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TREASURER’S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2001 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 22 May. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [12.25 pm]:  Recognising the constitutional requirement for the 
raising and expenditure of public moneys to be approved by the Parliament, the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill 2001 seeks to authorise the Treasurer to make certain payments and advances, to specify a 
limit for the payments and advances so authorised for the financial year commencing on 1 July 2001, and to 
amend the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Act 2000.  Members will be aware, because of the long title, that 
the Bill has two operational areas.  The first is contained in clause 4, in which it is proposed that the Treasurer’s 
Advance authorisation for the financial year 2001-02 be an amount not exceeding $300 million for the aggregate 
of the payments and advances made under this Bill and any existing works and services advances.  Clause 7, the 
final clause of the Bill, proposes that section 4 of the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Act 2000 be amended 
by deleting the figure $300 million and substituting the figure $600 million. That means this Bill will not only 
authorise a $300 million advance for the Treasurer for the next financial year, but also for the next 38 days of 
this financial year will increase last year’s authorisation by 100 per cent, or from $300 million to $600 million.  
It is important that we recognise that Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bills are not new to the Parliament.  
They are one of a number of financial means by which the Government is advanced money by the Parliament, 
recognising that the Parliament is required to agree to the expenditure of any public moneys.  Clause 5 of the Bill 
clearly states the purposes for which the money can be paid or advanced.  I shall read a few words from the Bill 
so that we are all clear on what the money is being advanced for.  Clause 5(1) reads -  

Subject to the Financial Administration and Audit Act 1985 and section 4(1), the Treasurer may in the 
financial year commencing on 1 July 2001 -  

(a) make payments of an extraordinary or unforeseen nature in anticipation of, or in 
addition to, the relevant appropriations by Parliament . . .  

The important words in that clause are that the payments are to be of an “extraordinary or unforeseen nature”.  I 
ask the minister handling the Bill, and he may reply during the second reading debate or at some subsequent 
stage, what is his understanding of the words “extraordinary or unforeseen nature”?  In my view they are words 
of a fairly broad nature when used in general terms, but in this Bill they may have a different interpretation.  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Are you reading from a speech I gave last year? 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  No, I am not.  I was required to listen to most of Hon Nick Griffith’s speeches.  With 
respect, he knows I would not go back and read them, having heard them once! 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  As perhaps you should. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Many of the speeches made about Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bills were fairly 
limited in so much that in general terms it is recognised by the Parliament that they are part of government 
financing arrangements.  When in opposition, the minister did not waste much time on these issues because he 
appreciates, as I said, that they are part of the government funding arrangements and the authorisation of public 
moneys for expenditure.  However, as the minister is also a lawyer, I am interested to know what he believes 
those words mean.  In due course, whether money has been spent in a proper manner could amount to the 
interpretation of those words.   

There are some questions about why a Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill is being used now rather than an 
appropriation Bill.  Some people may argue that a TAA is a more convenient Bill because it does not require the 
same justification as an appropriation Bill.  In an appropriation Bill the specific amounts are required to be set 
out, whereas in a Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill how those moneys are expended is a matter for the 
future.  They are spent at the discretion of the Treasurer within the terms of the relevant Act.  It is also important 
to recognise that spending within the TAA Bill will come back to the Parliament for its authorisation.  That is 
done by the introduction of appropriation Bills Nos 3 and 4 in which the money expended is acquitted.  
However, appropriation Bills Nos 3 and 4 for the financial year 1999-2000 have not yet been submitted to the 
Parliament.  They were usually introduced in May of each year in anticipation of the budget being passed by 30 
June.  However, I understand that, as has been the case in recent times, the newly elected Government will not 
have dealt with its budget by 30 June.  That date has blown out to late August and, therefore, I assume 
appropriation Bills Nos 3 and 4 will be introduced prior to the end of August.  

The Opposition raises no objection to the amount requested for the next financial year.  It is the same as the 
amount originally asked for last year.  However, as I say, this Bill seeks to increase last year’s amount by $300 
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million.  It is also fair to say that on a number of occasions over the past 10 years, the authorisation account has 
been increased.  I will indicate to the House the increases that have occurred over the past 10 years, sourced from 
the Treasurer’s annual statements.   

For the year 1990-91, the initial limit was $180 million, which was increased under a subsequent Bill by $20 
million.  In 1991-92 and 1994-95 the initial limit was $200 million and no additional increase was sought during 
those financial years.  In 1995-96 and 1997-98 the limit was $200 million.  However, in 1995-96 there was an 
increase of $200 million.  In 1996-97 an increase of $100 million was agreed to and in 1997-98 an increase of 
$350 million was agreed to.  No doubt due to those increases and in the light of the need for flexibility in 1999-
2000 and in this Bill, 2000-01, the limit was increased to $300 million for the TAA in the initial stage.  During 
1998-99, an additional amount of $160 million was requested and agreed to by the Parliament.  In 2000-01, that 
additional amount of $300 million is being requested.  

It is not unusual for these initial limits to be exceeded.  However, when a $300 million initial limit is exceeded 
by $300 million, questions are asked. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  They are proper questions.  You referred to 1997-98 when the increase was $350 million on 
top of $200 million. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I made that clear.  I read out the figures for the 10 years because I do not want the House 
to think the Opposition is being selective in the way these figures have been put together.  There is no magic in 
the application of these funds.  They are public moneys.  The Parliament considered the requests in the past as it 
is doing now.  I have no doubt that in due course it will agree with the request.  However, I note that in his 
second reading speech the minister refers to the need for tighter financial control when he says - 

It has been our long-held belief that a substantially lower limit on the Treasurer’s Advance is desirable 
and we shall work to achieve this outcome in 2002-03.  

That is an admirable goal and I wish the Government well in achieving it.  

In seeking this money there is nothing underhanded.  It is a fact of life that this money is required to enable the 
Government to pay its bills in respect of the policies that have been implemented so far.  However, I take some 
exception to the fact that, as I am sure the minister will agree, his second reading speech is fairly political 
because he accuses the former Government of a cavalier approach to expenditure management.  It reads - 

. . . has resulted in massive appropriation overspending relative to budget. 

I understand that the original $300 million agreed to by the Parliament under the TAA last year is to this date, 
although fully committed, not fully expended.  No money out of this additional $300 million sought has been 
expended to date.  I say that because clearly it could not have been expended.  It has not yet been agreed to by 
the Parliament. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Otherwise this would be an appropriation Bill. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes.  The question arose of why it was not an appropriation Bill.  However, the 
guarantee is that the increased amount has not been expended as yet, but will be required during the next 38 
days.  That is a fairly significant expenditure in a relatively short time.  In relation to the commitments of the 
previous Government, the minister has provided a number of members with a list setting out the supplementary 
funding requirements impacting on the Treasurer’s Advance limit.  Members will see that the first item, 
agriculture, has an estimate of $21.2 million that will be required from the Treasurer’s Advance Account for this 
financial year.  Many of those items have the letter “a” after them, which, it is important to note, indicates that 
those amounts were taken into account prior to the pre-election statement being released by Treasury.  It should 
also be noted that table 2 on page 15 of the pre-election statement - the general government operating statement - 
shows a positive net operating balance of $98 million, following an earlier midyear review as at 31 December 
2000 showing a net operating credit balance of $106.2 million.  Many of the items set out in that supplementary 
funding requirement were known to the then Government and to the then Opposition and were made public prior 
to the last election; in fact, that requirement was brought in by the previous Government.  In the area of 
agriculture, I note that proceeds from land sales will require supplementation of $3.3 million.  The minister 
handling the Bill might indicate in due course how that figure came about.  I have some interest in other 
significant items, and I will not go through every one of them.  However, under fair trading, the amount for the 
independent consultant used to assess and report on the cost and resourcing of the petroleum pricing unit is 
$40 000.  I am interested in finding out more about that expenditure.  Under family and children’s services, an 
amount of $17.7 million is anticipated to be required, and the minister may wish to comment on that.  I 
understand that amount is for supported accommodation assistance.  No objection is raised to it, but I do not 
understand how that sort of money could be spent in the past 38 days.   
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The health system has provision for an additional $50 million to be expended in the next 38 days.  I understand 
the Health Department manages to spend money at the rate of $6 million or $7 million a day.  I can see how the 
money can be spent, but that amount may apply to a specific item or purpose, and I will be interested to hear the 
minister’s comments in due course.  No doubt my colleagues will raise other issues about various items listed on 
the document provided by the minister.  Although it appears that significant expenditure will be made from the 
TAA in the next 38 days, it should also be understood that there are annual offsets of revenue and expenditure.  I 
understand the 31 December review showed that an additional $385 million in revenue could be taken into 
account.  I do not mean spent; I mean recognised as existing, and that is a positive thing.  The projected surplus 
in the pre-election review provided by Treasury indicated a positive amount of $98 million.  That had improved 
from an earlier amount of $42 million.   

The minister has also provided a summary of the major supplementary funding requirements; that is, the top 
eight agencies listed by their requirement for money.  Health is listed at $114 million, transport at $92 million, 
conservation and land management at $75 million, Treasury at $57 million, police at $30 million, agriculture at 
$21 million, commerce and trade at $19 million and family and children’s services at $17 million.  I assume the 
implication is that, because the former Government had been in government for about eight months of the 
financial year, all these funds had been racked up by it.  That is not the case, and clear evidence shows that when 
we went into the last election, the State’s financial position was in a positive mode.  However, I accept that, 
since the election, some of the decisions of the current Government have caused a variance in that financial 
position.  The bottom line is that the Government believes it requires $35 million to top up the current financial 
year’s TAA.  It seeks $300 million for next year’s TAA with a guarantee by the minister handling the Bill that 
the Government will seek to reduce the amount requested in future financial years.   

In that regard, the Opposition supports the Government’s intention and is prepared to support this Bill on the 
basis of the information supplied.  However, I say to the minister that there is not much value in turning second 
reading speeches into partisan political documents.  I have been a member of this Parliament long enough to 
know that not all of this is the minister’s direct input.  However, he was prepared to allow the speech to be 
delivered to this House - it stands in his name - so ultimately he must take responsibility.  If that is to be the case, 
I assure the minister that, in the future, the Opposition will turn requests for TAA increases and advances 
generally into a high-level political debate which, in my view, will not necessarily achieve a lot for the 
Government, nor for the House.  I say that because I recognise that the minister, when in opposition, did not 
spend much time dealing with the TAA on purely political issues.  He got on with the job and that is what I 
propose to do today.  In conclusion, I indicate the Opposition’s support for the Bill.   

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [12.47 pm]:  It is unfortunate that the minister took this swipe at the 
former Government, which I think is a cheap and inaccurate one that requires some form of reply.  I will give the 
history on this, as well as a political response.  First, I will deal with the constitutional requirements.  Obviously, 
the Government needs to do two things: first, it needs the ability to raise money, which is what the supply Bill 
does for the Government; and, secondly, it needs the ability to spend money, which is what the appropriation Bill 
does for the Government.  Historically, this has been the way in which the people have kept control over 
Governments, by an annual allocation of both supply and appropriation.  The problem about appropriation is that 
it is a forward estimate as to what the money will be spent on.  Unfortunately, forward estimates are not always 
completely accurate; therefore, from time to time, it has been necessary for Governments to spend money 
urgently and obtain the approval of Parliament afterwards.  This State’s Governments have always done that by a 
Treasurer’s Advance authorisation.  Westminster has more frequently used multiple appropriation Bills; it brings 
in an appropriation Bill once every quarter.  One of the things this Government did was bring forward extra 
appropriation Bills to allow the money that had been expended under a TAA to be dealt with separately by an 
appropriation.  It is a very good financial measure, and I will deal with the political ramifications of how it was 
done under the Burke Government.  It picks out those items that have been unexpected and allows particular 
consideration of them by the Parliament.  More importantly, it allows consideration separately from the budget 
for the next year.  In a way, that draws attention to the fact that it is additional expenditure.   

We need this increase in the Treasurer’s advance authorisation because of a retrograde step taken by this 
Government.  I hope it is merely a first-year aberration and that it will not be repeated.  I refer to the late 
introduction of the budget.  I was unfortunately not in the Chamber to hear the speech made by Hon Max Evans 
in which he pointed out that the coalition Government was a leader in the field of budget legislation processes.  
Although it was not the first State Government to introduce a budget before 30 June, it was the first to make 
preparations to do so.  We needed the Commonwealth Government to do the same - 

Hon Kim Chance:  In what month did that occur in 1993?   
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Hon PETER FOSS:  We brought it forward considerably.  During the Labor Government’s term in office, it was 
introduced in December; it was one of the last Bills we dealt with before rising for Christmas.   

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  The House did not sit until June.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes.  However, in normal circumstances, the appropriation legislation was not debated until 
December.  One could not run a business knowing that the budget would not be available until December.  The 
Western Australian Government was not unique in that regard.  However, it was unique - especially during the 
latter years of the Burke, Dowding and Lawrence Governments - in that it implemented a clever little strategy in 
March.  For several years running, Treasury sent out a notice in March requiring departments to trim their 
budgets by 10 per cent.  It must be remembered that they got their budgets only in December.  If it was bad 
having to wait until December to know what was in their budgets, it was even worse when they lost 10 per cent 
with only three months of the financial year to go.  It was extremely difficult for departments to find the 
necessary discretionary expenditure to trim that 10 per cent.  Some extraordinary things happened in an attempt 
to comply with that requirement.  The coalition Government was a leader in bringing down the budget early and 
having it passed by the end of the previous financial year so that everyone knew the details for the following 
year.  That was a very important change.   

As a result of having the budget in place at the right time and bringing forward appropriation Bills Nos 3 and 4, 
once the Bills had been passed, we recouped the Treasurer’s advance authorisation.  Clause 4 provides  - 

(2) In calculating the aggregate mentioned in subsection (1) at any point of time in the financial 
year commencing on 1 July 2001, no account is to be taken of so much of - 

(a) any advance under section 5(1)(b) or (c); or  

(b) any existing works and services advance, 

as has been recouped or recovered in that financial year.  

It is a rolling fund.  The Government has a $300 million fund and it recoups these amounts when appropriation 
Bills Nos 3 and 4 are passed.  The fund is then topped up again.   

We need to increase the amount in the fund now because we have not dealt with appropriation Bills Nos 3 and 4 
and we have put off the appropriation process.  There may be a very good reason for that, and Hon Nick Griffiths 
might tell us that reason.  It is unfortunate that what has been a very good process and business-like way of 
dealing with finances - that is, having the budget in place before the end of June - has not been adhered to this 
year and that we will have to wait until August.  I hope we will get an assurance from Hon Nick Griffiths that 
this is a one-off event.  I also hope that in future the Government intends to have the budget prepared so that the 
legislation can be dealt with well before the end of the year.  More importantly, it is essential for good 
administration that the people running the business of government in Western Australia know what is in the 
budget.  I assume that members opposite will not be repeating the poor Lawrence Government management 
practice of asking for a 10 per cent reduction in expenditure.  

What is extraordinary and unforeseen expenditure?  All of these issues are steeped in history and had their 
beginnings when Parliament became ascendant over the monarchy.  It is extraordinary how these events repeat 
themselves.  One of the fascinating things which happened in this House and which I remember clearly was the 
use of the Treasurer’s advance authorisation to pay a large amount for the Petroleum Industries Co Ltd debacle.  
Interestingly, when the appropriation Bills were introduced - because it happened so late - the Government had 
already spent the money.  That money was not mentioned in the Bills - it was conveniently forgotten.  It was 12 
months before people discovered that $200 million had been flipped into PICL.  The scrutiny of Parliament was 
conveniently avoided.  

Hon Barry House:  It was $400 million.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  It was considerably more than $400 million.  I am referring to a particular amount that was 
slipped through.  I cannot remember the exact figure, but I can remember the events.  If the appropriation debate 
had taken place before the end of June, the money would not have been spent.  However, because the debate 
occurred in December, not only was it not unforeseen and extraordinary, but also it was already spent!  I suppose 
it was extraordinary; it was certainly not the sort of money one would expect a Government to be spending.  
Perhaps that is the answer: it was definitely an extraordinary payment although it may not have been unforeseen.  
Considerable concern was expressed that perhaps the Government was being a little less than honest with the 
Parliament about expenditure by using the Treasurer’s advance authorisation to keep the details from the scrutiny 
of the Western Australian people.  I am sure those members who were in the House at that time remember the 
convoluted explanations offered by the Government about how it fitted into the Treasurer’s Advance 
authorisation, notwithstanding that by the time the budget was passed it had spent the money.  That was one of 
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the motivations for the Court Government to bring forward the budget process and to introduce accrual 
accounting.   

I discovered another little trick when I became Minister for Health.  Hon George Cash pointed out that the 
Health Department has an incredible ability to spend money.  Former Premier Carmen Lawrence instructed the 
department to stop paying its bills just before 30 June.  That tactic had an extraordinarily good effect on the 
cashflow accounting system.  It enabled the Premier to announce she had a balanced budget.  She would never 
have got away with that if accrual accounting practices had been used.  Even with a cash accounting system, she 
could not balance the budget without taking that extraordinary step.  It was a problem for me as Minister for 
Health when I was faced with a $30 million expenditure carryover from the previous year.  It was a real 
difficulty.   

Several members interjected. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I quote no lesser authority on my ability and quality as a health minister than the Leader of 
the House.  I will not bother to contradict the member; I simply refer to the complimentary things that the leader 
said about me as Minister for Health. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You did some very good things in women’s health, and I have always appreciated that.  

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I have a couple of questions to ask about attachment A.  The first relates to the heading of 
commerce and trade.  I see that there is an A-type item there of additional forest industry structural adjustment 
program funding.  In view of the package referred to by the Leader of the House when he said that $57 million 
will be required to meet the consequences of the forestry policy, I wonder whether any money will be provided 
this financial year, in the next 30 days, or whether it will all be in the following year. 

The second, quite interesting, point, because of where it is to be found, is an item under the heading of police.  A 
sum of $28 million is described as funding to meet shortfall in land sales and reappropriation of land sales 
proceeds.  As I understand it, that came about as a result of a rather extraordinary statement by the Minister for 
the Environment and Heritage.  The cost should probably come under the Minister for the Environment and 
Heritage’s portfolio, because shortly after the Government was elected the minister, surrounded by a bunch of 
happy hippies, shot down to Maylands to announce that the statutory process that had been taking place with 
what was the Maylands police academy, was to be started all over again.  I was surprised that the Minister for the 
Environment was making that announcement, because I would have thought that the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure should have been making that announcement.  The Minister for the Environment has gone around 
making announcements on all sorts of strange things.  It seems that she gets in before anybody else has worked 
out what she is doing.  I want to know precisely what is the status of that.  The reference is to a shortfall in land 
sales, but has the Government and the appropriate minister made a decision to recommit the planning process for 
Maylands?  Does this figure of $28 million arise out of that?  Has that figure been factored back into some other 
year - in other words, has it been taken totally out of the revenue of the State - or has it been shifted forward a 
couple of years to take into account how long that recommittal process will take?  What is the period of the 
recommittal process that is being thought of?  We do have a control in this Parliament over the expenditure of 
money, but major costs to the State can be incurred through the decision of a single minister without apparently 
anybody else being consulted.  If this figure does represent the decision of the Minister for the Environment to 
say that the Government will not do that now, it seems extraordinary that its having been said to the Parliament 
that we were to have it as part of the revenue, and its being approved by the Parliament, the cost of the extra 
$28 million is now getting picked up by the Treasurer’s Advance authorisation.  It is a bit alarming.  I begin to 
think that sometimes it is not the money spent but the revenue that it is decided to forgo that is of concern, 
especially when it appears that the minister making the decision does not appear to have an awful lot to do with 
the decision-making process. 

I raise the same point with regard to forestry.  Has the decision by the Minister for the Environment and Heritage 
- I am not quite sure how she made that decision, as it appears to be a decision for the Minister for Forestry and 
Fisheries - relating to one per cent of old-growth forests that the Government is indicating it will not log, had an 
impact on the revenues of the State, which again will require some form of use of money out of the Treasurer’s 
Advance authorisation?  One of our difficulties is in determining whether it is an extra expenditure or an 
expenditure that was always there but is a reduction in revenue caused by the actions of a particular minister.  It 
may be hard to say whether that expenditure falls within the purview of the words to which Hon George Cash 
drew attention.  What is unexpected and extraordinary is not the expenditure, because there is nothing 
extraordinary about the expenditure, but the actions of the Minister for the Environment in deciding unilaterally, 
as I understand it, not to have that sort of revenue come in.  What it did to the Minister for Police I would hate to 
think.  When I think what it does to the Treasurer and the Minister Assisting the Treasurer when trying to 
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balance their budget, I am sure they would have had a few words to say to the Minister for the Environment.  I 
do not ask them to disclose what they said to the Minister for the Environment, but I cannot believe that 
somebody lightly casting aside $28 million of revenue would be greatly received by the Treasury and those 
ministers responsible for it.  I will be supporting the Bill. 

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [2.06 pm]:  A couple of the items on the supplementary list also caught 
my eye, and I would like some details on them.  My first query concerns the commerce and trade area and relates 
to the improvement in telecommunications in the south west land division to the tune of $3.5 million.  Why is 
this expenditure in the supplementary funding list?  It would seem that it should have been included in the main 
stream. 

Hon Peter Foss:  That is one of ours; we committed to that expenditure.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The question is very relevant then.  If that expenditure was committed to and funded 
previously, why is it appearing in the supplementary list?  I have absolutely no qualms with the expenditure, 
because the mobile telephone network in the south west is getting worse by the day rather than better.  Frequent 
holes appear in the network on main highways where they did not appear before.  This is important for a busy 
area; it is important for safety.  I am sure that members will be aware of a couple of sea searches in the past week 
in that area.  Along the coastal region there have been numerous instances in which mobile telephone coverage 
was not available to assist with rescues.  On recent occasions I have been tempted to emulate a Victorian 
colleague of mine who has a message on his voice mail.  He is a country member in Victoria.  The message first 
of all apologises for his not being able to receive the call and then explains that many of the areas of his 
electorate are yet to enjoy the benefits of the Telstra mobile network.  He advertises that situation every time 
someone rings him up. 

The other item is under the heading of conservation and land management and is the State’s share of the 
purchase of land at Margaret River for conservation purposes to the tune of $1.8 million.  First, this piece of land 
is closer to Augusta than to Margaret River and touches Chapman Brook and the Blackwood River.  The land 
was purchased for a sum in the vicinity of $5 million.  The State made a contribution and so did the 
Commonwealth, through the National Heritage Trust funding.  I seek confirmation that this is the piece of land.  
I believe that if it is, it is worth reflecting on the purchase.  Members may recall that a few days ago in this 
Chamber, Hon Murray Nixon made his valedictory speech and referred to the principle involved when private 
property rights were usurped by the State or by government agencies.  The principle was that when that 
occurred, compensation had to be paid.  In this case, I am pleased that it seems to have been finally achieved.  
The situation was that private landowners had a large tract of land on Chapman Brook.  They were prevented 
from doing anything with it - clearing or any sort of development, even limited development - because it was 
determined to have important conservation values.  I do not dispute that; it has.  It is a piece of land which links 
to areas of state forest that have since been amalgamated into the national park; therefore, it provides a very 
important green link along the river.  It is home to a white-bellied frog, which is about as big as a person’s 
fingernail.  I understand it contains about 30 per cent of the known population of white-bellied frogs. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Where is the other 70 per cent? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I have no idea, but it is obviously the most important location for the white-bellied frog.  
It is important to put on record that after a frustrating period of years when the landowners were held out to dry 
by government agencies that prevented their doing virtually anything with the land to make it viable, they finally 
achieved compensation in the form of repurchase.  All sorts of schemes were floated at different stages about 
land swaps, but finally the money was found via National Heritage Trust funding and the State’s coffers to buy 
that piece of land.  That is all I set out to ask.  I would like confirmation of those two items. 

HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [2.11 pm]:  First, I congratulate you, Mr President, on your 
elevation to your high office.  My contribution to this debate will not be long.  I have said in this place 
previously that I believe the minister, Hon Nick Griffiths, is an honourable man and a man of integrity.  
Therefore, I was somewhat disturbed and disappointed to read the words in the second reading speech that were 
attributed to the honourable gentleman.  The Treasurer’s Advance authorisation is a time-honoured way of 
providing funding for government to enable it to go about its business of paying agencies and of governing this 
State.  A great deal has already been said by my colleagues, particularly Hon George Cash and Hon Peter Foss, 
about the amounts of money that are required and the fact that this has been brought before this Parliament on 
numerous occasions and has usually been debated, as one would expect, in not only a serious manner but also a 
manner that indicates there is not necessarily anything untoward about the amount being asked for.  However, on 
occasions it requires some analysis.  

Hon Peter Foss referred to accrual accounting.  That was a necessity within government as a whole for a variety 
of reasons, one of which was that government agencies had no idea how much they were costing the community 
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- the taxpayer.  They had a tendency to accept a bottom-line appropriation and to ensure that by 30 June, and 
often by the end of May, all the moneys were expended.  To a great extent there was no accountability.  I am not 
pointing the finger at any particular Government, because the government accounting system had existed for 
some considerable time.  It was important that it be changed, and it is to the credit of Hon Max Evans that he put 
in all the time and effort that he found was required to ensure that change was implemented.  I have no doubt that 
the way our government agencies manage the funds with which they are provided, and the way they report to 
this Parliament by way of their annual reports, will be much better in the future in comparison with the situation 
in the past. 

Dwelling slightly on the past, if I may, and on the government accounting system, from an accounting point of 
view it was wonderful that, come 30 June, each and every account, whether it be expenditure, revenue or capital, 
was written off to zero.  Therefore, it was a wonderful balance sheet with no assets and no liabilities.  I joined a 
government agency in which the then Premier and Treasurer, Brian Burke, had the responsibility for a program 
that provided interest-free loans.  When I joined that agency, I was asked to reconcile the account - to reconcile 
who owed what amount of money to the taxpayers of this State.  When I asked for the debtors’ ledger, I was 
provided with nothing because there was none.  Every account was written back to zero.  Therefore, I had to 
spend three months going through all the receipts with which I was provided and through all the cheque 
requisition forms that I was able to find and try to reconstruct a debtors’ ledger.  By that manner, I was able to 
ascertain that the amount owing was just under $1 million.  I have no idea whether I missed anything because I 
could reconstruct only from the documentation with which I was provided.  The government accounting system 
may have had a place in government accounting in the past.  It was a simplistic way of doing things.  There was 
no accountability whatsoever.  At the end of the day, every account was written off to zero.  What the Auditor 
General had to do when he audited those accounts I know not, because I am sure that he would have only spot 
checked some of the payments made and the authorisations applicable thereto, and checked only a few of the 
receipts that were written out.  However, he had no accounts with which to compare those entries.  Therefore, it 
was timely that Hon Max Evans came forward and, with considerable difficulty, unfortunately, turned things 
around so that our government agencies now have accrual accounting.  There is still a need to make changes to 
the Treasury documents that are presented to this House by way of the budget, but that is a debate for another 
time.  However, what is currently being presented to us is far better than anything I have seen in the past.   

A few other changes that have been made were alluded to by Hon George Cash when he mentioned comparing 
the midyear financial projections with the pre-election financial projections.  The Pre-election Financial 
Projections Statement came from an Act that went through this Parliament titled the Government Financial 
Responsibility Act 2000.  The Pre-election Financial Projections Statement for 2000-01 is the second document 
produced by Treasury.  It is a very important document because it states -  

The Pre-election Financial Projections Statement (PFPS) is a Treasury Department document.  It 
permits the public, political parties, commentators and other interest groups to make assessments about:  

the position of the State’s public sector finances at the time a general election is called; and 

policy proposals announced during election campaigns.   

It is a particularly important document, and one that is needed leading up to election campaigns, so that people 
are totally aware of where the incumbent Government is coming from.  Contrary to some of what has been said 
in the second reading debate in the other place, the overview to this document states that the total public sector 
will remain in surplus over the forecast period.  We have heard quite a bit about how the previous coalition 
Government left the finances in tatters.  This is a Treasury document signed by the Under Treasurer.  I suggest 
that if the current Government has any argument, it should take it up with that person, because this document 
shows that the finances were in good shape.  Some of the expenditure proposed to be made from this additional 
$300 million we are being asked to approve may have contributed to some of the difficult cash-flow positions in 
which the current Government finds itself.   

It needs to be repeated that the PFPS document shows that as at 30 June 2001 the estimated net surplus in the 
2000-01 budget was $42 million.  At the midyear review at 31 December 2000 that had gone up to 
$106.2 million - a considerable increase, but still an estimate.  The pre-election statement had to be released 
within 10 days of the election being called; that is, this document had to be released by 20 January 2001.  The 
figures presented by the Under Treasurer within that statement show a positive estimate of $98 million.  That is a 
slight downturn on the estimate at 31 December 2000.  It can be seen from not only the figures, but also the 
statements of the Under Treasurer that there were no problems with the State’s finances at the time the Labor 
Party took government.  I hope people will note that.   
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Mention has been made of this increase in the limits, and also that in the 1997-98 financial year the initial limit 
for the Treasurer’s Advance was $200 million and a further $350 million was requested.  That does not for one 
moment suggest mismanagement; just as I am not suggesting now that the request for an additional $300 million 
is necessarily a result of mismanagement.  Questions need to be asked without a doubt, but the situation indicates 
that moneys are required and expenses will be incurred that cannot be paid.  It does not necessarily mean - 
although it can - that agencies have overspent.  The Government may have received revenue totalling those 
amounts that it is unable to expend until it receives this authorisation.  The Government’s request for additional 
funds does not of itself mean that it is mismanaging the finances of this State.  Although we have a document 
explaining how these moneys will be expended, the minister may wish to advise the House of any additional 
revenues the Government has available to it that would offset this $300 million. 

HON M.J. CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [2.26 pm]:  I will be brief, but I should make a few comments because I 
was on the budget committee for the last budget period.  The Pre-election Financial Projections Statement 
confirms that expenditure and commitments made by the previous Government were well and truly justified and 
were done with a great deal of consideration and research.  Most people would recognise that the expenditure 
was necessary, and was welcomed by those who benefited, particularly the people in the agriculture, agricultural 
protection and health areas.   

This is a little like going to the bank manager to extend an overdraft limit.  We are making a decision based on 
the information in front of us.  Hon George Cash and Hon Ray Halligan have put the facts before the House, and 
Hon Peter Foss has given us the history, so I will not go into any detail.  The approach to expenditure adopted by 
the previous Government was justifiable.  I have no problem with the Government’s request for $600 million.  
On the information supplied, I recognise that it is necessary.   

I also place on the record that the previous Government started with an $8.5 billion deficit and brought it down 
to $4.5 billion.  In any assessment that is a good result.  The Treasurer has advised that the budget will be 
brought down in August.  I will scrutinise that budget with a great deal of interest.  I hope the Government will 
take into consideration people’s requirements, particularly those people in the country.  I hope it recognises the 
value of the enormous contribution that people in the country make to this State’s wellbeing, whether in mining, 
agriculture or fisheries.  I have no problem with the request for this amount of money.  However, I will be 
interested to see what comes forward in the budget in August.  

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [2.29 pm]:  The Greens (WA) acknowledge the bipartisan support for 
this legislation.  I can see from the arguments put and the briefings we have received, for which I thank the 
Government, that legislation is required at this time.  The questions and the comments from both sides of the 
Chamber are largely about whether it is the previous Government’s fault, an issue of the current Government or 
somewhere in between.  However, some of the figures require explanation.  I am sure it will not surprise 
members that the Greens would like more information.  I flag that in committee I would like more information 
on the $68 million allocation for the restructuring of the Department of Conservation and Land Management.  I 
understand that has not caused a great many staff lay-offs.  What proportion is for buildings, staff or other uses?  
I understand the little “a” means the allocation was already on the books for a previous allocation. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  It was substantially, if not wholly, a decision of the previous Government.  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Nonetheless, the Greens would like more detail on that.  

HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [2.31 pm]:  I will try to deal 
with a number of matters raised by members.  I trust that those I do not deal with can be dealt with in committee; 
if not, I will undertake to provide a response in due course.  

I thank all members who have spoken for their support.  Hon George Cash was interested in my opinion of the 
meaning of the words “extraordinary” and “unforeseen”.  I am not here to state my opinions.  However, the 
words have rather proper and ordinary usage.  As Hon Peter Foss may remind us, they mean what they say.  The 
following examples may assist the member’s understanding.  Cabinet may decide post budget that a measure is 
necessary.  Being post budget, it would be unforeseen.  A natural disaster may occur that creates a need for 
financial relief.  That would be extraordinary and/or unforeseen.  There are a number of examples of decisions 
by the previous Government, one of which is the Swan Bells operating subsidy.  I assume that was unforeseen 
and it was an extraordinary expenditure.  

I am advised that appropriation Bills Nos 3 and 4 are intended to be introduced with the budget Bills in August 
2001.  Usually, Bills Nos 3 and 4 are handed down for the past year with the budgets for the following year; that 
is, 1999-2000 Bills Nos 3 and 4 would have been handed down in May 2001 if the budget had come down then.  
This has not always been the case.  The legislation does not prescribe when appropriation Bills Nos 3 and 4 must 
come before the House.  
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Hon George Cash asked whether the current advance of $300 million had all been spent.  It has not all been 
spent.  However, the up-to-date advice I have is that it will run out in the first week of June or thereabouts.  None 
of the $300 million has been spent because there is no authority to spend it.  However, I am advised it has been 
substantially fully committed.  The document provided to members refers to an additional amount to cover 
unforeseen matters, whatever they may be.  If we knew what they were, they would not be unforeseen.  They are 
matters of commitment and a small amount set out in the document is for unforeseen matters.  

The advice about the proceeds of $3.3 million from land sales in agriculture is interesting.  If the member has 
any further queries, I will be as interested in the response as he is.  When land is sold, the sales proceeds are 
credited to the lands territorial account of the consolidated fund.  The agency must make a supplementary 
funding request to the Treasurer to remove those funds.  Sales proceeds are a form of appropriation, and under 
the usual budget process they will be part of the appropriation.  I am advised that if land sale proceeds are not 
taken into account, they need to be in the budget - as is the case with the $3.3 million - therefore, they will need 
to be dealt with in the Treasurer’s Advance.  The sales proceeds form part of the capital assets of the agency; in 
this case Agriculture Western Australia.  I am advised that the department uses the proceeds as a matter of 
course in its capital program.  It is essentially in the nature of a book entry.  

The next query concerned the Ministry of Fair Trading’s use of independent consultants to assess and report on 
cost and resourcing of the petroleum pricing unit, at $40 000.  I am advised that the consultant appointed was 
KPMG.  The term of the appointment was 30 October to 17 December 2000, when the report was due.  On 27 
November the scope was extended to include specialist advice not previously included.  The initial total cost was 
$33 880 and the cost of the extension was $3 980, totalling $37 860.  I am fascinated that the total is written 
down as $40 000.  I hope the legislation is not held up for a couple of thousand dollars at this stage.  It is 
interesting that the figures do not marry.  I hope in future they will. 

The next matter raised by Hon George Cash relates to all the Family and Children’s Services items, with a total 
of $17.7 million.  Additional funding of $15.2 million is for supported accommodation assistance program 
funding, $2.3 million is to cover a blow-out in expenses and $200 000 is for sundry funding.  I will refer to a 
confidential document to give the appropriate information to the House and to the member.  First, on the 
additional funding for the supported accommodation assistance program, I am advised that there have been 
delays in signing the new supported accommodation assistance program agreement due to continuing 
negotiations between the Commonwealth and State Governments, and this has resulted in a cash shortfall to the 
department.  The State Government has been seeking a $3.36 million increase in its base funding under the new 
agreement in relation to the introduction of federal industrial awards.  However, the Commonwealth has been 
prepared to offer only an additional $2.7 million.  Commonwealth revenue recoups totalling $15.184 million will 
be forgone this financial year if the agreement is not signed by 30 June 2001 and, in the absence of an immediate 
resolution, the department anticipates that it will experience a negative cash position.  Therefore, the 
$15.184 million sought would be returned to Treasury should the commonwealth funds become available.  It is 
interesting to note - I am being open with the member - that the amount is $15.184 million; yet, in the document 
it is $15.2 million.  I take it that the practice is a rounding exercise.  I am not trying to mislead the House; I just 
want to be open about this so we understand what is taking place. 

Hon George Cash interjected. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I am obliged to Hon George Cash.  We must be frank about this; we are dealing with 
the public’s money.  I do not anticipate that I will get it right all the time, but I want to be honest about it.   

Another amount of $2.3 million is due to an increase in risk cover premiums and workers compensation 
insurance.  The unfunded amount is $675 515.  The next component of the $2.3 million relates to wholesale sales 
tax.  The previous Government directed that the department realise cost savings, following the removal of 
wholesale sales tax as part of the goods and services tax package.  The majority of Family and Children’s 
Services contracts relate to the purchase of services from the non-government sector, and the major component 
of the contracts is salaries.  The previous Government decided in June 2000 that supplementary funding would 
be considered for charitable or non-government organisations or agencies that were unable to meet the additional 
costs associated with the embedded wholesale sales tax savings.  An amount of $625 000 in supplementary 
funding arises by way of that decision.   

The third component of that $2.3 million relates to the care for children program.  I am advised that the 
department is facing a $1.033 million shortfall in care for children funding.  The particulars relating to that 
include the fact that the number of children coming into departmental care has increased during the year from 
1 468 on 1 July 2000 to 1 536 on 28 February 2001.  Based on growth rates over previous years, the number of 
placements is expected to increase to 1 580 by 30 June 2001.  There are, unfortunately, very obvious reasons for 
children going into the department’s care.  In addition, the estimated number of disabled children in the care of 
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the department by 30 June 2001 is expected to be three per cent higher than the number in care on 1 July 2000.  
The advice is that some of these children require 24-hour care, and providing the necessary level of care for four 
of those children currently costs the department approximately $400 000.  The balance from that $2.3 million is 
$200 000, which has two components: first, I am advised that the amount identified in the 2000-01 Budget 
Statements for the director general’s remuneration is $122 000, but the actual salary and allowance amounts for 
the director general are $189 026; therefore, $67 026 is being sought.  The balance of that relates to the Office of 
Youth Affairs and the Cadets WA program.  The issue is that supplementary funding of $500 000 was approved 
for the Cadets WA program of the Department of Training and Employment.  That department has confirmed 
that $368 000 has been spent to date.  Treasury advice was to the effect that the documentation on the 
supplementary funding was not completed and the department should apply to have the balance of the 
unexpended funds.  

The next issue raised related to the $50 million for health.  Again, I have been provided with advice.  After being 
involved in the budget process for the past several weeks, I am not particularly impressed with the way the 
health budget has been managed over the years and I am not very happy with the advice. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It was a very hands-off approach, wouldn’t you agree? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  We are trying to turn this around.  It is a very difficult issue.  The State of Western 
Australia must deal with matters that need to be dealt with.  If my colleagues wish to interject, I will listen to 
them, but I am not sure.  The advice I have been given indicates that the health system needs money for general 
running expenses.  Given what I think is the very unfortunate experience of health budgets, it must be provided, 
one hopes, just in case. 

Hon M.J. Criddle:  One previous minister used to say that there is a difference between needs and other things.  

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The health budget is being scrutinised very carefully, although I suspect that that has 
always happened.  We will see what happens at the end of the day, and I hope a good result can be achieved.   

Hon Peter Foss asked when the budget would be brought down.  It will be brought down in August rather than 
May because of the change in government and the fact that the machinery of government process is still being 
worked through.  It would be silly to present a budget in May relating to a government structure that would have 
no meaning for the following financial year.  It is better to get it right the first time.   

The last time there was a change in government, in February 1993, the Parliament met in June, and the budget 
for the financial year commencing 1 July 1993 and ending 30 June 1994 was presented to the Parliament not in 
August but on 16 September 1993.  We will try to do better than that.  It is the Government’s intention to bring 
down the budget in May for at least the next seven years.  

Hon Peter Foss also referred to the commerce and trade budget and the $11.1 million allocation.  The document I 
have provided to members states that this relates to additional forestry industry structural adjustment program 
funding and is dependent on the Commonwealth Government’s transferring an equivalent amount to the State.  
This is business-exit funding.  I regret to say that at this stage the Commonwealth Government is not pulling its 
weight, and its contribution is doubtful.  Again, this matter was either committed to or substantially committed to 
by the previous Government.  I am advised that it could have been wholly or substantially included in the pre-
election financial projections statement.  

Reference was also made to the police budget and funding to meet shortfalls in land sales and reappropriation of 
land sales proceeds.  I am not entirely satisfied with the detail that has been provided.  Perhaps we can deal with 
it in committee if the member wants to pursue it.  However, I have been advised, irrespective of what my 
colleague the Minister for the Environment and Heritage may have said, that the sale would not have taken place 
this financial year in any event.  In those circumstances, it is appropriate that the amount be included.  Again, if 
the member wants to pursue that issue in committee, I trust a more detailed response can be provided.  

Hon Barry House referred to the $3.5 million allocated to improving telecommunication services in the south 
west land division.  This item relates to an agreement between the State Government, the Commonwealth 
Government and Telstra.  Apparently the sale of the land at Margaret River took place in November 2000.  The 
member knows its precise location better than I do, but if he wants to follow it up in committee, so be it.  The 
member mentioned difficulties experienced getting mobile telephone calls through to country members and 
referred to a message left for one of his colleagues.  One of my federal colleagues, Kelvin Thomson, had a 
outgoing message on his mobile phone along the lines that he anticipated being able to answer the call but he 
was completing a business activity statement for a constituent and that, if it took him more than an hour to return 
the call, the caller should blame Peter Costello for making such a hash of the tax system.  Members on both sides 
of politics experience these problems.  
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The other matters raised can be dealt with in committee.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the Chair; Hon N.D. Griffiths (Minister Assisting the 
Treasurer) in charge of the Bill. 

Clause 1:  Short title -  
Hon DEE MARGETTS:  During my brief contribution to the second reading debate I flagged some questions I 
wish to ask.  I hope the minister has had some time to prepare responses.  

Hon Peter Foss mentioned the Labor Government’s practice of underspending budgets from time to time.  It is 
not an uncommon practice; certainly, during the federal Labor Government’s time in office it was a common 
occurrence.  It was a ratchetting-down effect.  A department might have underspent its budget by 10 per cent.  
We can only imagine what kind of memos were sent to indicate that that was a desired outcome.  However, by 
the next budget, there was an indication that the budget for a program had increased by 10 per cent.  A graph 
over time of what happened to spending in a particular area would show that expenditure went down.  The 
budget projections were based on actual spending rather than the spending proposed in the previous budget.  It 
may well be that in each new budget, except for particular areas, there would appear to be an overall spending 
increase, perhaps in line with inflation, but that over time in a whole range of areas, departments’ budgets were 
directed to underspend by around 10 per cent a year.  Therefore, on a regular basis a five per cent increase in 
budget spending really meant a five per cent decrease overall once the regular underspending was factored in.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  The comments the member is making at the moment could have been raised during 
the second reading speech.  I raise that point.  I will not stop the member, but in this Chamber, the second 
reading debate is available to members to canvass the Bill in general terms.  The committee stage, as the member 
well knows, is very specifically to question the minister on particular issues.  I heard the member’s speech in the 
second reading debate.  She said at the time that she intended to leave some matters to the committee stage.  As I 
say, I will not stop the member today, but members should know that there are specific times in this Chamber 
when people can speak to Bills.  That depends on whether we are in the second reading stage or the committee 
stage.  I think Hon Dee Margetts is sufficiently experienced to know the system.  Will she please continue on her 
track today?  As I have indicated, the member could have covered these points at the second reading stage. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Thank you, Chair, for your guidance.  I understand that.  I checked with the President 
before the committee stage to find out whether we would be dealing with various clauses of the Bill and whether 
we would be able to canvass wider issues.  I am flagging that it is the intention of the Greens (WA) as well as 
Hon Peter Foss to look carefully at whether there is a regular pattern of underspending in budgets.  We will be 
keen to keep an eye on it.   

The questions that I flagged relate to the $68 million of expenditure for the Department of Conservation and 
Land Management.  Although I understand that the expenditure is related to the expected establishment of the 
Forest Products Commission, I also understand that there are not necessarily a large number of staff to be 
restructured.  Will the minister provide us with some outlines of the areas of expenditure covered by that 
$68 million?   

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  This money was set out in the budget to go to the Forest Products Commission.  The 
Forest Products Commission came into being late in the piece.  As a result, the money reverted to the agency that 
had the responsibility for it under the previous administrative arrangements, namely the Department of 
Conservation and Land Management.  I am advised that CALM in its annual report will be detailing how it has 
spent those sums. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  This is special or unforeseen expenditure.  I have had some feedback from the 
conservation movement and it was unaware of the need for $68 million.  Given that we are required to deal with 
this legislation now and that information has been given about much smaller elements of this allocation, I do not 
know that “go and look in the CALM report” is an adequate answer.  Will the minister provide some general 
idea of what the specific allocations are for employment, industry restructuring or buildings purchased or sold?  
Will the minister give some general idea of how this $68 million of public funding will be allocated? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I am advised that it is core conservation land management expenditure.  What is 
unforeseen about it is the fact that the Forest Products Commission did not come into being until late in the day, 
as set out in the document with which the member has been provided.  This is an interesting exercise because I 
am dealing with decisions of the previous Government as well as, in part, decisions of the current Government.  
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As to the detail of these core matters, I suppose that I can ask the officers to continue to give me detailed 
answers, but the fact is that the answers will be provided in CALM’s annual report.  I am advised that they are 
general programs that CALM runs in carrying out its mission.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I need further clarification.  If the minister is saying that this is expenditure in the 
normal operation of CALM, then it is a little difficult to know why it is an extraordinary expenditure.  I realise 
that some of the funding was to go to the new commission.  Am I to assume that the normal operating 
expenditures of CALM were allocated to the new commission, and the new commission is not operating, so the 
normal operating expenditures have had to be re-allocated, or is it something other than the normal operating 
expenditures of CALM?  Am I to assume that the normal operating expenditures would not have been covered 
by normal budget allocations? 

The CHAIRMAN:  I will invite the minister to reply to the question.  However, I advise the Committee that we 
are not dealing in a proper manner with clause 1, the short title.  If members want to discuss specific areas in the 
proposed allocation of $300 million for 2001-02, they should discuss that when the Committee is debating clause 
4.  If they want to discuss the so-called top-up of the current Treasurer’s Advance Account, they should discuss 
that when the Committee is discussing clause 7.  I say that because the Committee should move away from the 
short title and get to the specifics of the Bill.   

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The expenditure is normal; the abnormality arises from the administrative arrangements 
because of the late passage of the legislation and the creation of the new department.   

Clause put and passed. 
The CHAIRMAN:  Hon Dee Margetts has the opportunity with clauses 4 and 7 to raise any other issues.  Clause 
4 relates to the proposed expenditure of $300 million and clause 7 relates to the top-up, so to speak. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Is the Chair inviting me to flag whether I want to speak further to one of these clauses? 

The CHAIRMAN:  Yes, I am.  Clauses 2 and 3 come before clause 4.  I need to put those before I can give the 
member an opportunity to move to clause 4, which will then give the member an opportunity to discuss in detail 
the expenditure of $300 million that is proposed for 2001-02. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Thank you, Chair.  The minister appears not to be able to clarify this matter entirely to my 
satisfaction.  I have the impression that I will not get any further with this line of questions.   

The CHAIRMAN:  The member can speak, as any member can speak, to clause 4 on the specific financial 
implications, or to clause 7, when we get to them.  I do not want to cut the member off.  All I ask is for members 
to indicate whether they want to speak to any further clauses.  

Clauses 2 and 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4:  Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation for 2001-2002 - 
The CHAIRMAN:  I am certainly not trying to cut the member off; I am trying to help her.  If any members 
want to speak to this clause, which deals with the $300 million proposed for 2001-02, now is their chance. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  During the second reading debate, I asked the minister if he would provide information 
on whether any funds were received that would offset the $300 million, the expenditure of which we are being 
asked to approve. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The sale of AlintaGas and increases in mining and petroleum royalties. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  In an effort to get some clarification, will the minister tell the Chamber how far 
$68 million goes in the running of the Department of Conservation and Land Management?  Is that what it 
would cost to run CALM for a year?  I understand that CALM attracts some of its own revenue.  Is that included 
in that $68 million?  Is that $68 million the operating expenditure for a year or part of a year?  Will the minister 
enlighten me on what we get for that $68 million in respect of ordinary operating expenditure? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I am advised that it is for a period of five months - five-twelfths of the year. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I want the minister to clarify one matter, if he can.  Were the windfall revenue gains 
from oil and gas royalties about $120 million?  I think I remember seeing that figure somewhere recently. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The figure is of that order. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 5 to 7 put and passed. 
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Title put and passed. 
Report 

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Third Reading 
Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon N.F. Griffiths (Minister Assisting the Treasurer), and passed. 
 


