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LOAN BILL 2012 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 14 November. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 and 2 put and passed. 
Clause 3: Power to borrow money for public purposes — 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I rise to ask the Treasurer a couple of questions. I have already given him some indication of 
the questions I have to ask, so I will not keep the Parliament for hours on this bill. In debate on the Loan Bill 
2009 when $8.3 billion was authorised, some $1.2 billion was authorised for 2012–13, the current financial year. 
In the Treasurer’s speech on the current Loan Bill 2012, he made the point that there is around $1 billion left for 
2012–13, and that he was seeking another $3 billion for 2012–13. I read that, therefore, as meaning that the 
Treasurer needs borrowings of $4 billion for the current financial year. There was some discussion during the 
consideration in detail stage back in 2009, and I made the point that the Treasury officers had provided to the 
opposition a breakdown of the consolidated account during the briefings on the 2009 bill. What I would like 
from Treasury is a breakdown of which areas of government are driving that debt and where the debt is being 
allocated. Obviously to arrive at the figure of $5 billion there must be some idea of which government 
departments are driving those levels of debt. The opposition is therefore very keen to get a breakdown of those 
figures. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: My understanding is that for this year there will be $2.965 billion of borrowings. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: For the 2012–13 financial year? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes, for 2012–13. Of that, $2.078 billion of borrowings will flow from the passage of this 
bill. That is as I understand it. In other words, there is a carryover of available borrowings from the previous bill 
that obviously makes up the difference between the $2.078 billion and the $2.985 billion. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: I am sorry—while the Treasurer is on his feet—I do not understand that. If there was $1 billion 
from the last period, 2012–13 — 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is $887 million. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Okay—and then you are seeking another $3 billion for 2012–13. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No, there are not two. Total borrowings in 2012–13 are $2.965 billion. Of that, 
$887 million is what we can call the carry forward, and $2.87 billion is new borrowings authorised by this bill. 
In 2013–14, the anticipated borrowings are $2.099 billion, and in 2014–15, the anticipated borrowings are 
$261 million. That gets to about $4.5 billion. That will leave, obviously, another half a billion dollars, which no 
doubt will be carried forward subsequent to that or to cover unanticipated fluctuations. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Within that $5 billion, is there some capacity for this unanticipated amount? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes. At the moment, it is about $500 million. Clearly, that will not be drawn down unless 
required, but there is about half a billion dollars of capacity to absorb—let us call it at this stage—unanticipated 
fluctuations. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The other question I asked the Treasurer was about which areas of government are driving 
the borrowings—health, education or law and order. The Treasurer gets the idea. For a department to come to 
Treasury, there must be an idea that it is saying, “We need to construct this or do that over the next few years.” I 
gave the Treasurer an indication of this question yesterday, so hopefully he will be able to provide a document 
that will save questions and answers during consideration in detail and will allow the opposition to run away 
with that document, if perhaps he has it. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is probably best if I draw the member’s attention to appendix 6 of the Economic and 
Fiscal Outlook, which provides a quite detailed breakdown of the asset investment program. It has the summary 
of expenditure generally by agency. Then on page 303 it provides the total anticipated asset investment program, 
and then there are the funding sources for that. That then shows the agency borrowings—the total capital 
appropriation—and this bill funds capital appropriation. It is there by agency so it is quite a detailed breakdown. 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: Further to appendix 6 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook, does the Treasurer therefore 
anticipate, in the event that his government is re-elected next year and it continues with the asset investment 
program as contained in the budget, that at some point during the next term he would seek to introduce another 
loan bill? Is this something that will then carry through the current planned asset investment program? Back in 
2009, it was $8.3 billion that was sought, and now it is another $5 billion. Is the Treasurer anticipating another 
loan bill to satisfy the asset investment program that is in the current budget? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is a good question. One of the points I should have pointed out when I gave the 
member that time line of the drawdown of the borrowings is that in 2015–16 the credit was nil. So the 
anticipation is that the borrowing that this Loan Bill facilitates will enable the asset investment program that is 
currently laid out across the forward estimates as at last budget to be delivered. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: I understand that there are items in the budget which have been allocated to a program but 
which are unexpensed. Does that take account of that issue—so that royalties for regions are unexpensed 
moneys? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The advice I have is that this will enable those moneys to be appropriated, for example, 
into the royalties for regions fund. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I just want to put the Treasurer’s Loan Bill into a bit of context. Could he advise us 
what the authorised borrowing capacity of the state was when he came to office? How much was the 2009 bill 
for, just so that we can get a picture of the request now for an additional $5 billion in authorisations. Is that 
information the Treasurer has to hand? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes. This Loan Bill, which will become an act one hopes, is for $5 billion, as the member 
pointed out. The previous one was for $8.316 billion, again as the member pointed out. The Loan Bill prior to 
that was in 2004 for $250 million. If I look back, either through general purpose borrowings or an agreement 
with the commonwealth that is known as a financial agreement debt redemption—I am assuming that is still, 
effectively, permission for the state to borrow—I find that the previous one from that was in 1999 for 
$260 million; then they flow back. I think the other period when there were probably significant borrowings was 
relatively historic—I have skipped over a few—perhaps in 1992, when the amount, by my maths, was about 
$540 million; and the year before when, by my maths, the amount of those combined sources was about 
$509 million. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Which includes that financial agreement debt? 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Just while you’re on your feet, do you have a figure for what the authorised borrowings 
were when you came to office? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Not off the top of my head. Someone may have it. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Just — 

The SPEAKER: I can only have one person on their feet. You can provide it by interjection, member for 
Victoria Park. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: By way of interjection, just again going back to the Treasurer’s Loan Bill second reading 
speech of 2009, there was some $446 million outstanding as at 2009. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: No; what was the total authorised? To 2009, how much did the Parliament authorise for 
borrowings? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I do not know. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That’s fine; that’s cool. It would be interesting to know. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I do not know if the member for Cannington wanted to pursue that, but I wanted to ask a 
question again. We had this debate last time, Treasurer, in respect of clause 3 regarding — 

… from the Western Australian Treasury Corporation or elsewhere, for public purposes. 

It was the issue of where the sum will be borrowed from. I would have thought the Treasury Corporation is the 
only vehicle through which the state will borrow, and I again want to get the Treasurer’s comments in respect of 
“or elsewhere”. In 2009 the Treasurer made the point that there were no circumstances that the Treasurer could 
foresee when the state would use any organisation other than the Treasury Corporation to borrow money, and in 
the event it did, Parliament would most certainly be told. My question again is: why does this continue to form 
part of the bill, when clearly there do not seem to be any circumstances in which the Treasury Corporation would 
not be utilised to borrow on behalf of the state? 
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I think, member for Victoria Park, that point is acknowledged, and hopefully in five 
years, when we do another one, we might address that point. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: But will the Treasurer make the point that, at least now, there is no anticipation of the 
government using anyone other than the WA Treasury Corporation? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No, there is not. We deal exclusively with the WA Treasury Corporation. I think the 
member raises a fair question, being that if that is what we do, why does it read “or other”? I am not aware of 
any bagmen or bagpersons who have been visiting the state offering us money, and even if they were, we would 
send them down to the Treasury Corporation. As a little aside, members may find it interesting that I recently 
met with a group of investors—a large number of them international—who invest in Treasury Corporation 
paper. Members may not know, but the Treasury Corporation went to the market within the week of the Standard 
and Poor’s announcement, and I think it was — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: This is when there was not the downgrade, but the warning? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes; the watch. The demand was two or three times the amount; there is a lot of interest 
in Australian — 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Russian reserve — 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Polish! I met the Polish reserve bank representative. 
Dr K.D. Hames: There are only four bills to do after this! 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Treasurer, I am interested. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: As an aside. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Treasurer has opened up a very interesting avenue of discussion. That is a good point; I 
have no doubt that the Polish are interested. My question now is: how soon will the Treasury Corporation be 
going to the market again to tap into the borrowings? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I don’t know. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Treasurer does not know? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: No. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I have one other question that the Treasurer may not have an answer for. In 2009 we talked 
about the financing costs—the costs of borrowing the $8.3 billion. Is there an anticipated financing cost to that 
$5 billion that the Treasury Corporation will ultimately pay? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am assuming somewhere in the accounts there is an interest bill from government, but I 
can give the member our assumed cost of funds. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Yes. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The projections are: 2012–13, 4.6 per cent; 2013–14, 4.6  per cent; 2014–15, 4.9  per 
cent; and 2015–16, 4.9  per cent. So, I am assuming that if we applied those assumed rates across the borrowing 
profile that I outlined earlier, that would give the approximate cost. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 4 put and passed. 
Clause 5: Principal, interest and expenses payable out of Consolidated Account — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I just want to ask a question because the clause states — 

The principal moneys, interest and other expenses of borrowings under the authority of this Act are 
payable out of the Consolidated Account and that Account is appropriated accordingly by this section. 

In other words, the Treasurer does not have to come back with separate appropriation bills for dealing with the 
repayment and interest et cetera. I am just wondering whether the government has a plan for when the principal 
moneys from this Loan Bill will be repaid. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The short answer is that although we may have plans and be developing plans to pay 
down general government sector debt, in relation to the moneys that will be appropriated as a result of this Loan 
Bill and this particular set of borrowings, the advice I have on our current cash flowing is that repayments will 
start in 2015–16, and that will be the sum of $356 million. I do not have any cash-flowing profile beyond 2015–
16. 
Clause put and passed. 
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Title put and passed. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 
MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Treasurer) [4.16 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [4.17 pm]: I rise to make a few comments on the third reading of the Loan 
Bill. This bill has been discussed at some length in the Parliament; the Treasurer introduced it some time ago, 
and we have seen it slowly progress through this house to find its conclusion in our house on the last day of 
Parliament before we rise for the year, and it is likely to be, I guess, until we return after the next election. This 
is, of course, this government’s second Loan Bill, making a total of $13.3 billion in borrowings by this 
government authorised for the general government sector. 

A member interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is absolutely a record! 

The member for Cannington asked some questions of the Treasurer during the brief consideration in detail stage 
on how much had previously been borrowed, and the Treasurer did not know about the outstanding moneys, so 
of course we do not know at this point. But what is interesting, member for Cannington, is that from 1987 
through to 2009—the first Loan Bill under this government—the highest amount of authorised borrowings was 
$390 million. That leapt up, of course, to $8.3 billion, and now to $5 billion. This has most certainly been a 
government that has ratcheted up the debt levels of the state. We have debated ad nauseam the debt levels of the 
state, and I do not intend to continue that subject, but I wish to make a couple of points. One of those points I 
made in the second reading debate was about the Premier’s previous statements on debt when he moved motions 
in Parliament in 1991 and comments he made when he was Leader of the Opposition in 2003 in which he 
demanded the then government cover the liabilities of the unfunded superannuation. At that time in 2003 it was, 
to quote the Premier, “an immense $3.6 billion”. That figure is now up to about $8 billion. Certainly, at the time 
of the budget estimates this year, when the member for Bateman was the Treasurer, they remained unfunded. In 
1991, the Premier made the point again when he moved a substantial motion around debt, demanding that a 
parliamentary committee examine the issue. I subsequently moved a motion, replicating that motion, in about 
2010 and, of course, the Premier then did not see fit to support the motion as I moved it. However, the Premier 
made the point back then that what matters is the amount of debt and the interest paid because that is money not 
being spent in other areas, such as on teachers, police, nurses and all the key things that we spend taxpayers’ 
money on. The Premier said that there needed to be a clear plan to pay that debt down because, ultimately, 
services would have to be cut to meet increasing interest payments. Subsequently, we saw that he changed his 
position fundamentally on that issue when he became Premier, deciding that it does not matter and in reality the 
government does not have to pay down the debt; what matters is keeping debt under control. As a guide, the 
Premier decided $20 billion was his cap and we are now looking at a debt level of $23 billion by 2015–16. As I 
said, I do not intend to spend half an hour to go through the many debates on debt that we have had in this place, 
but I want to highlight the fact that the Premier has indeed been incredibly contradictory in his comments in the 
past, both in the 1990s and as Leader of the Opposition in the 2000s, about his concerns about the debt level. 
In 2008, the member for Vasse, before he became the Treasurer, made the point that debt at $11.4 billion by 
2011–12 was a threat to the state’s AAA credit rating. Ultimately, by 2011–12, debt was at $15.2 billion and is 
now well on its way to $23 billion. Certainly, the Treasurer made the point last night that the opposition moaned 
about the state’s finances, but the Treasurer did not appreciate that many of the arguments made by the 
opposition were identical to the arguments that the Treasurer made not that long ago when he sat on this side of 
the chamber. The Treasurer railed against the debt level of $11.4 billion by 2011–12, and that became 
$15.2 billion in reality, which is why we recently had a warning shot fired by Standard and Poor’s across the 
bows of our AAA credit rating. Standard and Poor’s made the point that not only has our revenue base become 
exceedingly narrow over the last four years—our royalties have increased dramatically from about $3.2 billion to 
about $4.8 billion since this government has been in power; an extraordinary increase—but also there has been 
growth in expenditure, averaging 10 per cent each year under this government. That is another question Standard 
and Poor’s posed about the state’s finances and it is one reason that Standard and Poor’s recently put that watch 
on Western Australia. 
Last night I talked about the very famous letter dated 23 June 1998 from former Under Treasurer John 
Langoulant, making the point that announcements by the then education minister, the current Premier, were 
made — 
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… with no regard to the state of the overall budget and with no examination or consideration of existing 
budgetary capacity within a portfolio. 

I can appreciate the frustration that the then Under Treasurer must have felt back in 1998 to write this letter to 
the then Premier and Treasurer, Richard Court, to draw his attention to what was clearly ill-disciplined financial 
management by the Premier, other ministers and the cabinet in endorsing unfunded proposals. I think that 
historic issue the then education minister had continues in his current premiership. Last night, I went through—I 
will not do it again—a number of those commitments ranging from Midland university through to a Midland 
train station and the Treasurer’s own airport. Various commitments were unfunded, certainly, as Mr Langoulant 
suggested “with no regard to the state of the overall budget”. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Just for the historic record—I am not going to get into an argument with John Langoulant—
the expenditure that you didn’t name but referred to was the introduction of universal kindergarten and 
preprimary for every child in this state, and I will never apologise for doing that. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will read what Mr Langoulant said. The Premier may appreciate that I was not in 
Parliament in 1998. Mr Langoulant states — 

… and the Education Minister’s announcements on matters such as reduced class sizes which are not 
funded. 

There appears to be some disagreement between Mr Langoulant and the Premier, but the Premier was in cabinet 
at the time and, clearly, Mr Langoulant had a different view in the letter, which he expressed to the then Premier 
and Treasurer, Richard Court. Mr Langoulant went on to make this point — 

While the end result and the current quite critical situation is entirely attributable to the lack of 
discipline shown by Ministers in general and Cabinet in particular, there is a significant contributing 
factor which must be recognised and dealt with and that — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: How kind of you to read this on my last day! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The quote continues — 

is the poor performance of the majority of chief executive officers. 

This is a letter that, no doubt, the member for Belmont would have had some enjoyable times with, I would have 
thought, back in 1998 — 
Mr E.S. Ripper: It’s an oldie but a goodie! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: — when he got his hot little hands on a letter like this. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I seem to remember the phrase “Barnett’s budget black hole”! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Barnett’s budget black hole! I hope Hansard picked up the fact that it was the Premier 
himself who raised in Parliament this afternoon the phrase “Barnett’s budget black hole” and not me. I was 
outside this place, but certainly the Barnett budget black hole — 
Mr E.S. Ripper: I think the technical term was “the Barnett budget blow-out”. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Although Mr Langoulant does not write the words “the Barnett budget blow-out” or “black 
holes” in his letter, he is clearly alluding to those black holes or blow-outs that caused the then Under Treasurer 
so much frustration. However, I am delighted that it appears that the Under Treasurer and the Premier have 
indeed fixed their somewhat patchy relationship; they seem to be working well together these days, perhaps 
better than they did in 1998. 
Just quickly, while the Premier is in the chamber, I want to take advantage of the fact that this is a general debate 
on the Loan Bill 2012. Minister Collier will receive a letter from me, as he already has from Dennis Eggington at 
the Aboriginal Legal Service, regarding the stolen wages reparation scheme. I acknowledge that the government 
has already extended the time frame by which people can apply for that scheme. I think it needs to be extended 
again. The letter will not be concerning any issue other than the time line. The scheme was extended through to 
30 November, but the ALS in its letter to me dated 13 November—and it has written to the Minister for 
Indigenous Affairs—states — 

ALSWA considers the current nine month time limit to be onerous and exclusionary, given the State 
Government’s failure to publicise the scheme, and the considerable difficulties associated with assisting 
applicants, including the vast distances in Western Australia and the challenges communicating with 
many eligible people. 
ALSWA has already lodged several hundred applications. We believe that with a more realistic time 
limit, all potential applicants could have the opportunity to learn of the scheme and apply. 
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ALSWA has written to the Minister for Indigenous Affairs, Peter Collier MLC, seeking an extension to 
March 2017. This would make the scheme operational for five years, and bring it into line with similar 
schemes in Queensland and New South Wales, which operated for approximately four years and 
five years respectively. We are yet to receive a response. 

Premier, I think there is much merit in extending the time by which this scheme can be applied. I was recently in 
Laverton and caught up with a number of people who have come in from the lands, as they do into Laverton, and 
they had not heard of the scheme; a lot of them simply had not heard of it, as the Premier would appreciate. 
Advertising such a scheme is difficult for many of the people who actually need to apply. It is ultimately up to 
the government whether it wants to extend it another 12 months or another four years. That certainly would 
generate a lot of goodwill and allow organisations such as the Aboriginal Legal Service of Western Australia in 
particular, which is out on the ground in those places, to advertise the scheme and ensure that sufficient 
applications are made for that scheme. 

I spoke a little longer than I originally intended. It is somewhat appropriate that my last words in this place will 
be about debt. I seem to have spent four years and two months speaking about debt. There has been much 
discussion about finances for this term of government. We have had an extraordinary increase in debt over such 
a short period. The member for Belmont made the point that the government has effectively used the entire 
financial capacity for the next two terms—effectively the next decade—in such a short time. That eliminates any 
flexibility for unforeseen and unknown contingencies that the state may need to respond to in the future. That is 
an issue and a problem that future governments will need to rectify. The member for Belmont also made the 
point that the government elected in 2017 will have to make some pretty tough decisions. I may be taking the 
member for Belmont’s valedictory comments further than he intended, but certainly the government elected in 
2017 will have to make some pretty tough and brutal decisions about the state’s finances—as the Premier 
pointed out back in 1991 when he railed against the then debt levels of the state. In 1991 the Loan Bill authorised 
borrowings of $390 million — 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I do not have it all before me, unfortunately. I brought the matter on for debate in 2009 or 
2010. I brought on the exact same motion that the now Premier moved in 1991; that is, to set up a parliamentary 
committee to inquire into this. There has not ever been this rapid a rise in debt. I made that point whenever I 
brought my motion, back in 2009 or 2010. I simply applied the demands made back then by the now Premier—
that is, to have a plan to repay the debt and at least provide some guidelines. Ultimately, as the member for 
Belmont pointed out, the government elected in 2017 will have to make some tough decisions. As the Premier 
said back in 1991, that will evolve. Cutting services will involve cutting the discretionary spending of the 
government of the day. The now Premier made that point crystal clear in 1991. That is ultimately what will 
happen. The Premier of the day cannot say the debt does not have to be repaid and then impose a cap of 
$20 billion and blow through that cap. The reason that we had a $20 billion cap two years ago no longer seems to 
apply. As the Treasurer pointed out in 2008—not back in 1991—$11.4 billion in debt would impose some 
providence for retaining the AAA credit rating. That $11.4 billion in 2011–12 became $15.2 billion—well on the 
way to $23 billion. I have spoken about debt enough. The Loan Bill will of course proceed through to the upper 
house. When we look at the Loan Acts between 1987 through to 2012, the largest amount authorised prior to 
2009 was $390 million, in 1991. Between 2009 and 2012 we have authorised another $13.3 billion. Clearly, debt 
is a problem that will come to haunt a future government, and that government is not too far away. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
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