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TREASURER’S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 7 April.   
MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [7.30 pm]:  I envisage that the second reading stage of the 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2005 will not take anywhere near as long as the previous bill.  That does 
not mean that it is an insignificant piece of legislation; rather, it does not have quite the same complexities or 
unintended implications as the previous bill.  The Treasurer’s advance bill stems from one of the pieces of 
legislation we talked about previously and the process that has been in place under both the current 
administration and the previous Liberal government.  In a nutshell, for some years the Treasurer has had 
legislative authority to make payments or advances in accordance with the authorisation bill to a limit of 
$300 million.  That amount was increased a few years ago from $200 million and, undoubtedly, it will continue 
to be increased over the years.  Each year a different advance authorisation bill is required to come before this 
Parliament which, put simply, allows for money to be provided through Treasury for various purposes and 
ultimately recouped from the departments or agencies concerned.  A typical example is when Treasury pays the 
rent on a department’s premises and then recoups that money from the department concerned.  This is one way 
for Treasury to handle the initial stage of that financial transaction.  The opposition will not focus on the 
$300 million allocation in great detail.  As I said, there is nothing in that component of the legislation that stands 
out from what has happened in previous years.  However, I want to make some brief comments about the final 
clauses of the bill, which seek to increase the $300 million figure to $750 million for the current financial year.   
The Treasurer’s advance obviously relates to exactly that - making provision for payments or advances.  
However, clause 7 of the bill seeks to provide an additional $450 million of funding through the advance 
authorisation process.  The essential reason for this is to fund a range of commitments that were made prior to 
the last election.  When I looked at the number of times the base amount of the advance authorisation has been 
amended in this way, the largest amount was $350 million in one year.  I do not have the notes with me, but I 
seem to recall that a bit over $240 million was for one particular reason.  I will not call it a technicality, but it 
was not for a grab-bag of spending initiatives such as we see in this legislation.  When we look at the reasons 
that the Treasurer indicated he wants to increase the amount in the Treasurer’s advance authorisation bill, we 
find items that amount to election commitments made in the lead-up to the election.  The list that the Treasurer 
provided includes $97 million of expenditure in the health portfolio.  That includes a number of things, such as 
extra expenditure on trying to reduce hospital waiting lists and dealing with the crisis in our hospitals’ 
emergency departments.  It includes money for school building maintenance and $88 million worth of financial 
assistance - I like that phrase - for the sale of the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline.  I will not go through 
the others; they are set out in the minister’s second reading speech.  The point I want to raise - I will not criticise 
the process, because it is a legitimate way of providing the funding necessary to take care of those particular 
expenditure commitments - is that prior to the election an additional $450 million worth of expenditure 
commitments were made.  That demonstrates not only the funding increases that this government has 
implemented in recent times, but also that a revenue capacity exists to fund those commitments.  Again, it 
demonstrates the increase in revenue that this state has obtained through a variety of sources, whether through 
taxation increases or increased revenue from the commonwealth and so forth.  If we look, for example, at the 
cost of the Labor Party’s expenditure decisions since the 2004-05 budget, we can see why this bill is necessary.  
For example, at the time of the 2004-05 budget the government had revenue initiatives - in other words, the 
government was forgoing revenues - of around $176 million.  It had expenditure commitments of more than 
$147 million, so the total overall real cost of the budget was something in the order of $323 million.  When we 
track that through the midyear statements, we find that that total budget cost blows out in 2004-05 to 
$504 million.  In fact, it is more than $504 million.  To give members an idea of the scale of the increase in 
expenditure and the total budget commitments that either absorb or forgo revenue, let us consider the pre-
election statement for 2004-05.  There is a total budget cost of $20.5 million for the fiscal year of 2004-05.  As at 
the pre-election budget statements prior to that financial year - we are going back a few years - we can see that in 
2004-05 there would have been budget costs of around $20.5 million.  However, the actual figure in accordance 
with the 2004-05 midyear statement ended up being around $505 million.  That is quite staggering, and it 
demonstrates the capacity that this government had at the time as a result of a huge increase in taxation revenue 
and revenue from other sources.  That does not just apply to 2004-05, because the forward estimates reveal a 
similar type of thing happening.  In fact, if we go through that exercise for a period of four years, we find that the 
total cost of the budget in terms of revenue forgone and extra budget expenditure commitments is more than 
$4 000 million - more than $4 billion.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  I have not quite followed the member for Leschenault’s argument.  What base line are you 
assuming to make those judgments? 
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Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  From 2004-05 onwards, I have had a look at the impact of the decisions that 
have been made from the 2004-05 budget - that is, Labor Party decisions since 2004-05 right through to its 
election commitments.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  And then you take them on a four-year basis. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Yes, the cost of those commitments on a four-year basis.  When the whole 
thing is tallied up, we end up with, as I said, more than $4 billion.  That is the impact over four years on the 
state’s budget. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  You are counting tax decisions as expenditure decisions. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Absolutely.  That is what I was trying to get across.  That is why I said 
revenue is forgone.  In other words, it is the “cost” to the budget of revenue forgone or additional expenditure 
commitments.  I am simply making this point to fit in with the fact that the government was seeking 
$450 million in the 2004 Treasurer’s Advance authorisation to provide for additional expenditure commitments 
in these cases, obviously, as part of the overall massive growth in government expenditure.  I have added to that 
the areas in which the government has forgone revenue as a cost to its overall budget strategy. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Member, I appreciate the way in which you have made the calculations.  You have really 
added together tax and expenditure initiatives, because they both have the same effect on the bottom line.  
However, you can’t count $1 billion in tax cuts as a growth in government expenditure. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  No, but the point I am making, and I made earlier, is that to spend 
$450 million extra, unless the Treasurer tallies up the debt or whatever, money must be coming into the till. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  That’s true. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The point we have been trying to make ad nauseam, and we will make in 
another debate at another time, is that we must look at how the government has gained that money and what the 
government has been saying at the same time as it has been getting such enormous revenue growth and so on.  
However, we will have our opportunity to speak on that in the not too distant future.  For example - I have used 
these figures before, I think - since the 2000-01 budget and up to 2004-05, as the Treasurer knows, there has 
been cumulative revenue growth over a four-year period of more than $7 billion, and at the same time the 
government has obviously been trying to blame the commonwealth for reduced revenues.  The one point I want 
to make about that $450 million - because that is what really stands out - is that the government barrelled into an 
election making some significant expenditure decisions.  Now the Treasurer is essentially asking for the 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2004 to be amended to take into account those expenditures. 
I will not delay the debate on this bill.  I would like some information on a couple of matters.  This is a good 
opportunity for me to ask for it, and I am quite happy if the Treasurer indicates he will provide the information 
later.  The Treasurer presented by way of summary a number of items totalling about $450 million that he wishes 
to fund through this measure.  It would be appreciated if a further breakdown could be provided of each of those 
items.  One of the reasons that we would particularly appreciate that breakdown is that we are trying to see the 
extent to which those commitments relate to capital expenditures versus recurrent expenditures.  We are trying to 
see the sort of impact that some of these things will have on future year budgets. 

We have no difficulty with the Treasurer’s authorisation process.  I just want to make the point that this 
government has managed to blow out government expenditure in an unprecedented manner.  As I said, when the 
decisions from the 2004-05 budget through to the government’s election promises are carried forward over a 
four-year period, there is a cumulative impact on the state’s budget of more than $4 billion.  It must be borne in 
mind that I said that that was up to the election.  Election commitments totalling in excess of $1 billion were then 
made after the pre-election budget statement was produced.  Once we wrap all this up - I am sure that will 
happen in due course - in the next four years the cumulative effect on the state budget will be in excess of 
$5 billion.  That is from a government that has indicated that it wants to practise discipline and restraint on 
government expenditure.  Essentially, the government is coming to the Parliament saying that it wants 
$750 million to spend through the Treasurer’s Advance authorisation process.  It wants $450 million to fund a 
pre-election spending spree and commitments.  The only conclusion we can draw from that is that although 
legislatively that is a perfectly adequate way of carrying out these financial management arrangements, it 
highlights a government that is unable to keep its belt in.  I believe it demonstrates the Treasurer’s addiction to 
the growing tax revenues in this state. 
I do not wish to delay the house.  The accountability provisions that underpin this legislation obviously touch on 
one of the other bills that we were discussing earlier.  Perhaps we can go into this a little more after the budget 
has been delivered. 
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DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [7.46 pm]:  I would not normally speak in this debate, but a couple of 
things caught my eye in the minister’s second reading speech that I could not let pass by. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  I made the mistake of providing too much information. 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Absolutely, he did, and I will ask him for a bit more also.  Three items caught my eye in 
the part of the Treasurer’s speech in which he referred to the $450 million.  I will speak about one of them in a 
bit of detail, and the others just in passing.  All of us could spend a lot of time talking about school maintenance, 
which is one of the items that was listed in the shopping list that the Treasurer provided.  In my electorate in 
particular, a number of quite old schools need a lot of work done on them.  One of the things that is happening 
more and more is that, quite properly, the government is spending money on new schools in new areas, which it 
must do.  However, it is also the case that the older schools often lag behind.  I will give an example from a 
couple of years ago.  Over many years, the parents of the children at Wembley Downs Primary School had raised 
$26 000, I think - the P&C worked very hard - for some airconditioning in the school.  When the P&C went to 
purchase the airconditioning, it was told that it could not install the airconditioning because the electricity supply 
to the school was simply not adequate, and it would cost another $20 000 to upgrade it to the standard that would 
be found in a new school.  I think in the end the government came to the party and provided a substantial portion 
of that amount.  However, they are the sorts of problems that the older schools are facing all the time.  There 
needs to be a very consistent program to make sure that older schools are properly upgraded and are of equal 
standard, or near equal standard, to the new schools that are being built.  That is one matter for the Treasurer to 
keep firmly in his mind. 
The second item that caught my eye - I am sure it would have caught the eye of every member - is the extra 
money spent on health, but particularly on mental health, which is mentioned in the Treasurer’s speech.  Again, 
over the next few years we must look closely at what is being done in the mental health area, particularly in 
mental health programs for very young children, children and adolescents.  A lot of work has been done for 
newborns and children up to the age of about three.  This is an area in which there have been cutbacks in the 
state.  There is a need to work with parents and infants, from a very early age in some cases, to make an 
investment for the future so that the very best is provided for those children with special problems, or for the 
parents of children with special problems, at a very early age.  I mention that in passing.  I am sure I will come 
back to that item at another time when we are dealing with mental health expenditure.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I was slightly distracted as you went on to your second point. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I do not expect the Treasurer to answer that.  It is the next part I am coming to that I 
would like the Treasurer to listen to very carefully.  I must say that it is very distracting with so much talking 
going on.  I find it distracting as well. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  If members want to continue carrying on a conversation, 
they should do so outside the chamber.  I am finding it rather difficult to hear the member, and I am sure 
Hansard is also having problems.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  That brings me to the main points in this shopping list of the Treasurer’s that I want to 
comment on.  I think I have added this up correctly, because I have done my sums twice.  The shopping list 
actually comes to $424 million, so I imagine there are some other small amounts of money in that list.  That gets 
back to the member for Leschenault’s question about what the other $26 million will be spent on.  That would be 
worth knowing. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I will provide that in due course.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I thank the Treasurer.  The item that caught my eye - I am sure it is obvious why - is the 
$57 million grant to Edith Cowan University for the purchase of crown land at the Churchlands campus site.  
That site is in the heart of my electorate.  I want to go back through what I understand about the handing over of 
this crown land by the government to Edith Cowan University.  A decision was made by Edith Cowan 
University many years ago to vacate its campuses at Churchlands and Claremont and concentrate its efforts at 
Joondalup and Mt Lawley.  At the time I expressed my dismay at that decision, because the neighbours in the 
area have appreciated having that tertiary institution, particularly with such a beautiful campus, in their area.  
However, times have changed, and the governing body of the university made that decision.  That decision was 
agreed to by the Court government prior to this government’s coming into office, and it was announced by the 
Premier in a media statement on 16 December 2001.  A number of conditions were attached to the 
announcement.  The media release starts with the words -  

Premier Geoff Gallop today announced a $40million deal for a major expansion of Edith Cowan 
University’s Joondalup campus.   
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Under the arrangement, the state government will grant the university freehold title over its 19ha 
Churchlands campus site -  

Mr Acting Speaker, it continues to be really difficult for me to speak because of the discussions that are taking 
place at the back of the chamber. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order!  Would members please take their conversations 
outside the chamber, because I am having some difficulty hearing the member.  I am not sure whether the 
member is speaking close enough to the microphone, or whether it is working, because I cannot hear the member 
electronically; I can only hear her normal voice. 
Ms M.M. Quirk interjected.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It is a media statement from the member’s esteemed Premier, and I am sure the member 
would like to hear it, even though it is a few years old.  The amount of $40 million is mentioned again as the 
estimated value at the time of sale.  However, the actual grant is $57 million.  I want to know where the 
difference of $17 million comes in.  The Premier said in his media release that two conditions were attached to 
the deal.  Those conditions were -  

Before the deal is finalised, ECU must undertake comprehensive consultation with local residents on 
the sale of the land and the future of a child-care centre on the Churchlands campus. 

I want to address both those points, because I want to know whether the government gave any consideration to 
the consultation on both the sale of the land and the childcare centre.  I doubt that it did.  The university engaged 
in extensive consultation with the community.  It went out of its way to employ experts to carry out that 
consultation.  The consultation process was reasonably satisfactory.  However, a couple of things happened early 
in the process that really concerned me and a lot of other people.  The university said right from the beginning 
that no matter what happened, it wanted to net $40 million from the development.  That immediately put a clamp 
on what could happen with the development.  It upset many people that the university was not particularly 
interested in the area in which it existed for many years as both a college of advanced education and a university; 
all it wanted to do was reap as much money out of that land as it could and move north to Joondalup.  The 
university had an obligation to the community of Churchlands to make sure the development was satisfactory.  
When I raised with the powers to be at the university the question of public open space, they said that if we 
wanted to have more public open space, the housing densities would need to be higher.  Public open space was a 
major issue during the consultation.  A lot of people were involved in the consultation and spent many hours 
going to meetings.  That included people who lived in the surrounding streets; people who represented the 
various schools, such as Newman College, Churchlands Senior High School and Churchlands Primary School; 
people who represented the childcare centre, which had been part of the university for many years; and other 
groups.  People put a lot of work into the consultation process and put their best foot forward.  I attended a 
number of the meetings as an observer, and someone from my office went to the meetings when I could not get 
there, so my office kept in close contact with what was happening.  The upshot of the consultation that was that 
there would be 250 dwellings, zoned R20, R30 and R40.  Everyone agreed that it was a good idea to have a 
number of small blocks, because there were a lot of people in the area who were of retirement age or beyond 
who did not want to stay on their large block in Woodlands, or whatever, but wanted the opportunity to remain 
close by, so the whole package fitted in very nicely with many groups in the community and came out quite well.  
The City of Stirling was very involved in the negotiations and was very happy with the proposal that there be 
250 blocks.    

After at least a year of consultation, the plan was put to the Western Australian Planning Commission.  However, 
the Planning Commission changed substantially what had come out of the consultation process and proposed that 
there be about 350 dwellings on that 19-hectare site, with zonings of up to R60 and R80.  The people who had 
been involved in the consultation were pretty angry about that, because they had put a lot of time and effort into 
it.  The condition of the deal between the Gallop government and the university was that a consultation process 
be carried out.  Many people felt that they had wasted their time on that consultation, because why bother to ask 
them if at the end of the day it would all be changed anyway?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Are you saying that Edith Cowan University was happy with the outcome of the consultation?   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Yes.  It was the Planning Commission that changed it. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Will Edith Cowan achieve more yield from the land as a result? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It has not sold the land yet.  I suspect it will.  That is the point I am making.  It will make 
a lot more money now that it can put an extra 100 dwellings on the site.  Edith Cowan University has said it will 
not do that, but we all know what the reality will be.  It will probably make a lot more money.  The City of 
Stirling was very unhappy, because it took part in the consultation process.   
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Mr E.S. Ripper:  Have you taken up this matter with the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure or the 
Planning Commission? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I gave evidence to the Planning Commission when it held the public hearings.  However, 
that issue had not come up.  It is too late by the time - 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order!  I remind the member that under standing order 94 
the debate needs to have some relevance to the bill, which is the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill.  The 
member is now verging into the expenditure side of things, which will come up at a later stage.  I am allowing 
the member a bit of latitude, but I ask her to bring the debate closer to the bill.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Mr Acting Speaker, I am addressing a matter that was raised in the Treasurer’s second 
reading speech.  I am going back to the original deal that was cut between the government and the university.  I 
am addressing the grant of $57 million.  If the Treasurer was allowed to address that in his second reading 
speech, I should be allowed to address it in the second reading debate. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I will allow it, but I ask the member to bring the debate back to the bill. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I presume the $57 million grant has come back to the Treasurer now, because ECU is 
going ahead with the development.  There is a major flaw in the $40 million deal, because it is now a $57 million 
deal, as the Treasurer mentioned in his second reading speech and as I am addressing now.  There is a major flaw 
in the Treasurer’s proposal.  I do not think anyone asked whether this public announcement was satisfactory.  At 
the end of the day it was not satisfactory, despite the university’s best efforts.  

The second condition of the deal mentioned in the Treasurer’s second reading speech is the community daycare 
centre.  The university had no intention whatsoever of helping that daycare centre.  I have had ongoing 
consultation with the daycare centre, and it recently referred back to me.  The university wiped it from the 
beginning, and said that if the centre could find the money to buy land in the development, then of course it 
could stay.  That daycare centre was established with commonwealth money and is to remain on the campus 
until 2007, otherwise the university would have had to pay back the money.  Development will proceed around 
the daycare centre until 2007.  I suspect that might not be all that healthy for the children attending the centre.  I 
would like to know whether anyone checked whether the daycare centre received a proper hearing from the 
university and whether the consultation was satisfactory.  In one sense it was, but the final result was most 
unsatisfactory for the daycare centre people.  

I wonder why the exchange of cheques had to occur.  Was there some other way to handle that process?  With 
regard to the $57 million grant, did the university pay back $57 million for the land or did it pay $40 million?  
Did the university acquire any other money in that grant?  Will the Treasurer explain the exchange of cheques 
between the government and the university? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I understand it was a straight offset; in other words, the university was granted $57 million and 
it paid $57 million for the land.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Is that the case?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is the case.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Why was it $57 million rather than $40 million?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I imagine that was because the value of the land had risen to that amount and that was the 
correct figure to include in the account. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  That is 33 per cent more. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  There has been a big increase in land values in the past three or four years.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I know there has.  Perhaps the Treasurer can advise whether that is the case.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That would be the case.  The government had decided to allow the crown land to be sold to 
fund developments at the Joondalup campus, and the best way to deal with that in an accounting sense was to 
grant the university the $57 million and have it purchase the land.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  That brings me to another point:  Edith Cowan University is not a land developer, yet in 
arranging this deal, the government has turned the university into a land developer.  Surely it would have been 
much better if the government had arranged the development through LandCorp and given the proceeds to the 
university.  I have always wondered why the government wanted to keep this whole issue at arm’s length.  Did it 
decide to give the grant to the university and leave it with the problems in the community so that the government 
would be home scot-free?  It has probably been done this way given what happened with the development of the 
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old Scarborough Senior High School site.  It was not really necessary to turn a university into a land developer.  
That might be an issue for another time; nevertheless, the Treasurer might like to comment on it.   
The Churchlands campus site has been a very important issue in the heart of the Churchlands electorate for three 
years.  I suppose that, as the sale of land starts this year, other issues might arise.  I hope the Treasurer will be 
able to shed some light on a couple of unanswered questions.  

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin) [8.04 pm]:  The National Party has some concerns with this bill, which 
authorises expenditure of additional funding of $450 million.  In his second reading speech, the Treasurer 
highlighted six significant items for which the expenditure is required.  I will comment on some of them.  
It is interesting that, when the Treasurer requested additional funds shortly after the 2001 state election, he said 
that extra money was needed due to the spending excesses of the previous government following its last budget.  
The Treasurer said in his second reading speech of 2 May 2001 - 

The new Labor Government is committed to a stricter program of expenditure management.  The 
expenditure review committee will ensure that the systematic abuse of the Treasurer’s advance will not 
occur in future.  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.   

As we can see, with this government lots of things have changed since those early days of 2001.  We often hear 
the comment that it was the coalition government’s fault.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  The size of the budget has increased considerably.  
Mr T.K. WALDRON:  They are the Treasurer’s words; these words are my words.  However, the figures are 
there for everyone to see.  Concerns have been raised about the increased rate of spending, which is 
approximately 9.5 per cent for the 2004 period.  This can be sheeted home to increased expenditure across the 
board, particularly during the election campaign, that saw the Labor Party throw fiscal restraint and 
responsibility out the window.  The Gallop government has overspent by about $1.8 billion since 2001.  It has 
made spending promises totalling $800 million for as far ahead as 2008-09.  The point has been made a lot over 
the past few years that taxes have increased by almost a third in the past three years, which is by far the most 
rapid increase in taxation of all states.  The Premier’s pre-election apology for increasing taxes can be seen now 
as a joke.  As evidenced by this bill, the Labor government appears to feel no remorse for the tax increases it 
imposed during its previous term of government.  
The government cannot continue to increase the base level of expansion by amounts such as this.  If the state 
economy were to take a downward turn, or commodity prices were to ease, would the government have a stable 
funding basis to work from?  The economy is okay now, when prices are good, but the situation will change 
down the track.  Can the government say that, when that happens, the taxpayers of Western Australia will not be 
again asked to cough up more money to keep the economy ticking along?  That is a fair question. 
The Treasurer’s second reading speech referred to the need to spend more money on health, and the member for 
Churchlands referred to mental health, which was also mentioned in the Treasurer’s second reading speech.  
Where will that extra money be directed and how will it be used?  During the past four years, members of the 
National Party have spoken about the need to fund country health services.  I said in Parliament last week that 
there are signs of improvement to health services.  The new area manager for health in the wheatbelt seems to 
have taken on board a few issues that we have mentioned, and some positive signs are evident.  I hope this 
money will be directed to where it is most needed.  The focus of the Reid report, of which we have heard a fair 
amount, was to implement change in the health system and to limit growth of recurrent expenditure.  I think 
approximately 79 of the 86 recommendations in the report dealt with reducing recurrent expenditure within our 
health system.  Growth in health services is understandable, as are the increased costs; however, the annual 
spending on health has increased by $89million, which was about 38.6 per cent in 2001.  That is a large increase.  
By about 2006-07 it will be 30 per cent of our state budget and I wonder whether that is sustainable.  If the 
government is to spend that money - it is fair to say that the general public demands money be spent on health - 
we must make sure that it is well spent.  Like the member for Churchlands, I have no doubt we can do better 
with spending on mental health services.  I have witnessed at close hand what is happening with mental health 
services in my electorate.  It is an area that needs close examination.   
Electricity has also been a big issue.  Western Power is spending $1.8 billion to improve the electricity network.  
I would like the government to outline the programs and activities in which that $1.8 billion is being invested, 
and what return the community will get for the expenditure.  The government should outline exactly what 
Western Power’s business plan will be for both the short and long term, because $1.8 billion is a lot of money.  
What guarantee has this government provided to the long-suffering Western Australian public on electricity 
prices and reliability?  That $1.8 billion needs to hit the mark properly, and I hope it will.  
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School maintenance is something the government will be hearing more about from the National Party, because 
some schools need immediate assistance.  I notice that school maintenance is a part of the expenditure detailed, 
and that is fine.  I also note that the state government payments of $200 and $400 to all years 11 and 12 students 
will begin this term.  More than 60 000 parents will start receiving cheques for these amounts.  An article in The 
West Australian on 27 April quoted the Minister for Education and Training -  

“I’d like to see it spent on assisting the students in terms of the cost of education,” she said.  “I think 
parents probably will do it . . .” 

These initiatives should be structured to guarantee that the students will benefit.  If the government is spending 
this money, it must make sure that students will benefit and not just hope that will be the case. 
I will touch briefly on transport, because part of the additional $450 million requested is $48 million for 
additional local government road grants to accelerate work on regional projects.  This is fine, and it is certainly 
needed out in the regions.  However, despite this $48 million, we have seen road funding slashed by more than 
$200 million since Labor came to office in 2001, and we will see a further $160 million taken away from roads 
over the next three budgets, as has been recommended by the Functional Review Taskforce.  The other point I 
will make on roads is that direct grants to local governments - I am speaking of this additional $48 million - have 
been slashed from $45 million in 2003-04 to the current level of $23 million.  When the figures are juggled 
around, it can be seen what is happening.  I remind the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure that recently 
$2 million was taken from 44 wheatbelt shires because it was needed for other roads.  We also saw the minister 
have a good stoush with Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd over who would pay for access roads at major grain 
receival points.  It is conveniently forgotten by some that the 72 000 people who live in the shires serviced by 
those major receival points contribute $3 billion to the economy of this state.  Will money be returned to the 
wheatbelt to help maintain those roads, which are vital to our economy?   
Before I finish I will quote a couple of figures from the document detailing the Gallop government’s 
development commission funding in regional areas between 2001 and 2005.  The Kimberley has received 36 per 
cent of the investment, or $760.9 million, or $22 141 per capita.  In the wheatbelt, however, only $16.05 million 
was spent, or one per cent of the total, amounting to $223 per capita.  It is a huge difference.  I know that a 
number of factors are built in here.  The Pilbara received $364 million, or 17 per cent of the total.  
Mr E.S. Ripper:  There are a few hills and raging rivers in the Kimberley, though, not found in the wheatbelt.  
Mr T.K. WALDRON:  That is fine, but is that a fair gap?  It is pretty astounding, is it not?  Like the statistics in 
football games, the figures do not tell everything, but they tell a bit.  I will not go through the whole lot, but I 
probably could.   
The National Party is not confident that the Labor government is steering Western Australia on a responsible or 
stable course.  Before the 2001 election the government made promises of openness and accountability.  
Conviction and discipline in financial management were also promised.  Then the government ended up 
apologising for tax hikes in 2001-02 and 2003-04.  Now it is asking for $450 million over and above what has 
been traditionally requested to tide the government over between annual budgets.  There is some concern about 
this bill.  
DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [8.15 pm]:  Essentially, I support this bill, as would many members on this side of the 
house.  However, I will address a couple of issues relating particularly to clause 7(2), which proposes to amend 
the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Act 2004 by substituting the figure of $300 million with $750 million.  
The Treasurer said in his second reading speech that the additional funding, totalling $450 million, is required to 
meet increasing levels of services provided by agencies’ increased spending on essential infrastructure.  I will 
talk about three concerns I have as a country member representing places a long way away from Perth.  First, I 
refer to the $94 million to address essential school building maintenance.  
Mr E.S. Ripper:  We are doing some work on the Esperance Senior High School.  
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I thank the Treasurer for that comment.  I have been approached by many people, including 
some of the people closely involved with this project, which is for a middle school at the Esperance Senior High 
School.  This is a very important project, especially in the light of the Ravensthorpe nickel project that will come 
online in 2007, and the accompanying increase in the number of families coming into the area.  An issue has 
been brought to my attention, and the Treasurer may be able to enlighten me about it at some stage.  The original 
funding has been cut back by about $200 000.  That is causing a fair bit of angst in the region about the progress 
of this project.  If we are to support this very laudable additional funding of $450 million, the areas I represent 
are screaming out for some of this funding and would like to see some of it on the ground in areas very distant 
from Perth.  
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The second issue concerns the $97 million to deliver key initiatives in the health sector.  The second reading 
speech referred to waiting lists and emergency demand management in public hospitals, but, contrary to popular 
opinion, and even the opinion of some of my colleagues who work in the big hospitals, not everything happens 
in the tertiary hospitals.  There is a feeling that everything smart and complex happens in the tertiary hospitals in 
the city.  The thinking is that general practitioners in the bush fill in a bit of time, put on a few bandaids and any 
case that is important is put on the Royal Flying Doctor Service plane and sent to Perth.  That is not the case and 
as a rural doctor, a procedurist, a GP, a surgeon and an obstetrician, I know there are some deep concerns about 
support for health services in the bush, particularly in my area.  One of them is the mental health package that is 
referred to in the $97 million that will be delivered in the key initiative.   
The purpose-built area for short acute psychiatric stays in the mental health service in the Esperance hospital has 
been closed for over two years.  We know that over 50 per cent of acute psychosis and mania can be settled 
locally in 24 to 48 hours in a short-stay situation locally.  That saves us from having to put a very agitated patient 
on an RFDS plane, which is precarious in itself, to come to Graylands.   
I would certainly like to see some of the initiatives that will be funded by this $450 million spent in my area.  I 
would like some of the $48 million additional local government road grants to accelerate roadworks on regional 
road projects to be spent in my electorate.  The state government has made a commitment to build six passing 
lanes on the South Coast Highway between the entry to the Ravensthorpe nickel project and Esperance.  These 
passing lanes will take pressure off the South Coast Highway from the extra 52 road train passes which will be 
carting nickel to the Esperance port.   

Thank you for your understanding, Mr Acting Speaker (Dr Thomas).  I support the additional funding of 
$450 million to meet increasing levels of services provided by agencies and increased spending on essential 
infrastructure.  I have given three examples of where I would like to see some of this funding hit the ground in 
my electorate for the benefit of my constituents. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [8.23 pm]:  I will comment on this Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 
and the current debate about federal and state relations, which relates to it.   

Members often forget that while the cabinet of the day makes decisions about what money will be spent, how 
much money will be spent and where it will be spent, legally and constitutionally only the Parliament has the 
power to do it.  The cabinet has no power.  Cabinet is only a meeting of ministers.  The authority to raise money 
and to spend money lies with this Parliament.   
The Treasurer’s Advance has existed by the good grace of this Parliament and for good reason.  Because the 
budget is typically introduced towards the end of the financial year and previously was introduced at the 
beginning of the new financial year, the functioning of government needs to be able to continue.  The previous 
government started introducing budgets in May so they would be in place before the new financial year began, 
and that is appropriate.  Before that it had been customary to have budgets introduced around September.  
Obviously government had to continue; public servants - teachers and nurses - had to be paid from 30 June 
through to the time the budget was finally authorised by both houses of this Parliament.  Hence the Treasurer’s 
Advance allows the government of the day and the public service to continue with the normal ongoing 
functioning of government.  It is quite proper and has always existed. 
With budgets coming down as they should - this is an improvement - around May, there is still a need for the 
Treasurer’s Advance because all parts of the budget may not be through the system before 30 June.  It makes 
sense.  This financial year, an extra pay day will occur in this cycle and this bill is reasonable.  Also it is 
reasonable that, as the size of the economy grows and as the size of government grows, the Treasurer’s Advance 
should increase.  In this bill we are not considering a marginal or large increase; it is a dramatic increase, more 
than doubling the size of the Treasurer’s Advance.  It has gone from $300 million, not to $450 million, but with 
an additional $450 million to $750 million.  That is not within the scope of the normal operation of government.  
What is this Parliament doing?  Members are effectively telling the government of the day it can spend another 
$450 million on whatever it wants without the formal approval of Parliament.  It is beyond what the Treasurer’s 
Advance was ever intended to do.   

Members have said that the projects on which the money will be spent are all worthy projects, and maybe they 
are.  An amount of $97 million to be spent on health is fine!  It is probably a good decision!  An amount of 
$95 million will be spent on school maintenance!  This government had run down school maintenance by over 
$70 million so no-one will argue with some catch-up being done on school maintenance.  It also includes 
$88 million for financial assistance for the sale of the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline.  I have said a bit 
about that issue before and I will probably say a bit about it again in a more appropriate piece of legislation.  
Hang on, what are we doing?  We are handing $88 million in a grant, not a tax cut, to a private company - in 
fact, a consortium of three private companies.  Why are we doing that?  New members of this Parliament are 
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today voting to give $88 million to Alcoa, Alinta and another finance consortium attached to it.  Why?  I have no 
idea, but we are handing over $88 million.  That is the largest capital grant gift to any corporation in Western 
Australia since the WA Inc period.  I know a bit about Alinta because as a minister I formed Alinta.  I floated it - 
I formed it and privatised it.  The company is now capitalised at $2.2 billion.  Alcoa, is a fully-owned American 
company.  It is a great company with lovely people and they do a fantastic job.  It makes a small fortune from its 
alumina operations in Western Australia.  Why should we give it money?  There is no defensible reason for it, 
yet here it is being incorporated in a Treasurer’s Advance as if it were part of the normal operations of 
government.  There is nothing at all normal in handing $88 million to private companies without parliamentary 
scrutiny - this is the closest scrutiny it will get in this Parliament. 

The advance includes a $57 million grant to Edith Cowan University.  I do not particularly object to that and I 
can understand what the Treasurer says about the mechanism.  Again, as the member for Churchlands said, it is 
not a small policy issue; it is not a small matter.  It involves Crown land and members have a right to have a say 
on it.  An amount of $48 million has been allocated to roads - we all want roads - and there are other items.   

The point I make is that these are not normal operations of government.  These are quite specific and in several 
cases contentious decisions by the Labor government.  If the government wishes to go down this path, as it 
obviously does, and spend not only the $300 million in a machinery of government transition payment, which 
no-one objects to, but wishes also to add to it a further $450 million of specific expenditure in sometimes 
contentious areas which have not properly been before the Parliament, then this government should have brought 
in a mini budget.  It should have come straight back from the election and brought a mini budget into the 
Parliament to do that or waited until the full budget comes before the Parliament.  That is the proper thing for it 
to do.  I think it should have done the latter and had a normal Treasurer’s Advance involving expenditure of 
$300 million or $400 million, and included these other items in the budget.  If it did not want to do that, it should 
have introduced a special mini budget and been accountable.  It could have stressed the urgency for the 
expenditure when doing that, but it has failed to do so.  In this whole financial management issue, the goods and 
services tax has loomed as being increasingly important in state government finances.  From my observation, the 
debate in the past couple of weeks between the federal and state governments, particularly the Western 
Australian government, has not reached great heights, but it is an important debate for a couple of reasons.   

Some comments have been made, for example, that the GST was introduced to give the states a growth tax.  That 
is rubbish.  It was not done for that reason at all.  It had nothing to do with that.  It is a fortunate consequence, 
but it was not about that.  The GST was about changing the nature of Australia’s taxation system because among 
the major developed nations in the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, Australia virtually 
stood alone as a country that had almost a total reliance on direct income and company tax and no broadly based 
indirect tax.  Our tax rates were, therefore, too high and a disincentive for investment and for people to work and 
save.  The GST was introduced to give us a world-competitive tax structure.  We were like the fish trying to 
swim against the tide when everyone else was going the other way.  That is what the GST was about.  A bit of 
canny politics was used to get support for the GST by saying that the revenue so collected would flow to the 
states.  That was clever politics and was a good move for federal-state relations.  There was some good logic to 
that and it brought some accountability to the tax system and gave people some understanding of where the 
money was collected from and where it went.  It was explicit in that sense. 

I must say that I am disappointed at some of my federal colleagues who run around the country presenting the 
GST as something entirely new.  They forget to mention the bleeding obvious; that is, the GST replaced the 
previous revenue-sharing arrangements.  It was not new; it replaced an existing arrangement.  That existing 
arrangement goes right back to 1943.  When Australia was at war, the states, which had constitutional powers 
over income and company tax, agreed somewhat reluctantly with the commonwealth that taxes would be 
collected centrally through the federal government to fight the war.  Who was going to object to that?  It was 
meant to be on a temporary basis; probably for some sensible reasons it stayed.  However, in that decision to 
shift direct taxing powers from the states to the commonwealth, it was agreed that the money would be shared 
between the commonwealth and the states.  Unfortunately the means for doing that was called federal assistance 
grants.  They should have been called federal revenue-sharing grants or tax-sharing payments.  Those grants 
created the impression that they were gifts from the commonwealth.  They were not.  The federal government 
was sharing with the states what belonged to the states.  The grants were replaced with the GST when it came in.  
Therefore, the states got the GST, and the commonwealth no longer had to pay revenue-sharing grants and could 
therefore reduce income and company tax and abolish the wholesale sales tax.  That was the deal essentially.  It 
was a sensible deal and it was a good piece of economic reform for Australia.  That is where we are now.   

When the GST deal went through, members will recall that the Australian Democrats and Meg Lees came up 
with the corny idea that somehow food should be exempt.  They ran the idea in the media and asked everybody 
why there should be GST on Coca-cola.  However, that happened and food was exempted.  As a result of that, 
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some state taxes and commonwealth measures that were to be introduced had to be put to one side because less 
revenue would be collected.  However, the agreement was quite clear.  There was a doubt about how much GST 
revenue would come through with food being exempt.  The agreement, which the previous coalition government 
entered into, was that other taxes would be reviewed with a view to abolishing them.  That was part of the deal.  
They might not have been this government’s choice of taxes and they might not have been my choice, but that 
was the deal signed by the commonwealth and the states in 1999.  Those taxes that remain are mortgage stamp 
duty, rental stamp duty - which is hardly anything - and not all, but a significant component of non-residential 
conveyancing stamp duty.  The commonwealth is saying that if the state does not abolish those taxes, it will not 
be keeping to the deal and, by implication, will change the GST.  The Premier of the state is saying that the 
government will make up its own mind and that its obligation was to review them; it has reviewed them and 
need do nothing else.  I will deal with the Premier’s argument first.  It is nonsense.  Both arguments are 
nonsense, but the Premier’s argument is particularly poor.  The wording of the deal was that a review of taxes 
would occur, with the implication of going on to abolish them.  If the state has the ability to abolish or phase out 
those taxes, it has a moral obligation to taxpayers to do so and it has a moral obligation, as a government, to 
honour an agreement lawfully entered into.  The government might argue about the timing and other bits and 
pieces; that is fine, it is detail.  However, the state should say that it will go down this path and phase out and 
progressively abolish those taxes.  It was the government’s choice to abolish other taxes, but it does not change 
the deal.  The deal was an intergovernmental deal in black and white and it should be honoured.  That is the 
reality.  GST revenues - I am not surprised by this as I predicted it a long time ago - have proved to be far more 
than was anticipated.  This year Western Australia will get about $250 million more than was anticipated.  
Clearly, Western Australia has the ability to honour the deal and phase out those taxes.  It does not matter 
whether they were the government’s first choice of taxes to get rid of; it has a clear legal and moral obligation to 
get rid of them and should do so. 
The second point goes back to the commonwealth government.  The federal Treasurer, who does not open his 
lips too much, seems to imply at times that if the states - meaning all states - do not honour what I believe was 
the intent of the GST agreement, the commonwealth will use its majority in the Senate to change the GST 
arrangements.  In my view if the commonwealth government were to do that, it would be a massive breach of 
faith with the Australian public.  I hope it does not go down that path, as I would not support it.  It would be the 
most damaging element to intergovernmental and commonwealth-state relations that I could imagine.  Out of all 
this, there might be some good.  My suggestion, which I expect will be totally disregarded, is that the state calm 
down, work out how it can progressively phase out those taxes, do it to its own agenda and negotiate and sort 
them out.  The commonwealth should not touch the GST.  However, if that issue comes up, there is an 
opportunity for the states to absolutely entrench the GST payment.  The basic GST payment should be the 
province of the states and the commonwealth should never threaten or contemplate going near it.  If it does, it 
will undermine commonwealth-state relations. 
The debate on this bill has been pretty ordinary, but it has been important as it has drawn attention to the issue.  
It is fundamentally important for Australia that there is an element of trust between levels of government.  If two 
sides make a deal, even a bad deal, they must keep to it unless both sides mutually agree to change it.  The GST 
was a good deal, Western Australia should honour it and the commonwealth should equally honour its 
commitment to keep the GST repayment exclusively for the states and not play around with it.  I repeat: it would 
be a massive breach of faith against the states and the Australian people for the commonwealth to change the 
GST arrangement without the full agreement of the states. 
MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [8.38 pm]:  Like other members, I totally support the bill.  I said last week 
in the chamber that the state is awash with money.  Government members reminded me that it is as a result of 
four years of good Labor government.  Notwithstanding that the state is travelling in excellent condition 
financially, the Treasurer has asked for an extra advance of $450 million.  He explained in the second reading 
speech that it is required to meet increasing levels of services provided by agencies and increasing spending on 
essential infrastructure.   
As the member for South Perth, I speak on behalf of my constituents.  The item of expenditure that I am mainly 
concerned with, among the items of expenditure listed by the Treasurer, is $94 million to address essential 
school building maintenance and other important initiatives in the education sector.  Similar to the situation in 
the electorate of the member for Churchlands, the electorate of South Perth has a lot of ageing schools, some of 
which are literally falling down around us.  During the recent election campaign, I was reminded by many 
parents and citizens associations throughout the district of the amount of money they have had to raise because 
they have not been able to get government funding.  Como Primary School, which is one of the biggest primary 
schools in my electorate, does not have a covered area for children to sit and eat their lunch.  There are four trees 
in the schoolyard.  If students cannot huddle around those four trees, they have to eat their lunch in an old room 
and do not enjoy the benefits of being outside.  Manning Primary School children face an almost dangerous 
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situation when they are dropped off by their parents.  The school does not have a drop-off zone, which many 
other schools have.  The kids have to walk across a busy section of Ley Street.  The area is crowded because the 
school is situated opposite another school.  Manning Primary School is another in the South Perth electorate that 
needs funding.  I will not run through the whole list, because there will be other opportunities to do so.  
However, the Millen Primary School apparently has a toilet block that is almost of third-world standard.  We 
hope that the $94 million grant - we congratulate the Treasurer for setting this money aside - will address 
infrastructure improvements that must be managed and funded for schools across the state.   

The people of South Perth have other issues with regards to funding in the area.  We note that the government 
previously set aside $15 million for the Swan River Trust to manage the Swan and Canning Rivers.  We would 
like to think that with the $450 million in extra spending as part of the advance grant, the budget will recognise 
the need to spend more money on the Swan and Canning Rivers.   

Another problem for residents in the electorate of South Perth is the fact that they have slipped behind people in 
most other electorates, especially the inner-city electorates, in terms of underground power.  Under this 
government, the underground power framework has been scaled back to some extent, so much so that about five 
suburbs in the South Perth electorate still have unsightly overhead powerlines that cut through trees that have 
been disfigured and scarred to make way for overhead power.  That should not be the case given that the state is 
travelling so well financially.  The Treasurer has put money into infrastructure.  We commend him for that.  
When he considers the upcoming budget, I would like the Treasurer to consider having the underground power 
project sped up so that areas such as Kensington, Manning, Salter Point and parts of South Perth and Como are 
given the same underground power that other areas close to the city enjoy.   

I support the allocation of an extra $450 million in the advance authorisation bill.  However, I place it on the 
record that the people of South Perth want the Treasurer to recognise that they have needs in the areas I have 
outlined.  I hope he will consider them in the upcoming budget.   

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [8.44 pm]:  This is an interesting advance authorisation bill.  When I 
look at the significant items that the Treasurer has included, I see that $97 million has been allocated to deliver 
key initiatives in the health sector, including initiatives related to waiting lists, emergency demand management 
in public hospitals and the government’s mental health package.  I would like a breakdown of that $97 million 
because having worked in the health area for many years, and having talked to people who currently work in the 
area of health about the problems that exist, that $97 million looks like a bandaid approach.   

I now refer to the $94 million to address essential school building maintenance and other important initiatives in 
the education sector.  Last year the government announced either a $60 million or a $64 million package for the 
state school system.  I do not know how many other members of this house went around to their schools at that 
time.  Each year schools are asked to submit a maintenance list detailing what is wrong with their school.  
Someone then goes around to the schools and those items are prioritised.  However, only some of those items are 
fixed.  I went to some of the schools in my electorate.  One of the main items that had to be repaired at 
Applecross Primary School was the roof.  Was the school roof replaced?  No.  The gutters and the paintwork 
were tidied up.  That $64 million was very much window-dressing.  That is an example of the problems at one 
school.  I went from school to school because when the government first announced that package, I thought, 
“This is wonderful; it will fix all the problems.”  As I visited each school, I realised that that money would just 
scratch the surface of each school.  I would like full details of the $94 million, because probably more than a 
quarter of that money could be used in my electorate alone.  Again, it is window-dressing.   

In the next few weeks I expect a debate in the house about outcome based education.  I do not know how much 
money is going into that, but there are an awful lot of unhappy teachers and parents in the community.  There 
must be more consultation before it is too late.   

According to the member for Cottesloe, $88 million of financial assistance will go to private business.  I would 
prefer that money went into the public sector.  There are so many things in the public sector that must be fixed.  
The member for South Perth just mentioned the Swan River.  I remember last year when there was an overflow 
at Caversham, someone from the Water Corporation said that 30 pumping stations similar to the pumping station 
at Mill Street needed to be almost completely replaced at a cost of $13 million per pumping station.  That works 
out to be well over $390 million.  I do not see anything in the bill about the pumping stations and the Swan 
River.  The member for South Perth and I obviously think alike.   
On the issue of underground power, I was shocked to hear the member for South Perth say that five suburbs in 
his electorate still had those terrible powerlines and their associated problems.  In my electorate there are many 
more than five suburbs that still have those powerlines.  The government has put $10 million into the 
underground power program.  An amount of $5 million has come from the state government and $5 million from 
Western Power.  I am waiting on costings to clarify this, but I believe that it can cost between $6 000 and 
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$18 000 per household to install underground power.  If the cost were $6 000 per household, with the current 
budget of $10 million it would mean that 18 000 households a year would be connected to underground power.  
The cost is up to $18 000 for some households.  If it cost up to $18 000, I believe between 1 500 and 1 600 
households a year would be connected.   
I was pleased with one thing during the election campaign.  I certainly was not pleased with the Liberals’ health 
policy, but I was pleased that they were starting to look at underground power.  However, they would have put 
peanuts into underground power.  They would have put an extra $1 million into underground power.  At the 
more expensive cost, an extra 55 households would have been connected, and at the cheaper cost, something like 
160 households would have been connected.  The government has been taking royalties from Western Power.  
Last year alone the royalties were $230 million.  However, the government is not putting any money back.  I 
would like to have seen something in the Treasurer’s second reading speech to the effect that the government 
would give a commitment to increase the rollout of underground power by 50 per cent in the next few years.   

The budget also refers to local government roads and road grants.  The deletion of the Fremantle eastern bypass 
has implications.  I am still waiting to get a briefing from the government about what is happening with the 
Local Impacts Committee.  Some of the charts that I have already looked at show projections into the future of 
costs to the community because of the increase in traffic.  Some of them are very damaging to my electorate.  If 
the government fulfils the promise that it made to the electors in Riverton just prior to the last election to take 
traffic off Leach Highway and South Street, more traffic will go along Manning Road.  Therefore, Canning 
Highway will become much busier.  When the traffic goes back along the freeway onto Leach Highway, west of 
the freeway, there will be a lot more problems in that area.  I would like more details of this to see what the 
government will do to address those problems.  The government is now saying that it has ruled out completely 
any future bypass west of the freeway.  That has grave ramifications for people in my electorate.  I do not know 
whether the Treasurer will give more details as we go through the bill.  I have a feeling that he will not.  This is a 
large amount of money for us, as members, to sign off on.  From the information that we have been given to 
date, that money could go anywhere.  It might not go where we as members and where the community would 
most like the government to spend that money.   

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [8.55 pm]:  Although this side 
of the house will support the bill, it seems to be an aberration from what has occurred in the past four or five 
budgets, in that the normal Treasurer’s Advance is usually set at about $300 million.  I do not have the details 
with me, but after the 2001 election I recall a Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill being introduced, and the 
advance was more than $300 million.  It was all due, of course, to the Labor Party’s claim about the Barnett 
black hole.  Of course, the member for Cottesloe was not the Treasurer in the previous government.  However, 
some commitments were made during that election campaign, and prior to it, that required the government to 
bring in a Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill in which the advance exceeded $300 million.  In this 
legislation, there is not just the $300 million advance.  That advance is normally made to make payments of an 
extraordinary or unforeseen nature in anticipation of, or in addition to, the relevant appropriations by Parliament, 
with that expenditure to be charged in the particular financial year to the consolidated fund.  I am referring to 
clause 5(1)(a) of the bill.  This is an appropriation.  However, in this bill there is a huge change.  That change is 
for an extra $450 million on top of the $300 million, which is the normal advance.   

Obviously, some of the commitments have come about as a result of promises made by the current government 
during the election campaign.  Of course, courtesy of a booming economy, with huge increases in royalty 
revenues and tax revenues to the state, and with some goods and services tax revenue thrown in, the government 
has the capacity to spend that money, and it has committed it to the items mentioned in the second reading 
speech.  There is the $97 million to deliver key initiatives in the health sector; $94 million for school building 
maintenance; and $88 million financial assistance, which is in lieu of the $100 million-odd that the government 
was to give to the consortium that bought the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline.  I think at one stage the 
government was going to give a stamp duty exemption, but then it decided to change that, and drop it down from 
the $100 million and give the consortium an $88 million grant.  I am sure it was pretty pleased about that.  There 
is the $57 million grant to Edith Cowan University, $48 million for additional local government road grants and 
$40 million to establish a fund to consolidate resources available across the public sector for native title claim 
settlements. 

The opposition has no objection to those payments being made.  However, as the member for Cottesloe has 
pointed out, it is a significant variation from the norm.  I believe it will create a precedent for governments in the 
future.  With this amount of extra money being spent - we are talking about $750 million, which is $450 million 
more than the normal Treasurer’s Advance - I would have thought that there was a case for a mini budget being 
brought into the Parliament straight after the election.  That could have been done.  We could have seen the 
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details of all the commitments made for the expenditure of that $750 million, and we could have debated the 
merit of those commitments.  Some of the money being committed is just too late.   

Today in Manjimup there was a funeral for a young boy who committed suicide on Anzac Day.  He had been 
experiencing mental health problems.  His mother had sought support.  It was just one of those tragedies that 
occurs.  As the member for Bunbury mentioned last Thursday in his grievance to the Minister for Health, the 
issue of mental health in the south west is a critical issue.  Therefore, I am pleased that, albeit it is very late in 
coming, the government has made a $97 million commitment to deliver key initiatives in the health sector, 
including the waiting list initiatives, emergency demand management in public hospitals, and the mental health 
package.  During the budget estimates debate we will pursue further the expansion of these commitments in our 
electorates, particularly in country Western Australia.  I assure the minister that the issues of public hospitals and 
mental health will be prominent in those debates.  I will not go into that in detail at this stage; suffice to say that 
we will be raising the need for podiatry services for elderly people, an area in which the waiting lists have blown 
out, and for physiotherapy and speech therapy services.  During a grievance last Thursday the Acting Speaker 
(Dr S.C. Thomas) explained that the Disability Services Commission is handing over to the Department of 
Health part of what used to be its role and said that people are falling through the cracks. 

Another issue is school building and school maintenance.  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  The issue that was raised the other day in that grievance has nothing to do with funding.  That 
was made quite clear to the member for Capel. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I know that the member for Yokine is now the Minister for Disability Services, but the 
issue is that people with disabilities in country areas are not receiving sufficient services.  People in the disability 
services area would have told the minister about the waiting lists for accommodation.  This house has been told 
time and time again that 70 per cent of people with a disability in Western Australia are being looked after by 
their family or a carer.  The state government is not meeting all of the demands in this area.  The minister wants 
to start an argument about the disability services sector.  Having been the Minister for Disability Services for 
five years and having seen at least two commonwealth-state disability agreements, I can tell the minister a bit 
about the disability sector.  I have my own adoptee -   
Mr R.C. Kucera:  I do not disagree, but I do not think you should mislead the house.   
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The minister has an uncanny habit of being smart.  I am not willing to allow the minister to 
get away with that, so every time he tries to pick me up on something I will put him back in his spot.   

Before I was interrupted by the Minister for Disability Services, who is very new to that job, and who was a 
failure in the health portfolio and every other portfolio that he has held, I was about to tell members about the 
education support centre in Manjimup.  The education support centre is applying for funding for new 
classrooms.  After five years of lobbying, a new primary school is to be built in Manjimup.  A special education 
centre will be attached to that project.  That project has grown from $6 million or $7 million to about 
$15 million.  It is one of those things that the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure calls a cost escalation.  It 
is a very difficult site, and the funding for that project has increased.  The people of Manjimup are very grateful 
to this government for finally committing to that project.  Due praise will be given, and when the project is open 
in six or 12 months - I think it goes into the next school year - I am sure the government and whoever is 
responsible for bringing that project to fruition will be given the accolades they deserve.  It is fundamentally 
important that two new classrooms be built for the special education centre in the high school.  The site is what 
we call a K to T site; that is, it caters from kindergarten to tertiary education.  I do not think many school sites in 
Western Australia have that kind of structure.  While the builder is there and all the disruption is occurring, one 
would think an extra $150 000 could be found for that project out of the huge budget the Minister for Education 
controls.  I am hoping beyond hope that money can be found within this $94 million.  If not, we will pursue the 
issue yet again during the estimates hearings.   
An extra $48 million has been provided for grants to accelerate work on regional road projects.  Today the 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure sallied forth on rail funding.  That is interesting, because the 
government has just closed the Bunbury to Lambert railway line pending an assessment of its safety.  It is well 
known by people within Main Roads and the Department for Planning Infrastructure, and it was divulged to the 
Bunbury Wellington Economic Alliance at a meeting only a few weeks ago, that it is proposed that the railway 
line between Greenbushes and Lambert be mothballed.  That can be contrasted with what was said by the 
minister and the government of the day, and Labor candidates, during the last election campaign.  Some of that 
$48 million should be used to upgrade the road between Manjimup and Bunbury, particularly by building some 
passing lanes.  South Western Highway is used by a lot of people.  Now that health facilities are being redirected 
to the regional centres, mothers with young children need to go to the regional centre for gynaecological and 
obstetric services.  That is a real problem for those families.  I drove up that road the other day after the heavy 
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rain that had occurred.  Having spent many years driving a car on that road, and knowing the amount of mist that 
billows up from big trucks, I know how dangerous it is for a seasoned traveller, let alone a mother with a couple 
of young kids in the car, or an elderly person going to Bunbury for treatment at the regional hospital.  The 
government should take the opportunity, given its windfall gains over the past couple of years with the booming 
economy in Western Australia, to spend some of that money on upgrading South Western Highway.  It is 
supposed to be a highway.  Some passing lanes have been constructed, but the road is still unsafe.  If the road is 
unsafe for seasoned travellers like me and others who use the road on a regular basis, we can only wonder what 
it is like for other people.  More than 50 per cent of our horticultural products, and a lot of our timber and other 
products, come from the south west corner of the state.  The provedoring of the lower south west and south west 
occurs as a result of trucks going the other way.  Trucks also come from the eastern states along Muirs Highway 
and do the circuit route, thus adding to the number of trucks on the roads.  It is very important that the 
government be made aware that there are serious problems with these roads.  These people should not be 
ignored.  The Premier has said that he will govern for all Western Australians.  With a huge Treasurer’s advance 
of $750 million, one would think it would be possible for the government to fund some of those major 
infrastructure projects.  The member for Bunbury will bear me out with regard to the port road in Bunbury.  
There is no doubt that all of the trucks going into the port will create a huge problem on the major roundabout 
going into Bunbury.  If B-double road trains are going through that area very slowly, it will be a recipe for 
disaster.  These funds could also be used to deal with the port access road in Albany.  The member for Albany 
would be well aware of the issues with that road, which are similar in nature to those in Bunbury.  Good 
government should mean that when a government receives windfall gains, it spends them on infrastructure that 
will serve the community and make the community safer, such as roads.   

I hope that one day someone might want to reopen that railway line for whatever purpose and use it as a tourist 
rail.  The community acknowledges and understands that we cannot force people carting freight to use the rail 
system if a road system is available.  However, the rail closure has created problems for not only the South 
Western Highway but also the people of Bridgetown, a beautiful place nestled among the hills on the Blackwood 
River.  The sight of the huge trucks driving through the middle of that town, and the number of them, which has 
increased significantly as a result of the closure of the railway line, begs the question of why the government 
cannot find some money to reopen the line.  I hope it will be within the $48 million referred to in the Treasurer’s 
second reading speech.  

Those issues have been highlighted in the Treasurer’s second reading speech.  This is my first plea to the 
government to fund some of those projects in the south west, either in my electorate or close to it, and to fund the 
infrastructure projects that service the whole of the south west and all the people of Western Australia who want 
to visit that beautiful part of the world.   

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [9.10 pm]:  I thank members very much for their comments on this 
legislation.  Many members have taken the opportunity to comment on individual items of expenditure.  A 
couple of members have asked me whether they could have further information on the breakdown of the 
$750 million Treasurer’s Advance for 2004-05.  I undertake to provide that breakdown within the next few 
sitting days.  However, I advise members that there is a standard procedure for the accountability and approval 
of this expenditure.  Every year supplementary Appropriation (Consolidated Fund) Bills, usually numbered 
appropriation bills 3 and 4, are the vehicles by which Parliament gives retrospective approval to each item of 
expenditure.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Have we ever passed a Treasurer’s Advance of $750 million?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  No; I understand we have not.  When appropriation bills 3 and 4 are introduced for the 
financial year 2004-05, they will contain an especially long list of expenditure items for which Parliament will 
consider providing retrospective appropriations.  Explicit appropriation bills will be introduced for both recurrent 
expenditure and capital expenditure under the Treasurer’s Advance.  They include schedules that itemise 
expenditure.  Those matters can be fully debated in the Parliament.  

Financially, the calendar year of 2004 was an extraordinary year.  It began in the first quarter with a very 
significant win for Western Australia in the grants commission process.  After 10 years of grants commission 
recommendations that reduced Western Australia’s share of commonwealth grants - reductions in share that 
amounted to more than half a billion dollars per year by the end of that 10-year period - the Commonwealth 
Grants Commission changed tack and gave Western Australia an increase in its share of commonwealth grants 
of $231 million per annum.  Of course, that increase in our share did not fully compensate for the $500 million 
per annum it had missed out on over the previous decade.  Nevertheless, it was a significant and welcome 
development.  Later on in calendar year 2004, the figures came out for state economic growth, which showed 
that Western Australia’s economy had grown by 7.5 per cent in the financial year 2003-04.  That is the largest 
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rate of growth ever experienced by Western Australia since state-based gross state figures began to be collected 
in the late 1980s.  Indeed, it is the largest rate of growth experienced by any state since state-based gross state 
figures began to be collected at that time.  

Finally, the information came to light about the extent to which those economic developments had been reflected 
in state finances.  The results came out for the calendar year 2003-04.  As we all know, there was an 
unexpectedly large surplus of $793 million.  Quite frankly, I had not budgeted for a surplus of $793 million.  I 
expected a much lower surplus; indeed, had I known how strong the economy was, the 2003-04 budget would 
have been quite a different budget.  How did the government respond to the grants commission win, the strength 
of the economy and the reflection of the strength of the economy in our budget bottom line?  Firstly, in the 2004-
05 budget, we instituted half a billion dollars worth of tax cuts over a four-year period.  We exempted stamp 
duty on the purchase of most first home buyers’ houses, instituted a cut of five per cent in stamp duty and 
introduced some land tax measures.  

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Stamp duty on what?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  On houses.  However, despite that tax cut in the 2004-05 budget, the financial capacity of 
the government was significantly strengthened by the grants commission and the state economic outcomes.  That 
gave the government additional financial capacity to address some long-term problems.  They are the sorts of 
problems that should be addressed when the state is going through good times.  If the state is going through good 
times, it is prudent and financially responsible for the government to look to issues that have perhaps been 
neglected in the past or will be a problem in the future if they are not attended to, and make some investments to 
fix those problems.  That is what the government did in the latter half of 2004.  It put money into school 
maintenance because it had the financial capacity to do so.  School maintenance has been a longstanding 
problem that will be an issue in the future, so while we had the capacity, it was an excellent idea to invest in 
school maintenance.  Another issue was the longstanding problem of poor mental health services.  We have 
invested a very significant amount of money into improving mental health services.  We have also made 
investments in road expenditure.  Some members on the other side have pointed out that, in previous years, the 
government had cut road expenditure - or, rather, cut expectations of growth in road expenditure.  

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Indeed, the government had cut expectations of growth in road expenditure.  When we had 
the improved financial capacity as a result of the extraordinary growth in our economy of 7.5 per cent, we put 
some of the proceeds of that growth back into the road program.  We also made a very significant investment 
into energy security, and the security of the electricity supply for the south west of Western Australia.  The 
longstanding problem of the lack of expansion of the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline had been 
unresolved.  That lack of expansion threatened energy supplies to the south west.  Although the member for 
Cottesloe disagreed with the government’s action, it made an investment in ensuring the timely expansion of that 
pipeline to underpin our electricity supply and to underpin economic development in the south west of the state 
that will depend on reliable gas supplies. 

The member for Churchlands raised issues about Churchlands campus.  In my recollection of the issue, Edith 
Cowan University approached the government and said it wanted to move its operations more significantly to 
Joondalup.  It wanted to invest in expansion at Joondalup and therefore wanted to realise on the asset it believed 
was morally the university’s - the Churchlands campus.  The Churchlands campus was on crown land; the land 
belonged to the taxpayers of Western Australia.  Essentially, Edith Cowan University was asking the government 
to give it the land constituting the Churchlands campus, and allow it to develop and sell that land in order to fund 
expansion at Joondalup.  The government agreed to that transaction, and that has resulted in a very significant 
investment in tertiary education facilities.  Since the government does not give away land on an off-balance-
sheet basis, the accounting mechanism for carrying out this transaction was to give Edith Cowan University a 
grant equivalent to the price of the land and to have Edith Cowan use that grant to buy the land back from the 
government.  The member for Churchlands asked why the amount was $57 million and not $40 million.  I am 
advised that that was the value of the land at the time the transaction took place.  At least, that is the advice of 
the Department of Treasury and Finance.  

Dr E. Constable:  Did anyone check those two conditions? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am not in a position to have checked the two conditions referred to by the member.  I 
undertake to have my staff look at the Hansard record of the comments by various members and refer those 
extracts to the relevant ministers to deal with the issues raised.  I will make sure that Hansard extracts relating to 
the Churchlands campus matter are referred to both the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and the Minister 
for Education and Training.  
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The member for Leschenault made comments about the revenue growth experienced by the government, and the 
fortunate position in which the government has found itself.  I agree with the member that the strength of the 
state economy has delivered the government more capacity to spend. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  I said that you had the money, but it was because of increased taxes. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member might say that, but I say to him that a 7.5 per cent rate of economic growth in 
the past financial year is extraordinary.  It is the kind of growth rate that might be expected from an Asian tiger 
economy at its height.  It is not the kind of growth rate to be expected from a developed economy like Western 
Australia’s.  It is terrific that this rate of growth is occurring.  It is bringing benefits to our community, such as 
the lowest rate of unemployment for a quarter of a century, and it is bringing benefits for government revenue.  
However, that is not the only story.  There is also very significant expenditure pressure on the budget.  For 
example, the government is spending $889 million more each year on health services than was being spent in 
that area when it was first elected.  Although we expected some growth in health expenditure when we delivered 
our first budget, by our fourth financial year in office, we were spending $600 million more on health services 
than we expected to be spending.  When we did the forward estimates in 2001, we forecast what we would be 
spending on health in 2004.  Now we are actually in 2004-05, we find we are spending about $600 million more 
on health services than we estimated in 2001.  

Mr T.R. Buswell:  How much has your revenue grown in that period? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member for Leschenault has already canvassed the issue of our revenue growth.  I agree 
with him that Western Australia has had significant revenue growth.  However, on the other side of the equation, 
there has also been significant expenditure growth in areas that are demonstrably community priorities.  People 
need to recognise both sides of the argument.  It is a significant financial initiative to be spending $1.9 billion 
extra each year on health, education, law and order and community support.  Imagine that - each year, an extra 
$1.9 billion compared with the year in which we were first elected.  We might have had additional revenue, but 
we also have additional expenditure responsibilities and we are investing very heavily in those community 
priorities.  The other thing I need to say to members is that the government has a very large capital works 
program.  It is much larger than the South Australian capital works program, and larger proportionately to the 
size of our budget than Victoria’s capital works program. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Is it on budget? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will come to that.  Western Australia is a fast-developing state.  There are many areas in 
which the infrastructure that would be expected in a developed economy does not exist.  Proponents want to 
establish projects.  They expect to be able to plug into electricity and water supplies.  They expect port facilities 
and roads to be in place, as they would be if they were setting up in North America.  However, they are not in 
North America, and those facilities must be provided if we are to maintain our economic growth.  Our large 
capital works program is indeed funded in part by borrowings.  A regular debate is held in this place about the 
extent of borrowings, and how sustainable the debt is.  I say it is sustainable; that is what the AAA credit rating 
means.  However, the capital works program is also funded from the surplus on day-to-day expenditure.  When 
the budget figures show a robust surplus, that is a surplus on day-to-day expenditure.  That then becomes a 
source of funding for the large capital works program.  The surplus is not a pile of money I put in a room and 
occasionally cavort on, as Scrooge McDuck would do.  It is a very important source of funding for the capital 
works program, which is about the infrastructure that keeps this state growing at a very strong rate.  When we 
debate the budget, I hope members will understand that point.  There has been some speculation about what size 
the surplus will be.  I hope the surplus is bigger than expected.  I want it to be bigger than expected, and I am 
planning to get the surplus as big as possible, to provide that source of funding for the capital works program.  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  You just want to overtax people.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I want to build the infrastructure that will keep this state growing, without imposing an 
onerous debt burden on generations to come.  The way to build that infrastructure without putting too heavy a 
burden on debt is to make sure there is a robust surplus on day-to-day expenditure.  It is not wasted money, or 
money that is unused or should not have been collected; it is money that is used to build the infrastructure to 
keep this state growing.   

Finally, I will comment on the very wise advice of the Deputy Leader of the National Party, who expressed 
concern about the level of expenditure, and observed that we need to look down the track and make sure that we 
are not incurring obligations that might be difficult to sustain if the economy turns more negative than it is at the 
moment.  He is quite right.  We just cannot look at what the financial outcome is for one year and say it is a good 
surplus, let us have a tax cut that applies year after year, regardless of what the economic circumstances are in 
the future, or let us have a big increase in expenditure in this area and employ more staff year after year.  We 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 3 May 2005] 

 p1137b-1153a 
Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Acting Speaker; Mr Terry Waldron; Dr Graham Jacobs; Mr 

Colin Barnett; Mr John McGrath; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Eric Ripper 

 [17] 

have to look ahead and consider the risks and what the estimates look like for future years.  It would be 
imprudent to plan on the basis of this state having an economic growth rate of 7.5 per cent year after year.  I 
would love it if this state could achieve that level of economic growth, but it is not prudent to plan on that basis.   

While we made investments to address longstanding problems using the proceeds of the record economic growth 
we experienced in 2004, many of those investments were in one-off initiatives that will not be a significant 
burden on the budget in the future.  In fact, many of the investments we made last year will pay off in reduced 
pressures on the budget in future years.  For example, if we get the school maintenance done now, that will be 
less of a pressure in future years when the economic circumstances in Western Australia might not be so good.  
It was a worthwhile thing for the government to make those investments.   

The only other speech I should comment on directly is that by the member for Cottesloe.  I thank him for his 
analysis of the goods and services tax debate between the state and the commonwealth.  I cannot agree with 
everything he said, but it is an interesting contribution that I will refer to those people who are, in particular, 
dealing with this issue.   

I thank members for their contributions, for the various issues they have canvassed and for their support, albeit 
sometimes less than enthusiastic, for this piece of legislation.   

Question put and passed.  

Bill read a second time.   

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [9.32 pm]:  I move - 

 That the bill be now read a third time.   

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [9.33 pm]:  A couple of the comments made by the Treasurer 
in response to comments by members on this side of the house need to be addressed.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I provoked you and I am in trouble with the Leader of the House now.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Not in the slightest. 

I kept my comments very brief earlier, but I want to make two salient points.  The Treasurer went to great pains 
to tell the house that he was using budget surpluses for capital purposes and in that way we are not locked into 
any recurrent obligations that could go haywire if the budget starts going south at a rapid rate.   

If we go back to the pre-election statement before the government was elected - one has to extrapolate a little 
because it does not go back to the current year - we find that the operating expenditures under this current 
government have increased by nearly $5.5 billion cumulatively.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Cumulative - what is your per annum increase?   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  More than $2 billion a year.  It means that, when the government was 
elected, it had operating expenditures of about $10 billion and pre this budget - I dread to think what it will be 
this year - we are looking at a $2 billion increase.  In terms of revenue, I gave the figure earlier, but the 
cumulative figure is more than $7 billion.  The Treasurer cannot possibly say that for four years the government 
had economic prosperity showering down on Western Australia and there were $2 coins pouring over Treasury.  
It was not like that and we know it.   

This state has had three years of successive taxation rate increases.  There has been a huge increase in taxation 
throughout the state and the government has been very fortunate to gain significant increased revenues from the 
commonwealth.   

I thought the two figures were relevant.  We have a cumulative increase in operating revenue of $7 billion - we 
still have hospital waiting lists, we do not have a sewerage infill program and road programs around the state 
have ground to a halt; the list goes on - and operating expenditure is up by nearly $5.5 billion in a cumulative 
sense.   

I do not want to dwell on it further.  I am sure that we look forward to a very stimulating budget discussion in a 
couple of weeks. 

Question put and passed.   

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council 
 


