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Division 8:  Treasury and Finance, $1 346 882 000 - 
Hon Adele Farina, Deputy Chairman. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths, Minister for Racing and Gaming. 

Mr J. Langoulant, Under Treasurer. 

Mr R. Davies, Acting Commissioner of State Revenue. 

Mr B. Sullivan, Assistant Commissioner of State Revenue. 

Mr C. Murphy, Executive Director, Finance. 

Ms A. Nolan, Executive Director, Economic. 

Mr R. Mianich, Acting Executive Director. 

Mr D. Imber, Director, Fiscal Strategy. 

Mr P. Webster, Principal Financial Analyst. 

Mr R. Kernahan, Manager, Financial Services. 

Mr G. Jayasinghe, Manager, Financial Services. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  On behalf of the Legislative Council Estimates Committee, I welcome you to 
today’s hearing.  Government agencies and departments have an important role and duty in assisting Parliament 
to scrutinise the budget papers on behalf of the people of Western Australia.  The Committee values that 
assistance.   

Members are asked to sit towards the front of the Chamber where practicable so that witnesses will not have to 
turn their heads when answering questions.  It will greatly assist Hansard if when referring to the Budget 
Statements volumes or the consolidated fund estimates, members give the page number, item, program, amount, 
and so on in preface to their questions.  If supplementary information is to be provided, I ask for your 
cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the Committee’s clerk within five working days of receipt of the 
questions.  An example of the required Hansard style for the documents has been provided to your advisers.   

May I remind those members of the public in attendance that only accredited media representatives may take 
notes.  However, full Hansard transcripts will be available to the public within a week of the close of these 
hearings.   

The Committee reminds agency representatives to respond to questions in a succinct manner and to limit the 
extent of personal observations.   

I ask the witnesses whether they have read, understood and completed the Information for Witnesses form and 
whether they fully understand the meaning and effect of that document? 

WITNESSES:  Yes.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  We have set aside only 45 minutes for this division, so I ask that members keep 
the questions as succinct as possible and that the answers provided also be succinct.  

[3.50 pm] 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I refer to the post-election revenue growth.  I am happy to provide the minister with a 
copy of the document that I will refer to, for his information.  It is a consolidation taken out of the statements.  
The pre-election statement for 2001-02 indicated a revenue of $10.1427 million, the budget indicates 
$10.173 million, and last year’s revenue was $9.9653 million.  Post-election growth was $570.8 million, which 
obviously translates similarly to the out years and in fact grows.  First, when did the minister become aware of 
this revenue windfall that the Government has inherited; and, secondly, was it while the Government was falsely 
claiming that there was a black hole? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  First, there was no false claim.  What was stated by the Treasurer was accurate.  The 
Barnett black hole relates to a number of unfunded commitments of which the member should be well aware.  
The previous Government’s administration had revenue that was not in the previous budget when it was 
presented.  It had the benefit of the privatisation of AlintaGas, of an increase in the price of petroleum and of a 
drop in the exchange rate of the Australian dollar, which created revenue flows far greater than the Government 
had presumably anticipated.  As a result, the budget position at the end of the recently completed financial year 
was considerably better than would otherwise have been the case because the previous Government, frankly, 
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overspent and overtaxed.  The figures at the end of last year also were much better because of the cost saving 
measures introduced by this Government soon after it came to office. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Can the minister answer the question?  This is not question time; it is a time for giving 
evidence to the Committee.  The question was: at what date did the Government become aware of it? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I ask the Under Treasurer to advise when he informed the Government of the ongoing 
process. 

Mr LANGOULANT:  The advice on revenue was provided through the months from May onwards.  As 
members would expect, when forming budgets we review the revenue estimates.  We took the last call towards 
the latter part of August on the major aggregates of the anticipated exchange rate and oil price, which would 
underpin the revenue.  These were the two significant contributors to the improvement in revenue.  We also 
finalised our economic forecasts at that time when those forecasts have a bearing on revenue.  It was therefore a 
process of progressive advice through that time, with the revenue estimates firming towards the end of the 
budget development phase. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I will follow up that question in due course and I am conscious that other members have 
questions to ask during this session.  What is the total of the priority dividend for all departments and agencies?  
The next question may have to be taken on notice.  What sanctions will the Government apply to chief executive 
officers and other senior staff who do not achieve the required dividend?  Will Treasury provide a breakdown of 
the departmental and agency units to be reduced and any other relevant information on the specific aspects that 
make up the priority dividend?  My next question may be able to be answered now - can Treasury nominate the 
two or three agencies that will provide the highest priority dividend; for instance, justice, with which we just 
dealt, will provide $7 million this year and $12 million next year, which blew out to $19 million in four years? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The priority dividend across the sector is just under $500 million.  The information 
sought has already been provided by the Treasurer, in the other place.  I will give the member a copy of the 
Treasurer’s information.  The Department of Industry and Technology and the Western Australian Tourism 
Commission, which have made significant contributions, have provided the most in priority dividends. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I am asking for a specific breakdown in due course for this year and the out years, as 
shown in the budget papers. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  That answer applies to that question. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I refer to dot point six on page 145 of budget paper No 2 which deals with the 
management of the financial aspects of the State’s relationship with the Commonwealth Government.  What 
pressures has the goods and services tax brought to bear on government finances since its introduction on 1 July 
2000?  

[4.00 pm] 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The first thing to note about the GST is its effect on overall economic performance.  It 
has been an absolute disaster for economic growth in Australia and it has been very bad for Western Australia.  
In recent times, particularly under the previous Administration, we have had very low rates of economic growth.  
The fact that economic growth has slowed as a result of the GST, when it should not have, has been very bad for 
this State and for the State’s overall budget position.  We can thank Mr Howard and our predecessors for that 
state of affairs.   

The GST on its own has not been sufficient to compensate the State for the loss of those taxes that it gave up 
pursuant to the intergovernmental agreement entered into between the Prime Minister and the previous 
Treasurer.  It has not been sufficient to compensate the States for those losses, together with the increased 
expenditure responsibilities imposed upon the States.  Although the Commonwealth asserts that it has been 
paying the States top-up grants, the so-called budget-balancing assistance, to ensure that the States are no worse 
off compared with the pre-GST commonwealth funding arrangements, that position has not been achieved.  The 
intergovernmental agreement and its consequences have been very bad for the financing of this State.  We can 
blame Mr Howard and our predecessors in State Government for that.  The top-up grants have fallen short to the 
extent that the Commonwealth assumed that the GST-related tax changes would boost economic growth and, 
therefore, state taxation.  Our predecessors and their colleagues in Canberra are consistently wrong when they 
deal with the GST.  For example, on this basis $8.5 million was deducted from Western Australia’s top-up grants 
in 2000-01, and a further $11.5 million will be deducted in 2001-02.  Further, the Commonwealth has operated 
on the assumption that there are substantial savings to state government agencies from the abolition of the 
wholesale sales tax, presumably embedded in the costs of their inputs.  As a result of that brilliant piece of 
theory, $50.1 million was deducted from Western Australia’s top-up grants in 2000-01 and a further 
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$53.4 million will be deducted in 2001-02.  It is a shocking performance on the part of our predecessors and the 
Howard Government.  One would think that our predecessors would have done a deal that safeguarded the 
interests of the State.  However, they were not concerned about that; the only thing they seemed to be concerned 
about was their own electoral skins.  In dealing with the wholesale sales tax issue, supposedly embedded in the 
cost of inputs, few agencies have been able to identify such savings.  Although general consumer price index 
outcomes suggest that some embedded tax savings are being passed on, the actual magnitude is difficult to 
determine.  In summary, as a result of Mr Howard and his GST and those to my right, the State is considerably 
worse off.  

Hon ALAN CADBY:  In budget paper No 3, the Economic and Fiscal Outlook, certain parameters are identified 
as affecting the budget’s bottom line.  Two of the parameters are a growth rate of four per cent, up from the 
current 1.75 per cent, and an inflation rate of three per cent, up from 2.5 per cent.  Chapter 4 of that budget paper 
discusses the basis of the Government’s modelling and some factors that may affect growth.  These include 
exports to markets such as the United States of America and Singapore.  It identifies the damage that will be 
done if their growth rate decreases.  It also refers to the value of the Australian dollar, home consumption and the 
like.  It also states that a long-term risk to the State’s growth rate is the Kyoto Protocol and that the protocol has 
significant potential to constrain growth.  That is on page 153.  

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Who is going to sign it? 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  Can I ask the question?  My bottom line is just that.  Has the minister revisited his 
economic model since the disaster of 11 September?  Has he been asked by the current State Government to 
revisit his model?  Are the growth rate and inflation rate projections still current?  If the growth rate falls to, say, 
two or three per cent, what effect will this have on the budget’s bottom line?  Finally, is Kim Beazley aware of 
the damage he will do to the growth of our State if he is ever in a position to sign the Kyoto Protocol?  

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The member would be aware that Kim Beazley is a great champion of Western 
Australia and his election will enhance the economic performance of this State.  We look forward to new 
industry being developed in Jervoise Bay and I am looking forward to the construction of the coastguard boats.  
Kim Beazley is a great Western Australian and he will be a great Prime Minister.   

Unlike our counterparts in the Commonwealth Government, we will have a midyear review and that will be 
disclosed at the appropriate time, not one-third of the way through the financial year.  All of these matters will be 
dealt with in the midyear review, and that is the appropriate time.  The member raises a number of interesting 
observations.  There are a number of variables, and it is appropriate to see how these matters pan out.  The 
midyear review will take place.  The member will be informed following that, as will the public.  That is the 
process, otherwise we are engaging in speculation.  I note the rhetoric employed in asking the question.  

Hon ALAN CADBY:  The minister has said that it is an interesting question.  I would like at least one part of my 
question answered now; that is, what is the bottom line if the growth rate falls to two to three per cent?  Surely 
Treasury would have done this in its modelling.   

[4.10 pm] 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  That will depend on what gives rise to the bottom line.  There are many variables in 
dealing with the budget, and one can single out one variable and say that if everything else remains the same, 
that variable will have an effect.  However, at the moment we are engaging in hypotheticals.  There will be a 
midyear review, and that is when the matter will be dealt with.  The member can be assured that the State is in 
very good hands for the first time in a number of years; therefore, he should be able to sleep well tonight, 
because I intend to. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  Is the minister still standing by a growth rate of four per cent?  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Hon Alan Cadby does not have the call.  Given the limited time that we have for 
this section, I will allow members to ask only one question and one supplementary question, and I ask that the 
questions and the answers be kept succinct. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  The second part of the first dot point on page 146 refers to long-term issues in the 
commonwealth-state relationship and states -  

large disparities between the States in the level of support received from the Federal Government is 
contributing to questions about the fairness of the Commonwealth Grants Commission process -  

What are those questions of fairness that are referred to?   

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Western Australia is getting a very rough deal in this process and has been getting a 
rough deal for a long time; and, frankly, it is about time that was addressed.  The situation has been very bad 
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over many years and has been awful over the past five years.  The whole process needs an overhaul.  Over the 
past eight years, the Commonwealth Grants Commission has recommended a reduction in Western Australia’s 
funding share of some $364 million per annum.  Western Australia’s revenue raising capacity is not addressed 
adequately.  The Treasurer, Hon Eric Ripper, has been at the forefront of reform in this matter and is 
participating, along with New South Wales and Victoria, in a review of the current process, and that review is 
expected to be completed next year.  The process fails to take into account the enormous demands on 
government in Western Australia in providing infrastructure and in delivering services because of the fact that 
we are a growing State.  It is very unfortunate from Western Australia’s point of view that we are subsidising 
other parts of Australia such as Queensland.  That is not right.  The previous Government failed to address that 
matter.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:   Rubbish!  Stop talking drivel!   

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The member should stop interjecting.  No doubt it sought to address it, and I am sure it 
did its best, but regrettably it failed.  Hon Eric Ripper is moving this matter along, with some useful allies in 
New South Wales and Victoria.   

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  The item to which I referred on page 146 concludes with the words “and the need for 
reform of that process”.  What reforms does the State Government believe are needed in the Commonwealth 
Grants Commission process?   

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Western Australia has a number of demand pressures that are not met, and our revenue 
raising capacities are not acknowledged.  Those matters are the subject of the review that the Treasurer has 
caused to be undertaken with New South Wales and Victoria.  That should put pressure on the Commonwealth to 
achieve some real fairness in the system.   

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  This question may need to be taken on notice.  In talking about grants to the State, I 
ask that the committee be provided with the following details.  Between 1983 and 1996, under the federal Hawke 
and Keating Labor Governments, there was a reduction in both dollar and percentage terms in the percentage of 
the total tax take that was allocated to the State.  I understand that during that 13-year period, Western 
Australia’s percentage of the total tax take was reduced from about 27 per cent to about 20 per cent, which meant 
that about $400 million or $500 million was taken from Western Australia in the form of grants.  In 1986, there 
was a 19 per cent increase in income tax collections by the Commonwealth as a result of wage blow-outs and 
bracket creep in people’s income tax obligations.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  The questions asked need to relate to the budget papers, and I do not see how that 
question relates.  Perhaps the member can assist me.   

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  With all due respect, Madam Deputy Chairman, Treasury and the Government 
operate on the grants that come to the State, and the Government allocates resources to the different agencies as 
it wishes.  It is, therefore, a very important matter to find out.  We can take it through to 2001 and look at the 
savage reductions that have occurred during those years in the percentage of the total tax take that the 
Commonwealth returned to the State. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I again draw the member’s attention to the fact that the question must relate 
directly to the budget papers.   

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I will find the page and let the Deputy Chairman know. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  If the member could do that, that would be of assistance.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  We seem to be preoccupied with commonwealth-state relations, and I will continue with 
that line of questioning.  We were told by the federal Government that the GST would create an expanded 
funding base for the States and give them greater flexibility.  However, page 146 of the Budget Statements 
appears to indicate concerns about specific purpose payments and how they continue to be tied down, and that 
appears to contradict the promise that the federal Government made to the States.  What are those concerns with 
regard to specific purpose payments?  

[4.20 pm] 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  As the budget papers correctly point out, specific purpose payments continue to have 
great significance.  The budget papers make reference to specific purpose payments.  The dot point referred to 
under commonwealth-state relations identifies areas of concern.  These payments are very important in areas 
such as training, housing, education, disability services and the environment.  If the committee looks through 
those agencies, it will get an understanding of the sums and programs about which we are talking. 
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A major difficulty with the payments is the highly restrictive conditions attached to the grants; thus the reference 
to the impact on policy flexibility.  The restrictive conditions include matching grants.  If it is a commonwealth 
initiative - something that the Commonwealth wants - it is a great political imperative for the Commonwealth.  
However, it may not be the proper political priority of the State.  It might be a good thing.  There might be a lot 
of public demand for it.  However, the Commonwealth will tell the State that it will not get funding for a 
program that the community wants unless the State takes money out of its budget.  Therefore, to get the money 
that it otherwise would not get, the State is obliged to take money away from areas on which it would rather 
spend its money.  Those matching grants require a maintenance of effort and a reprioritising from areas on which 
the State would rather spend its money.   

I am advised that there are often unnecessarily cumbersome approval and reporting arrangements.  In these 
areas, in many instances there tends to be unnecessary use of government resources.  Frankly, the world would 
be better if the Commonwealth just gave us, for the most part, our fair share of the country’s taxation resources.  
Then the State Government could prioritise according to the proper needs of Western Australia.  However, that is 
not occurring, particularly under the current federal Government. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  It has never been the case, and the minister knows it as well as I do.  If Beazley wins, it will 
be no different.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Order! 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The world gets worse.  Unless the Opposition cares to adopt a bit of bipartisanship for a 
change and act in the State’s interests - 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Come off the grass!  Where has the minister been?  Has he had his head buried in the sand? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I think the member is on the grass, and I will not enter into a debate on where his head 
has been.  The difficulty with these payments is that they involve considerable waste and duplication.  The State 
is very much at the coalface of delivering services to our communities.  When the Commonwealth says that it 
wants us to spend something on an area of policy, and it applies strings to it, it is not dealing with the programs 
in a way that will benefit Western Australia.  It does not take into account those matters that are specific and 
idiosyncratic to Western Australia.  There is an incapacity to tailor programs to the specific circumstances of 
communities.  These are matters that the State Government is better able to do. 

This Government has adopted a new strategic framework for negotiating the payments, including best practice 
guidelines, which will be provided to all ministers and agencies.  These guidelines seek, among other things, to 
shift the focus from money spent by the Government to service delivery outcomes.  These guidelines have been 
adopted by all States and Territories.  However, guess what?  They have not been endorsed by the 
Commonwealth Government.  They should have been.  The Commonwealth is letting down Western Australia 
and the rest of Australia by not adopting the guidelines.  We are pressing, and will continue to press, the 
Commonwealth on the issue.  We trust it will come to the party soon.  I do not want to be political, so I will not 
make an observation about post 10 November. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I draw members’ attention to the fact that it is now 4.25 pm, and we have five 
minutes remaining.  However, I will run the session for a further five minutes because we commenced a bit late.  
I ask that the questions and answers be kept succinct so that there will be as many questions and answers as 
possible in the next 10 minutes.  I also point out that we will probably not get through all the questions that 
members would like to ask.  If members want to put their questions on notice, they will need to have them 
written out and handed to the clerk within 30 minutes of the conclusion of this session. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  I refer to the revenues on page 171.  Perhaps the minister could give me an explanation of 
the fuel franchise levy and how it relates to the goods and services tax.  Then I will ask a follow-up question 
about the Western Australian Government Railways Commission, which I intended to ask when a Bill went 
through the House, but I was told to ask the minister the question during the Estimates Committee hearings.  The 
issue is that moneys were raised for road funding.  These figures do not match the road funding that was raised.  
Is the funding still raised through that levy?   

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Hon Murray Criddle would be aware that the State does not raise any revenue through 
the fuel franchise levy.  That has gone. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  I will explain.  Does the federal Government raise the money in that way, and how is it 
fed back to the State?   

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The money the State gets from the Commonwealth, apart from the specific payments 
with which we have dealt, comes, in the main, from our share of the GST revenue. 
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Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  I will ask a follow-up question.  On page 144 there is a funding amount for the Western 
Australian Government Railways Commission.  How will the money be raised for the Western Australian 
Government Railways Commission to pay for the southern transport corridor?  In the debate in this Chamber, I 
was told to ask that question here. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The capital is funded from debt.  The recurrent expenditure is yet to be allocated.  The 
planning processes must be completed before that decision is made. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I refer to output 2 on page 152, which deals with financial management and 
advisory services, and I refer specifically to the target that the Government has adopted to retain its AAA credit 
rating.  Could the minister outline the strategy adopted by this Government to ensure that the credit rating is 
maintained?  

[4.30 pm] 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  This Government’s target of maintaining the State’s credit rating is effected by 
monitoring the two ratios relevant to the rating agencies when assessing the State’s rating.  They are to maintain 
net debt as a share of total revenue for the total non-financial public sector at or below 45 per cent, and real per 
capita general government expenses to not increase.  I should point out that this is necessary because of what has 
taken place in recent years.  In recent rating reviews completed before this Government took office, both 
Standard and Poor’s (Australia) Pty Ltd and Moody’s Investors Service confirmed the State’s AAA rating but 
flagged their concerns about the rate of growth in general government expenses and net debt.  The two areas of 
specific concern were the rapid acceleration in net debt contained in the previous Government’s budget outlook 
following its privatisations and trends in expenses.  Debt fell because of privatisation.  The previous 
Government’s forward estimates exposed a deteriorating debt position on the part of the State.   

The ratings agencies were concerned at both rapid growth and expenses over time, which had been outstripping 
revenue growth, and the lack of performance in holding expense outcomes to budget.  It is a bit like Mr Howard.  
Whenever someone feels a bit of heat, he starts spending more money on pet projects.  When we won the 
election, Standard and Poor’s rating agency made a public announcement concerning the level of discipline that 
we would need to turn the financial picture around.  The release stated that deficits have been the legacy of the 
outgoing Court Liberal-National Party coalition Government.  I repeat - deficits have been the legacy of the 
outgoing Court Liberal-National Party coalition Government. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  The minister is making a mockery of this process. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am trying to listen, and I cannot hear. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Order!  The minister has the call. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The member asked a very serious question, and if the interjector had taken this issue 
seriously when he was a senior minister in the previous Government, the State would not be in the financial 
position it found itself when we came to office.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I ask the minister to direct his comments to answering the question. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I am most obliged, Madam Chair.  I am drawing my comments to a close. 

The agency also observed that there was a challenge for the incoming Government, which was to control the 
growth in operating expenses.  It noted that borrowings proposed by the previous Government would to a large 
degree undo the reduction in debt levels from privatisation.  Those are the issues that we are addressing to do our 
best to ensure that the State retains its AAA credit rating.  The previous Government had expanding levels of 
debt across the forward estimates, which would have placed the credit rating of the State at risk.  It patted itself 
on the back because it sold the family silver, but when the silver is sold one cannot get it back.  That is what the 
previous Government did with AlintaGas, Westrail Freight and the R&I Bank.  That gave it a superficial look of 
proper financial management, but it is an undeserved view of the previous Government.  The ratings agencies 
did their job by exposing the lack of financial responsibility on the part of the previous Government.  That was 
the view of not only rating agencies but also serious financial commentators in the more serious financial Press 
in this State. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Madam Chairman, you did ask people asking questions to keep them succinct, and certainly 
the answers.  We have had nothing else but monologues from the minister at great length for the past 35 minutes.  
I ask you to ask him to bring his answers to a close so that people can ask questions.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I am sure the minister is attempting to bring his answer to a close. 
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Hon N.F. MOORE:  He is not attempting it at all. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  It would be a lot easier for him to do so if there were fewer interjections. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I was attempting to bring my answer to a close, and I have sought to do so on a number 
of occasions, but unfortunately those opposite tend to interject and keep asking me further questions.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I thank the minister for the response.  I did have a supplementary question, but in 
view of the time I will give up the opportunity of asking it. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  How was the priority insurance dividend determined for each agency?  Was it a proportion 
of their revenue or a proportion of something else?  Was it a value judgment made by somebody?  I gather from 
the Under Treasurer’s comments earlier that a big payer was the Western Australian Tourism Commission.  I can 
only presume that the amount was a percentage, because it was more than that paid by Treasury, which is a 
significantly bigger agency than the Tourism Commission.  How was the dividend accounted for across the 
board and on what basis was a decision made for each amount to be charged? 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I ask the minister to keep his answer succinct because we are running over time. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  It is a proportion of the operating expense, not taking into account matters where there 
was no discretion to cut costs.  Across Government as a whole, certain areas were relieved of that, and I believe 
the member is aware of those. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  What was the proportion? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  After the non-discretionary items are taken out, it comes to about 3.5 per cent or 
something in that range. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  For each agency? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I took the question to be referring to the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor.  If 
the member was talking about each agency, I would have to take the question on notice. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  How did the Government decide how much each agency should pay by way of a dividend? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  If the member wants that question answered in detail now, he can read page 18 of 
budget paper No 3, which I think provides the answer. 

Sitting suspended from 4.39 to 4.45 pm 
 


