in the Taxation Administration Act make no difference to the time for payment of 
land tax.  The changes formalised an administrative arrangement that provided 49 days for payment; whereas the 
previous legislation had a lesser period and, by administrative discretion, we allowed a grace period that equated 
to 49 days.  The time for lodgement of instruments and payment of stamp duty has been shortened.  The previous 
period for lodgement after the date of first execution was three months.  The Office of State Revenue would then 
assess the instrument and from the date of assessment the taxpayer would have three months to pay.  Under the 
Taxation Administration Act arrangements the period has been brought back from six months to three months, 
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which is more in line with the periods operating elsewhere in Australia; in fact, some periods are as short as two 
months.  Under the Taxation Administration Act an instrument must be lodged two months from the date of first 
execution and payment made one month after the Office of State Revenue has assessed the instrument. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am sure the Leader of the Opposition has another question on this matter.  I am aware that 
some people are concerned that there may be a requirement to pay stamp duty before a property is settled.  There 
is a provision in the Taxation Administration Act for the Commissioner of State Revenue to extend the time for 
payment in those circumstances.  The commissioner may wish to elaborate on that matter.  

[10.40 am]   

Mr SULLIVAN:  We have heard some comment about the shortening of the time period and the administrative 
issues associated with that.  We engaged in a degree of industry consultation about the time period.  The advice 
we received was that the average settlement time for residential properties was six weeks, which would fall well 
within the three-month time frame of two months to lodge and one month to pay.  In some cases, agreements for 
sale are subject to conditions, and a longer time can be needed to lodge.  It has always been the case in the 
administration of stamp duties and the Act that those conditions are not taken into account.  The Act contains 
refund provisions in case the transaction does not proceed.  If a person is able to show that he does not have an 
ability to pay, powers under the Act allow an extension of time, or an instalment payment arrangement to be 
entered into.  Those arrangements will not be automatically provided purely because someone is subject to an 
extended settlement period.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Will that not be a serious problem?  It is not an uncommon occurrence.  It would affect 
people who buy a unit off the plan or while it is under construction and people - first home owners - who buy 
residential lots when the subdivision is not yet complete.  That is very common.  The number of people who will 
be required to pay the stamp duty component of the transaction well before settlement will be quite high.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Taxation Administration Act was subject to very considerable debate in both this 
Chamber and the other place.  In the end, the Government accepted 53 amendments to the Bill.  This and related 
issues have enjoyed a fair amount of debate.  Of course, if any problems emerge in the implementation of a new 
and significant piece of legislation, both the Commissioner of State Revenue and the Government will be 
prepared to look at them.  That is a statement I make as the Treasurer.  The commissioner will comment on 
whether there is likely to be the number and type of circumstances that the Leader of the Opposition indicated.   

Mr SULLIVAN:  The Leader of the Opposition mentioned two situations.  The first related to off-the-plan 
purchases.  The nature of those transactions is such that a significant period often elapses between when a 
transaction is entered into and when a person ultimately takes delivery of the property.  That poses a couple of 
issues for the Office of State Revenue.  The first is the concern for the taxpayer, who is in the situation of having 
to front up the money a substantial time before he gets delivery of the goods.  The second is that we have 
detected in some instances non-lodgment of documents and sub-sales, with individual contracts being torn up.  
Our investigations area has been carefully looking at this for a while.  We believe the avoidance and evasion that 
is occurring is a result of those periods.  One of the recommendations of the business tax review is aimed at 
addressing this through a better regime that accommodates commercial reality while not putting the revenue at 
risk.  The Leader of the Opposition also spoke about house and land packages.  Generally speaking, my 
understanding is that two separate contracts are drawn up: one for the purchase of the land, which is subject to 
stamp duty and to which the person is getting equitable title immediately; and another for the construction of the 
house, which is not subject to stamp duty.  I do not think there is an issue for house and land packages that are 
structured in that way.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I refer to output 8, grants and subsidies administration.  Page 9 of the Economic and Fiscal 
Outlook contains a paragraph that states that commonwealth grants to Western Australia will grow by only 0.9 
per cent, and that that figure excludes North West Self petroleum royalties and specific purpose payments 
through the State.  Can the Treasurer give details of all the grants provided by the Commonwealth that were 
included when calculating a 0.9 per cent increase from 2002-03 to 2003-04?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Page 193 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook contains a list of grants.  In calculating the 0.9 
per cent increase, the State took into account the goods and services tax revenue, budget balancing assistance and 
commonwealth grants to the State, excluding North West Shelf royalty-related grants.  The other type of 
commonwealth grant that was excluded from the calculation is commonwealth grants through the State.  For 
commonwealth financial purposes, some of our North West Shelf royalties are classified as commonwealth 
grants because they arise from activities in commonwealth waters.  We did not take into account the 
commonwealth North West Shelf royalty-related grants because those grants are volatile and reflect the oil price.  
If we had taken those grants into account, we would have been unfair to the Commonwealth in our assessment 
because the oil price, and therefore the North West Shelf royalty-related grants, is falling.  We do not take into 
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account commonwealth grants through the State because those are grants to private schools and local 
government and so on.  They are not available for the State to spend.  The State is simply a postbox for those 
grants.  We took into account general purpose grants, including GST revenue, budget balancing assistance, 
competition reform payments and tied grants to the State.  We excluded royalty-related grants and grants through 
the State to other people.   

The other difference between the State and the Commonwealth’s estimations of this matter is that last year the 
State received $61 million in payments to the health system for services to veterans.  The Commonwealth, for 
reasons I am not sure of, does not classify those payments as grants to the State, but we do.  That difference 
between the Commonwealth and the State about the base for 2002-03 also contributes to the differences in the 
way in which Peter Costello would explain this issue and the way in which I would.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The State received a number of one-off grants, such as commonwealth road grants.  In 
making the calculation that determined there would be a 0.9 per cent increase, did the Treasurer exclude those 
grants from the 2002-03 data?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  All road grants would have been included in the 2002-03 base calculation.  

[10.50 am] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That includes the one-off grants, which would have had the effect of reducing the 
Treasurer’s calculated percentage increase for the coming financial year.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The correct analysis is our effective level of commonwealth grants this year compared with 
the effective level of commonwealth grants last year.  The truth is that our effective level of commonwealth 
grants has increased by only 0.9 per cent.  It is a cut in real terms.  Even if people fiddled around and tried to 
remove a $15 million grant from the base last year or added $15 million to the base this year, or made any of 
those so-called corrections, we could not get away from the fact that commonwealth grants to Western Australia 
do not match the inflation rate or the population growth.  We would have $145 million more in this budget if the 
Commonwealth had given us a real per capita increase and the grant had matched both inflation and the growth 
in population.  If we had maintained parity with real per capita growth in this State, there would be an additional 
$145 million in our budget.  If the Commonwealth grant had matched the inflation rate there would be 
$77 million more in the budget.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  How then can the Treasurer explain the fact that the actual level of commonwealth grants is 
consistently above the estimated level of commonwealth grants as is shown in the budget papers?  That has been 
the case in the past few years.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I would be absolutely delighted if the commonwealth grants came in ahead of our estimates.  I 
would be delighted if we received the $145 million required to match inflation and population growth in Western 
Australia.  I would be less delighted but still very delighted if we received the $77 million that would simply 
keep pace with inflation.  I am advised that various changes occur throughout the year; for example, veterans 
affairs payments to the health system for treatment of veterans.  Changes in population and inflation estimates 
might also have an impact on the final level of grants received.  The veterans grants are for payments provided 
by the State.  If state hospitals provide more services to veterans, more veterans affairs payments will be made.  
If they provide fewer services than estimated, fewer payments will be made.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is a fact - it is probably a failing of commonwealth-state relations - that the actual 
commonwealth grants to the State are consistently above by a significant amount what is shown in estimated 
grants in the state budget papers.  The Commonwealth might make various policy decisions over the year; 
nonetheless, there is a consistent pattern.  
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If the Commonwealth Government gave this Government more information before it brought 
down its budget it would be better placed to prepare its budget.  Despite our appeals at Treasurer’s conferences 
for more information on GST revenues, for example, the Commonwealth steadfastly refuses to give us its latest 
estimate on GST revenues.  It is not as important this year when we expect to receive budget-balancing 
assistance.  However, in due course, when we move away from the requirement for budget-balancing assistance, 
better information from the Commonwealth on expected GST revenues will be essential prior to bringing down 
our budget.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I find it extraordinary that there is a consistent discrepancy between what the federal 
Treasurer says about grants in Western Australia and what is presented in the state budget.  
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Are we talking about the eight budgets that the federal Treasurer has brought down?   
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  We can take the last one or two.  What is presented as grants to Western Australia in 
commonwealth budget papers does not match the state figure.  The state always shows a lower figure and the 
Commonwealth shows a higher figure.  
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The people responsible for the commonwealth budget are the same people who call the GST a 
state tax.  The only organisation in the country that thinks that the GST should be classified as a state tax seems 
to be the commonwealth Treasury department.  Everyone else with an interest in public sector finances thinks it 
should be classified as a commonwealth tax.  The Commonwealth fiddles the books on that matter, so that is the 
credibility of its budget statements.  
Mr LANGOULANT:  One of the factors that has given rise to variations in estimates has been the first home 
owner grant over the past couple of years.  We suspect, even in this current budget, that the Commonwealth has 
substantially underestimated the first home owner grant payments.  As a result, by the year end the amount of 
money the commonwealth will pass to us for first home owners will increase.  I think I am accurate in saying 
that in the past couple of years there have been systemic underestimates from the Commonwealth.  Beyond that, 
over the past few years we have had some success, albeit limited, with better outcomes than we thought from the 
Grants Commission, even though the grant has still declined.  Beyond that, there is nothing systemic in these 
estimates that should give rise to a determined outcome one side or the other of the estimate.  As the Treasurer 
said, many factors determine payments from the Commonwealth to the State.  Our difficulty is that with specific 
purpose payments, we get less than perfect information from the Commonwealth on the expected payments 
when we must formulate our budget.  

Sitting suspended from 11.00 to 11.11 am. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I refer to the details of the administered transactions revenue on page 179 of the Budget 
Statements.  I refer specifically to the increase in stamp duty revenue on insurance from $229 million to 
$289 million.  Given that members have been doing everything they can through legislation to reduce insurance 
premiums since I have been a member of Parliament, why has the Government decided to increase the stamp 
duty on insurance rather than pursue some of the other avenues that were available to it?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Government has indeed made a significant effort to balance the insurance market.  The 
Government’s vigorous efforts in tort law reform in this State are second only to those of the New South Wales 
Government, although we consider that the Western Australian legislation is better balanced than the New South 
Wales legislation.  We have made a significant effort to balance the insurance market.   

The revenue measures in the budget increase the cost of insurance premiums by less than two per cent.  The tax 
will increase from eight per cent to 10 per cent, which equates to a less than two per cent increase in the cost of 
insurance premiums.  That equates to about $23 on an annual package of insurance that an average household 
would take out to cover house and contents and motor vehicle insurance and so on.  That type of package would 
cost around $1 243 per annum and the tax measure will raise about $23 from that amount.  I do not like tax 
increases at all.  I would much rather bring down a budget with no revenue measures.  At the beginning of the 
budget process, my colleagues and I did not aim to include revenue measures in the budget.  However, 
commonwealth grants, which make up 45 per cent of the revenue, increased by 0.09 per cent, which is less than 
the rate of inflation; mining and petroleum royalties, which make up nine per cent of revenue, fell by 
$131 million; and, realistically, health expenses are growing at six per cent per annum.  The Government must 
budget for that.  If it did not, it would end up paying for it at the end of the year.  When we know that is the 
circumstance, we must resort to revenue measures, which is the only responsible course of action.  There are 
three ugly sisters - payroll tax, stamp duty and land tax - none of which is an attractive, popular tax.  We had to 
make a decision, and we decided on stamp duty on insurance as one of the measures.  We took into account the 
very significant efforts that this Parliament has made to rebalance the insurance market. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The stamp duty on motor vehicles was a relatively similar amount to the stamp duty on 
insurance.  It seems that every third week we are in this House debating changes to the insurance industry to try 
to bring the premiums down, but we are not debating a crisis in sales in the motor vehicle industry.  Obviously 
the Treasurer weighed up a range of options.  Why did the Treasurer pick the insurance industry rather than the 
motor vehicle industry for a tax increase? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Government had before it a whole suite of options if it was necessary to raise additional 
revenue.  None of the options was attractive.  An increase in stamp duty on motor vehicle sales was not one of 
the measures put before us as an option this year.  The Government could have chosen other measures, but the 
other measures would have been perhaps even less popular with the community than this. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  We are not debating changing the whole structure of the motor vehicle industry.  We are 
debating the insurance industry, which we regularly define as in crisis.  However, the insurance industry was 
singled out for the tax increase, which is disappointing for me as I am so heavily involved in the argument. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 22 May 2003] 

 p314b-326a 
Mr Larry Graham; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Martin Whitely; Chairman; Mr Colin Barnett; The Chairman (mr P.W. 

Andrews); Mr Brendon Grylls 

 [11] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Any tax increase is disappointing. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I agree with that. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  One further thing needs to be said on the subject of insurance.  The tax rate in Victoria is 10 
per cent, in South Australia it is 11 per cent, in the Northern Territory it is 10 per cent and in the Australian 
Capital Territory it is 10 per cent.  Therefore a tax rate of 10 per cent, although obviously not as preferable as a 
tax rate of eight per cent, is not out of the ballpark of what is happening in other jurisdictions. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I refer to output 2 on page 158 where the second last dot point refers to participating in the 
structuring of works for the Perth urban rail development including resolving contract procurement methodology 
and land acquisition issues for the city rail development.  Will the Treasurer outline exactly what function 
Treasury has been performing in respect of that project? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Treasury has a role on quite a number of across-government steering committees.  Its normal 
role is to ensure that the risks and costs to government are minimised.  Its role in the New MetroRail project is 
similar to the role that it has played on other steering committees.  A Treasury representative on the steering 
committee is responsible for the project.  Although the steering committee is responsible to the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure, the role of the Treasury representative is to advise on risk management and cost 
containment. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The fourth dot point on page 159 refers to providing assistance to government agencies in 
establishing public-private partnership projects.  What public-private partnership projects are currently under 
consideration in Western Australia?  

[11.20 am] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Government has released a public-private partnership policy that provides that where a 
project is approved in the capital works program, the agency responsible for implementing that capital works 
project can consider a public-private partnership as a means of delivering that project.  The agency would need 
to assess whether it would be a better means of public procurement than traditional ways of implementing capital 
works projects.  In principle, anything in the capital works program could be considered for a public-private 
partnership.  This would be the case if the agency involved saw it as value for money and that it met all other 
requirements for good public policy.  In practice, only one project of which I am aware is likely to be 
specifically considered as a public-private partnership; namely, the central business district courts project.  That 
facility is provided for in the capital works program.  If value for money cannot be achieved through a public-
private arrangement, the Government has provided funding for it to be implemented on the basis of traditional 
capital works.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  On the same dot point, what are the “Partnerships for Growth” policies and guidelines for 
public-private partnerships for Western Australia?   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is a public document, which I am happy to provide to the Leader of the Opposition.  I 
also would be happy to provide a briefing on how the policy works.  The Government would like the Opposition 
to understand, and be supportive of, the policy.  Is the Leader of the Opposition interested in that briefing?   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I will read the document first.   
Reference is made in the second dot point on page 161 to the review of drafting of the financial management 
Bill.  What is the nature of that project and the legislation that is proposed to replace the Financial 
Administration and Audit Act? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  This is one of the questions I feared because Treasury presented me with two lever-arch files 
of drafting instructions and other documents relating to this matter.  In essence, the Financial Administration and 
Audit Act dates from 1985.  It is based on a cash accounting system, whereas government has moved to an 
accrual accounting framework.  Government is required to produce many reports that relate to an accounting 
framework no longer used, and there is duplication in the requirements in the Government Financial 
Responsibility Act and the FAAA.  Therefore, the proposal is a complete rewrite of the Financial Administration 
and Audit Act to bring it up to date to current practices in the public sector, and to remove duplication and 
overlap with other more recent Acts.   

It is also proposed that, in line with the recommendations of the Commission on Government, a separate Auditor 
General Act will be created.  The functions of the Auditor General currently are provided for in the FAAA.  The 
Government will proceed in the direction of a separate Act.  It is quite a complicated drafting exercise.  It may 
not be until the first half of next year that we see the new FAAA and the separate Auditor General Act.   
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I refer to the second dot point on page 159 of the Budget Statements.  What changes are 
expected in the accounting function to implement the Functional Review Taskforce recommendations?   

The CHAIRMAN:  It is in “Major Initiatives for 2003-04”.   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Functional Review Taskforce pointed out that some savings could accrue to government 
if it implemented the new Financial Administration and Audit Act, to which I just referred.  Some unnecessary 
reporting that relates to accounting frameworks no longer used would be abolished.  In addition, the Functional 
Review Taskforce pointed out that if the Government held fewer meetings of the Expenditure Review 
Committee, a dual effect could be achieved with some additional containment of between-budget expenditure 
and reduced need for the Department of Treasury and Finance to support the committee. 
The Functional Review Taskforce also pointed out that a risk management approach could be taken to the 
scrutiny of agencies.  Obviously, the big agencies that expend a lot of government money need to be scrutinised 
more seriously than some of the smaller government agencies.  Perhaps we have overdone the scrutiny of 
smaller government agencies, given the smaller associated risk.  Perhaps by not subjecting them to entirely the 
same process as the larger agencies, we could achieve some savings.   
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Page 162 contains reference to the National Competition Council.  The second dot point 
refers to the State’s annual progress report on the national competition policy.  What outstanding issues are there 
with national competition policy in Western Australia?   
[11.30 am] 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The outstanding issues are, for the most part, in the public arena.  The National Competition 
Council has indicated that it will look closely at retail trading hours, liquor licensing, potato marketing and taxi 
reform in its assessment at the end of the year of Western Australia’s progress towards meeting its competition 
policy obligations.  The previous Government signed the competition policy agreement with the then federal 
Government.  The State has an obligation under the agreement to review all its legislation, and to determine 
whether restrictions on competition apply through the legislation.  If restrictions on competition are found, a 
determination is made on whether those restrictions continue to be in the public interest.  In making those 
assessments, the State is, by the terms of competition policy agreement, accountable to the National Competition 
Council.  If the council forms the view that the State has not made a correct judgment with regard to the public 
interest of restrictions on competition, or that the State has made a correct judgment but not implemented the 
reforms that flow from the judgment, the National Competition Council can make a recommendation to the 
federal Government that our national competition policy payments be reduced or deferred.  The National 
Competition Council has advised the State that if it does not make progress on retail trading, potato marketing 
and liquor licences, there will be “a substantial reduction” in its competition policy payments.  When pressed, it 
has not given us a figure.  However, the State Government is obviously concerned about a substantial reduction.  
We are not sure of the position of the Commonwealth Government.  Presumably, Peter Costello could, if he 
wished, reject any recommendation from the National Competition Council to reduce our payments.  There has 
been no indication from Peter Costello that he would do anything other than implement the recommendations of 
the National Competition Council.  The President of the National Competition Council will be in the State 
shortly.  I invite the coalition to have a briefing from the President of the National Competition Council.  I have 
asked him whether he would be prepared to brief members of Parliament, and he has given me the undertaking 
that he would be prepared to brief members of the governing party and members of the coalition.  The 
Government will be in touch with opposition parties to make arrangements for a suitable time.   

The National Competition Council has also indicated to us that one of the things that is bolstering our retention 
of competition policy payments is our commitment to electricity reform.  Were we to back off from our 
commitment to electricity reform, there would be an even more serious risk to our competition policy payments 
than there is at the moment.   

Another issue that I need to point out is that the National Competition Council is drawing attention to the need 
for the State to put competition policy legislation through the Parliament.  For example, there have been reviews 
of various pieces of legislation.  There is a piece of omnibus legislation before the upper House at the moment 
that makes various changes flowing from competition policy.  The National Competition Council is not happy 
with this State’s progress in getting through the Parliament legislation that implements the outcomes of reviews 
of legislation to conform to competition policy principles.  Those are all the issues that the National Competition 
Council will take into account when it makes its recommendation to the federal Government.   

I point out to all members of Parliament that this is not a mickey mouse issue; this is a serious issue.  We get 
$75 million in competition policy payments from the Commonwealth, and a substantial reduction in those 
payments would reduce services that the Government provides to people in the community.  We need to deal 
with this in a proper way.   
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Further on the National Competition Council, is it not the case that the State, rather than 
the NCC, raised the issue of retail trading hours?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  My understanding is that the NCC raised the issue of trading hours with the State.  However, I 
am prepared to check that matter with my advisers.  I am advised by the Under Treasurer that the NCC has been 
raising this issue with the State over a number of years.  It is particularly insistent on this issue because every 
other State, bar South Australia and Western Australia, has moved to meet competition policy requirements with 
regard to retail trading hours.  The NCC is saying to the State that it cannot produce a public interest argument in 
support of continuing restrictions on retail trading because every other State has made the change and there is 
nothing different about Western Australia that would justify its not having the same arrangements.  It is also 
arguing that it would face pressure from other States if it did not recommend a reduction in our competition 
policy payments in view of the fact that, as the NCC sees it, other States have met their obligations and Western 
Australia has not.  I have not raised the issue personally with Graeme Samuel, the President of the NCC.  He has 
raised it with me in the various meetings he has held with the Government, as well as the issues of liquor 
licensing and potato marketing.   
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  With regard to trading hours and the NCC, what information has the NCC provided on the 
degree of market dominance of the major retail chains?   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The NCC has been engaged in dialogue with the State and with the competition policy unit in 
the Department of Treasury and Finance.  It has argued very strongly for the economic benefits of deregulating 
retail trading hours.  That is the argument it has put to us.  It has put to us very strongly its view that if we 
continue to allow some businesses to trade on Sundays and weeknights - for example, Bunnings, Dewsons and 
others - and prevent other businesses from trading on Sundays and weeknights, we are in breach of our 
competition policy obligations as agreed to by the previous coalition Government and it will recommend 
suspension.   
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I explain to the Treasurer that yes, the agreement was signed by the previous Government.  
However, every decision in those matters is a decision of the State Government and/or the State Parliament.  
None of them is a decision of the NCC.  Does the Treasurer agree with that point?   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Of course the decisions have to be made by the State Government.  However, the context of 
the situation is that if we make a decision that the NCC considers to be in breach of competition policy 
principles, the NCC can, and has said that it will, recommend to the federal Government that our competition 
policy payments be reduced.  Perhaps Peter Costello, the federal Treasurer, could reject such a recommendation.  
If Peter Costello were to make a public statement tomorrow saying that Western Australia’s competition policy 
payments would be guaranteed and he would not cut them, the debate would be over.  However, he has not made 
that statement.  There is a real threat to our competition policy payments.  However, these matters can be 
debated by coalition members of Parliament with Mr Samuel, the President of the NCC.  He has indicated, at my 
request, a preparedness to brief members of Parliament.  I am sure that he will answer any questions that 
coalition members want to put to him.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Treasurer missed the point.  The whole basis of our signing the competition agreement 
was that there was a system of carrots or penalties, but there is nothing binding in that.  The decisions lie with 
the States.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  What is binding on the State is our obligation to review every piece of legislation to determine 
whether there are restrictions on competition in that legislation and whether they are in the public interest, and, if 
they are not in the public interest, to reform that legislation.  An accountability mechanism is built into the 
scheme.  Basically, the NCC makes the judgment on whether we have been fair dinkum in conducting those 
reviews and implementing any resultant reform.  If it makes a decision, in essence, that it does not think we have 
been fair dinkum, it can recommend a reduction in our competition policy payments.  It has made very clear to 
us what it does and does not regard as a proper public review of retail trading hours.  Unfortunately, from the 
point of view of those people who do not want change in this area in Western Australia, because all the other 
States except South Australia have changed, it is increasingly difficult for Western Australia to put up a case that 
there should not be change.  The South Australian Government has sought change.  It was rejected in the South 
Australian upper House.  I saw a news article recently indicating that the Liberal Opposition in South Australia 
had changed its position.  Judging from that news article, we expect that there will be deregulation of some form 
in South Australia as well.  That will only strengthen the view of the National Competition Council that if it is 
good enough for the other States, it is good enough for Western Australia.  Consequently, the risk is that the 
council will make that adverse recommendation on our competition policy payments.   

The Leader of the Opposition asked about market dominance.  I agree with him to the extent that I believe the 
provisions of the Trade Practices Act and the implementation by the Australian Competition and Consumer 
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Commission of those provisions on predatory pricing and abuse of market power have been too weak.  However, 
the National Competition Council cannot take that matter into account.   
[11.40 am] 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  In South Australia the two opposing sides got together, brokered a deal and came up with a 
recommendation.  That recommendation is probably not totally acceptable, but it was worked on by both sides; 
whereas we have two directly opposing sides.  Also, is the review, which had input from about 1 400 
submissions, complete and will it be made public before a decision is made? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The next document to be released by the Government in the public arena flowing from that 
consultation will be an options paper which will outline the various options that are before the Government.   
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  When will that be? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It will be in the very near future but I do not have a specific date. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  In relation to commonwealth-state financial relations, I understand the Commonwealth has 
asked the States to assist in the collection of a superannuation surcharge on judges.  Will the Treasurer elaborate 
on that request? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  An interesting event at the Treasurers’ conference was that Peter Costello made a direct 
request of state Treasurers to assist the Commonwealth Government in the collection of a particular tax.  As 
members may be aware, all high income earners are subject to a superannuation surcharge.  In a recent case 
before the High Court, judges submitted to the court that such a superannuation surcharge was an infringement 
of their constitutional position.  Consequently, the only high income earners in the country who will be exempt 
from the Commonwealth Government’s superannuation surcharge are state judges.  Those of us who are not 
lawyers might reflect on the willingness of the High Court to make a special exemption for their colleagues in 
the state courts.  However, it is probably not a reflection that a lawyer would consider proper.  I will therefore 
move on. 
The only way to deal with this matter is to introduce state legislation to require state judges to pay the same tax 
to the Commonwealth as other people in their income brackets pay.  Peter Costello has written to each of the 
States asking that they implement such legislation, and that matter is under consideration within the Government. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
 


