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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 3) 2002 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 10 December 2002. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [10.32 am]:  This Bill is introduced into Parliament annually so 
that payments that are made from the Treasurer’s Advance Account are repaid by appropriation from the 
consolidated fund.  Members would be interested to know that this Bill deals with recurrent expenditure during 
three financial years: 1999-2000, 2000-01 and 2001-02.  Another Bill on the Notice Paper, the Appropriation 
(Consolidated Fund) Bill (No. 4) 2002, deals with capital expenditure for the same periods.  Members would be 
aware, if they have noted the Bill, that the recurrent excess expenditure now sought in this appropriation Bill for 
1999-2000 is $129 131 221.79.  Schedule 2 of the Bill identifies excess expenditure approved for various items 
during 2000-01, the recurrent excesses for that period being $346 593 096.73.  Schedule 3 of the Bill identifies 
excess expenditure in the amount of $223 119 996.57.  These are considerable amounts of money in anyone’s 
language.  The Bill, in fact, seeks to appropriate $698 844 315.09.  I acknowledge that the Bill is largely a 
machinery Bill and is the result of the authority contained in section 5 of the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation 
Act for the respective years.  Members would be aware that recent Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Acts have 
generally contained the same wording, apart from the amounts nominated in section 7 of the Act.  Section 5 of 
the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Act deals with the purposes for which money can be paid or advanced 
and is the authority under which these payments are made.  Members would be aware also that section 8 of the 
Financial Administration and Audit Act deals with the Treasurer’s Advance Account.  The Treasurer’s Advance 
Account, which is established by section 5(b) of the Financial Administration and Audit Act, may be operated on 
or by the Treasurer for the purposes that are specified in that Act. 

The schedules to the Bill contain a considerable number of items, alongside which the reasons for the 
overspending are stated.  I want to raise some issues on the first financial period, 1999-2000.  Under “Police 
Services” is an amount set aside of $852 000 for act of grace payments and out of court settlements.  I ask the 
minister to provide in due course additional details on what those act of grace payments and out of court 
settlements comprise, because $852 000 is clearly a lot of money. 

Another area that needs additional explanation is attachment 2, which deals with recurrent expenditure excesses 
and new items for 2000-01.  An item under the heading “Premier and Cabinet” deals with price escalation 
applied by the ministerial air charter service operator under the terms of the contract.  It includes higher fuel 
costs from extensive use of the aircraft.  “Extensive use of the aircraft” are not my words; they are the words in 
attachment 2 and are part of the notes to the Bill.  The amount, in fact, is $500 000. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Does it make any reference to the minister for the north west? 

Hon Tom Stephens:  I hope so. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  There is no direct reference to the minister; however, the minister for the north west 
appears to indicate that it would not be unreasonable for some of that increase to be attributed to his use of the 
aircraft.  

Hon Tom Stephens:  Directly attributable, I hope.  I am discharging my responsibilities. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Flitting around Australia. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  No, Western Australia, enthusiastically and vigorously.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Given the size of minister’s electorate and the area covered by his ministerial 
responsibilities, I do not think it is unreasonable that some of those additional costs are directly attributable to 
him.  The obvious question is: what are the specific particulars of that matter?  Although it is proper for the 
Parliament to authorise expenditure that can be lawfully authorised, further particulars are necessary to 
determine whether the use of the aircraft was appropriate.   

Another area that needs some additional explanation is an item under the heading “Commissioner of Workplace 
Agreements”.  The amount is $596 860.  The note in the explanatory memorandum suggests that additional 
funds were required for the management-initiated retirement of the commissioner and comprised past service 
superannuation liability of $424 860 and a redundancy package of $211 000, of which $39 000 was charged to 
the standing appropriation in accordance with the Salaries and Allowances Act.  I would like some additional 
information about how those figures were arrived at.  I would particularly like to know why an amount of 
$211 000 was set aside for what is termed a redundancy package. 

In that financial year the Police Service was given $1.68 million.  The explanatory memorandum states that the 
increase in expenditure was attributable to a number of items that are listed.  Again, one of the items is act of 
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grace payments of $339 000.  I ask the minister to provide the House with a schedule setting out what those act 
of grace payments comprised.  Part of the $1.68 million in additional funds provided to the police department 
was for unbudgeted costs associated with Operation Isolate, which policed the Rebels outlaw motorcycle gang 
visit to Western Australia.  An amount of $330 000 is said to be the amount needed to supplement the police 
costs.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Supplement?   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That $330 000 is either the full amount needed or supplementary to some other funds 
that were spent by the police department in policing the visit of the Rebels outlaw motorcycle gang. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I find that interesting, because when I asked a question without notice on that matter, 
the answer was that such a cost could not be quantified.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I find that interesting also.  It is clear that at least $330 000 has been able to be 
quantified.  I cannot answer why the Government would tell the member it cannot quantify something when it 
appears from the notes provided with this Bill that certain amounts can be quantified.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I look forward to revisiting that question.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Indeed, as I am sure the Rebels outlaw motorcycle gang looks forward to revisiting 
Western Australia.  The reason I raise that issue is that we read in the paper of the need for additional police 
presence when various interstate bikie gangs visit Western Australia or the gangs located within Western 
Australia visit towns around the State.  I am quite sure that the community as a whole does not recognise the cost 
of providing that additional police presence.  I think the police department does a tremendous job in keeping the 
bikie gangs under surveillance and indeed under control; however, it should never be forgotten that there is a 
considerable cost to the public purse in maintaining that surveillance.  At times that amount cannot be met from 
the normal police budget.   

Various other departments have made act of grace payments.  Some were paid by the Fire and Emergency 
Services Authority of Western Australia in accordance with section 37(5) of the Bush Fires Act to an injured 
volunteer bush firefighter and to the estate of a deceased volunteer.  The amount of those two payments was 
$334 000.  The document sets out sufficient particulars to allow us to understand why those payments were 
made, and there is no need to ask for any further information.  However, I think it is important that the House be 
provided with some additional information about the other issues I have mentioned. 
One of the opportunities that is provided when dealing with the appropriation accounts is for members to range 
into other subjects relevant to government administration, electorate administration, responsibilities etc.  I want 
to make some comment at this stage about some issues that can be clearly recognised.  In my view an alarming 
trait is becoming not only more evident but also embedded in the actions of the Government.  I refer of course to 
the Government’s lack of accountability.  I say that with regard for the various speeches that have been made by 
Premier Geoff Gallop both inside the Parliament and in the wider community since he was elected in 1986.  In 
those many speeches he has extolled both the virtues of and the need for accountability and openness, claiming 
they are essential and integral parts of a parliamentary democracy.  We all recognise that the Premier is a Rhodes 
scholar and has a considerable understanding of government practice and government administration - generally 
the theory of Governments, particularly the Westminster-style Governments that operate in Parliaments 
throughout the world.  He has written widely on the need for accountability and openness in government.  In 
some of the papers he has published he has argued that accountability and openness in government is a crucial 
tenet of public administration.  He appears to believe that accountability and openness in government is 
something that he would want to wear as a badge of honour in support of his integrity.  Members who use the 
Parliamentary Library would be aware that in 1998 Geoff Gallop published a book titled A State of Reform: 
Essays for a better future.  That book includes a foreword by Tony Blair, the Prime Minister of Britain.  The 
book is available in the Parliamentary Library and comprises 15 essays dealing with a number of issues close to 
Dr Gallop’s heart.  The publisher of the book, Helm Wood Publishers, describes the book in the following 
terms -  

In A State of Reform Geoff Gallop outlines a new vision for Western Australia that is inclusive and 
democratic.  He proposes ways and means by which the power of government can be used to promote 
social, economic and environmental improvement whilst at the same time subject to a range of checks 
and balances that protect our rights and interests.   

Dr Gallop is clearly proud of his publication and is keen for everyone to be aware of his position on the various 
issues that he raises in the book.  In fact, he is so proud of his work and so keen for everyone to be cognisant of 
his view that he has presented the Parliamentary Library with a personally autographed copy of his tome, which I 
have read. 
Hon Dee Margetts:  Is that tomb or tome?  
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  I meant tome; I pronounced the word incorrectly.   
Dr Gallop is entitled to be justifiably proud of the book; after all he is stating with candour his position on the 
need for honesty and integrity in government.  Interestingly, essay No 8 is titled “Accountability and Open 
Government”.  In its original form, this essay was a submission to the Commission on Government in Perth, 
Western Australia and is dated 20 March 1985.  Part of essay No 8 states in its opening lines - 
Hon Derrick Tomlinson interjected. 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  I have the document with me so I will have a look.  
Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  The submission from the commission was - 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Was it 1995 or 1985? 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It was 1995.   
Hon GEORGE CASH:  It was 20 March 1995.  In his opening lines on page 72 Dr Gallop states - 

The political concepts “Accountability” and “Open Government” are inextricably linked.  
Accountability is at the heart of democracy in that it involves the idea that politicians and public 
officials are answerable for their actions in that they are servants of the public.  In order for 
accountability to operate not only must the public have the power to influence the direction of 
government through elections, Parliament and other mechanisms of pressure but there must be a proper 
access to information which is accurate, full and relevant.  

I repeat Dr Gallop’s words that the public is entitled to “access to information which is accurate, full and 
relevant”.  
He goes on to say - 

As a recent Report of the House of Commons’ Treasury and Civil Service Committee put it:  “Accurate 
information is the bedrock of accountability”.  

That statement is on page 72 of his book.  In dealing with the responsibility of government in general and 
through ministers of State to the Parliament, Dr Gallop also states on page 72 - 

It ought to be remembered that one of the conventions of the Westminster System of Government is that 
Ministers have “a duty to give Parliament, including its Select Committees, and the public as full 
information as possible about the policies, decisions and actions of the Government, and not to deceive 
or mislead Parliament and the public.  

This quote is from paragraph 124 of the British Government’s “Questions of Procedure for Ministers” quoted in 
the House of Commons, Treasury and Civil Service Committee fifth report 1994.  On the next page of Dr 
Gallop’s book, page 73, under the heading “The Parliamentary Politics of Openness” he says -  

Not only should the debate on Open Government take into account the right of the public to information 
it ought also to look at the question of the duty of Ministers to the Parliament.  Such a duty is, as 
already observed, one of the conventions of the Westminster System. 

Unfortunately, however, Westminster conventions are somewhat vague and slippery, resembling as one 
commentator put it, “the procreation of eels”.   

Dr Gallop then references this quote from Geoffrey Marshall in Constitutional Conventions: the Rule to Reforms 
of Political Accountability, Oxford 1984 at page 54 which states - 

The best way to see that they are followed properly is to provide political pain to those for whom non-
observance is a practice.  

Essay No 15 is a chapter with the heading, “The State and Business”, which resulted from a paper delivered at a 
seminar entitled “Capitalism that Works for Everyone”, organised by Murdoch University and the Committee for 
the Economic Development of Australia on Friday, 24 October 1997.  At page 122 of his book, Dr Gallop notes - 

In the 1980s several new government financial institutions emerged only to be wound down in the 
aftermath of the Rothwells disaster.  Starting with the Burt Commission on Accountability and through 
to the Commission on Government we have seen clear statements of the need to bring more 
transparency and also to incorporate more checks and balances in respect of the use of public moneys.   

I know that prior to the most recent state election, held in February 2001, the Labor Party, through its 
parliamentary leader, Hon Geoff Gallop, pledged to the people of Western Australia that, if elected to 
government, the Labor Party - Dr Gallop’s Government - would deliver a Government that adopts the principles 
of openness, accountability and representation in all its activities.  For proof of that statement, I direct members 
to the ALP document called “Accountability Direction Statement” of 21 February 2000, which is part of the pre-
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election policies put out by Labor prior to the February 2001 election.  That direction statement notes that Labor 
proposes to review the implementation of the COG recommendations and that the following themes will form an 
important part of the COG review process.  They include changing the culture of secrecy in government business 
dealings and improving the effectiveness of the different state agents of accountability.  

I come back to the general theme I am trying to develop; namely, the question of accountability in government.  
I acknowledge the public statements made by Dr Gallop.  I acknowledge that he has written a book in which 
some of the chapters directly relate to accountability and openness in government, and I recognise that, as part of 
its pre-election policy platform, the Labor Party produced statements that referred to the need for greater 
accountability in government.  At page 7 of another document headed “Overview” reference is made to the 
improvement of the Freedom of Information Act and it states -   

Labor will:   

•  require agencies to respond to FOI requests in keeping with the spirit of the Act.  This includes: 

 . . .  

ending the use of “commercial confidentiality” claims as an excuse to hide Government 
activities.  

That should be remembered because I will continue to raise it in this House until this Government lives up to its 
promises about accountability and openness.  Having clearly established the alleged commitment by Dr Gallop 
to accountability and openness in government and the pursuit of honesty and integrity in public administration, 
what is the record of Dr Gallop and his ministers since they were elected to Government in 2001?  I have 
randomly searched various newspaper articles to find examples that clearly demonstrate the Government’s 
actions under its much heralded accountability and openness policy.  I refer to an article in The West Australian 
of Monday, 13 August 2001 - at that stage the Labor Government had been in office only six or seven months - 
the bold headline of which reads -  

Golden gag 

The subheading of that same article reads -  

Secrecy clause ensures departing public service chiefs stay silent 

The two opening paragraphs read -  

THE Gallop Government has paid $4 million to get rid of 32 top bureaucrats under a deal that gags 
them from criticising their former bosses.   

The senior executives have agreed not to criticise publicly their departments or ministers until after the 
next election as part of their redundancy agreement.  

The article continues -  

Dr. Gallop said the secrecy clause was standard when an individual and an organisation parted 
company.   

However, The West Australian notes that when in opposition, Dr Gallop said that the use of a secrecy provision 
in redundancy agreements was inappropriate in the public sector, which he claimed should be transparent.  The 
article further states -  

Dr Gallop said his criticism -  

No doubt he was referring to the criticism he made while in opposition -  

had been of the open-ended confidentiality clause, which subsequently was changed.   

We will consider that statement in due course to determine whether it is one of fact.  I put to the House that not 
all of the confidentiality clauses that have been negotiated since this Government came to office are of a finite 
nature.   

In the same article, the President of the Australian Council for Civil Liberties, Terry O’Gorman - who had been 
contacted by The West Australian for his comments on the requirement that service chiefs stay silent - stated that 
the revised secrecy clause was still objectionable.  He also said -  

“It’s an absurdity and contrary to the new Government’s commitment to a more open freedom of 
information regime . . . “Putting the clause in for the term of the Government makes its real purpose 
much more obvious - to avoid embarrassment.”   

The Community and Public Sector Union is usually pretty close to the Gallop Labor Government and its 
assistant secretary, Toni Worthington -  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Friday, 4 April 2003] 

 p6246b-6252a 
Hon George Cash; Hon Dee Margetts 

 [5] 

Hon Kate Doust:  It is Toni Walkington.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The article reads Worthington; obviously Walkington is her correct name.  The same 
article of 13 August 2001 reads as follows -  

 . . . Toni Worthington said the confidentiality clause meant the management of the public service was 
not open and accountable.   

The editorial headline of The West Australian on that same day - obviously The West Australian had decided to 
give its editorial over to the question of the public’s right to know, because, one assumes, it is committed to 
openness in government - reads -  

Gag denies the right to know  

The editorial referred to the gagging of public servants generally.  The final line of that article states -  

The curtailment of their freedom -  

That is, those who had been subject to management initiated redundancies -  

is a denial of the people’s right to know.   

The West Australian has published quite a few articles on not only management initiated retirement packages, 
but also the conditions under which some of them were taken by a considerable number of public servants.   

On Saturday, 15 February 2003, an article in The West Australian was headed -  

Rolling heads hit velvet cushion   

The article explains that the public servants who were leaving under management initiated retirement packages 
were leaving under fairly generous arrangements that had been agreed to by the Labor Government and the 
public servants.  Some of the golden handshakes are listed on page 3 of The West Australian .  For example, 
Alan Bansemer, the former Commissioner for Health, received $281 961, which does not include the 
superannuation and other entitlements he is due to receive.  Ross Field, who worked in the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet, received $172 028, while Vanessa Davies, a former director of operations in the 
Department of Indigenous Affairs, received $117 435.  Mike Harris, a former employee of the Department for 
Planning and Infrastructure, received $253 872.  The point I make is that these public servants received very 
handsome payouts, but were required to sign the gag agreement.  If they did not sign the agreement, they would 
not receive the money to which they and the Government had agreed.  The headline of another article in The 
West Australian of Saturday, 15 February reads -  

Gallop’s golden gags cost us $8m  

It refers to the 59 top public servants who were ousted in the first two years of the Gallop Government, and 
suggests that the cost of those golden gags was just under $8 million.  That is a huge amount of money.  During 
yesterday’s questions without notice, I was provided with a list of the 59 top public servants’ names and details 
of the date their last contract started and when it was due to terminate.  I note, in particular, that June Williams, 
the former Commissioner of Equal Opportunity, is on that list, because she received a management initiated 
payment.  Most people believe that June Williams retired.  However, she was paid $146 060 as part of a 
management initiated retirement package.  I do not understand why she was paid out when most people 
understood that she was keen to retire and left the service because she retired.  The list of 59 public servants with 
which I was provided last night in answer to a question does not include officers from Western Power and the 
Water Corporation, because they fall under different Acts of Parliament.  Members will be aware of the 
questions I have asked in this House about Western Power’s decision to pay out its former Managing Director, 
David Eiszele, some months ago.   
In continuing with its theme on Saturday, 15 February 2003, The West Australian ran an article by Allan 
Peachment, who is a recently retired associate professor of policy sciences at Curtin University.  The article is 
headed -  

Trust suffers in public services cuts.   
One quote from that article by Dr Peachment states -  

For citizens to have trust in the decisions of their government is very important for those who give trust 
and those who receive it.   

He goes on to say in a different part of the article -  

Why do we suddenly have this rash of seeming bureaucratic incompetence and loss of trust?   

He was referring to the significant surge of public servants who had been required to leave the public service.   
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Fifteen February was a Saturday.  In the following Monday’s edition of The West Australian there were 
comments from Syd Shea, a former conservation chief who worked for a number of Governments during his 
rather long period as a public servant.  He is now a professor of environmental studies at the University of Notre 
Dame Australia in Fremantle.  He was asked by The West Australian what his view was about being gagged on 
making comments about his former department or former minister.  He did not seem to think it was a big deal at 
all; but that was the view of Dr Shea.   
Hon Dee Margetts:  He spent most of his tenure gagging everybody else.   
Hon GEORGE CASH:  I do not know.  All I am saying is that the article generally makes it clear that Dr Shea, 
as a former chief, was not one who thought that gagging caused him any great pain.   
Hon Paddy Embry:  Is there a time frame on the length of the gag?   
Hon GEORGE CASH:  That is the question.  What Dr Gallop said in the papers he has published was that there 
should be a time limit.  There are time limits on some of the matters that I have quoted, and they extend past the 
next state election - for obvious political reasons.  Others are open contracts that do not appear to have a time 
limit at all.   
It is also interesting to note that when the ministers of the current Government were asked what they thought 
about the golden gags and the capacity of the Government to gag its former public servants who were being paid 
out under management initiated redundancies, most of them said that they did not know about it; and, when they 
were asked whether they thought that these gags should be put in place, most of them said that they believed 
there was no need for them, or that the Government should not gag public servants.  The ministers seemed to be 
somewhat surprised by what was going on.  I can only presume that the reason is that these management initiated 
redundancies are, in general, established or initiated in the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and the 
ministers may not be aware of all the conditions that apply to the various contracts that are made.   
The West Australian of Tuesday, 18 February 2003 again contained an editorial that labelled as repugnant the 
idea of a Government buying the silence of top bureaucrats when it sacks them.  It states -  

It runs counter to any notion that good government is based on strong decision-making and the courage 
to justify those decisions.   

It also refers to the general proposition as unacceptable.  Part way through the editorial it states -   

The issue of accountability is one which has bedevilled West Australian politics for many years and led, 
in no small way, to the establishment of the Commission on Government in 1995.   

A recurrent message in the COG’s reports was the need to abandon the culture of secrecy in 
government.  It argued that more information should be available to the public so that it could make 
balanced judgments.   

The editorial goes on to say -  

It recommended among other things that commercial confidentiality, sometimes used as a reason for 
gagging bureaucrats who leave the employ of governments, no longer be an acceptable reason for 
withholding information.   

The final sentence of the editorial states -  

Governments must be answerable for their decisions and hiding behind an enforced gag is simply 
unbecoming political expediency.   

I return to my original statement; that is, prior to becoming the Premier of Western Australia, and indeed since 
his election to the Parliament in 1986, Dr Gallop has on many occasions raised the question of the need for 
accountability and openness in government.  He has written on the subject and he has published papers on the 
subject.  Some of those papers have been incorporated into a book that is available in the Parliamentary Library.  
The point I am making is that, in opposition, Dr Gallop was very strong on the notion of accountability and 
openness in government.  I ask the question: why is it that, now that he is in government, he is so intent on 
refusing to provide information to the people of Western Australia?  The COG and the Burt Commission on 
Accountability clearly believed that providing information was important if there was to be open and 
accountable government, and Dr Gallop referred to the hearings of those two inquiries on occasion in the various 
papers that he has had published.  It seems to me that, two years on from the 2001 election, the evidence that is 
all about us shows that it is now an undeniable fact that the protestations by Dr Gallop and the Labor Party about 
their commitment to accountability and openness in government, which was said to be supported by the high 
ideals of honesty and integrity, have in fact proved to be nothing more than a ruse, a ploy and a cunning and 
deceitful manoeuvre, all designed to gain political advantage.  The shorthand of that is that they were prepared to 
say anything about accountability and openness in government if they thought they would gain votes by saying 
that at the last election.   
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We are only two years into this Government’s term.  It is clear that the community as a whole in Western 
Australia has already woken up to this tactic.  The people to whom I have spoken in the community - including 
Liberal, Labor and other parties’ supporters - generally believe that they have been deceived and betrayed on the 
question of accountability and openness.  That is clearly evident in the polls that have been produced by both the 
newspapers and the media generally on a regular basis.  Those polls have been showing a marked swing away 
from the ALP in Western Australia.  I think it is fair to say that the community in Western Australia has worked 
out that it cannot trust Labor.  With those comments, I indicate that the Opposition supports the Bill.   

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [11.18 am]:  I will speak very briefly to this appropriation Bill.  I 
probably would have spoken a little more forcefully if I had received a little more notice that the Bill would be 
brought on today.  I will point out a few recurring issues associated with the Appropriation (Consolidated Fund) 
Bill (No. 3).  First, I think it would be useful to have a copy of the agreement with the various departments that 
provides for the ongoing item of the one per cent budget incentive scheme.  I am keen to know exactly what the 
departments must do to qualify for their one per cent budget incentive scheme; and, if they get a bonus for 
cutting or meeting their budgets, what it is generally expected or presumed they will do with that bonus.  I hope 
if that incentive scheme is in published form it could be provided. 

I have looked at a range of items in the clause notes to this Bill.  I will point out a few.  Some $361 000 was 
allocated for the Office of Energy for the green power scheme.  All I can say for the almost total understanding 
of demand management in this State is whoopee-do, big deal, it is not much at all when one thinks of a national 
green power accreditation scheme on a dollar-for-dollar basis of up to $1 million over the first five years of 
Western Australia’s green power program.  When one considers the other enormous amounts of funding that are 
provided for energy-guzzling projects in Western Australia, it does not even rate.  I will refer to that when I deal 
with the budget for the office for state resources.  There is a total requested allocation of $827 000, but in fact it 
was funding provided for the purchase of land and interest required for the Oakajee to Narngulu rail and service 
corridor of $2.25 million, funding provided for the Gas Pipeline Sale Steering Committee to link the north-
eastern goldfields with the proposed port of Oakajee of $750 000, and additional funding to effect the purchase 
of additional buffer land at Oakajee of $1.405 million.  The clause notes refer to the expenditure being offset by 
revised project cash flows due to project delays or project savings totalling $11.176 million and savings in travel, 
advertising and consulting expenditure of $102 000.  I would certainly like to know more detail on that. 

The committee that some years ago now tried to find out the total exposure of this State as a result of the 
Kingstream proposal at Oakajee did not scratch the surface of what the potential exposure could have been.  We 
now have some indication from the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure that she appears to be open to 
proposals for other uses for that land.  That is very welcome, but in the meantime a lot of money has gone and 
continues to go down the gurgler.  There is still the proposal for the heavy industry pipeline, and there are not too 
many clear indications of what that proposal is all about.  Given that there is not a project at Oakajee and 
enormous amounts of funds are still in the offing for parts of that proposal, I believe that it is time that we got 
some clarity on what is going on there. 

There are a range of expenditures of which I would have liked a little more notice so that I could have been 
better prepared.  The courtesy of a little more notice of the legislative program would be much appreciated.  Of 
course this is a time when one has the opportunity to speak on a wide range of subjects if one decides to use the 
time of the House in that way, but when we are dealing with a Bill like this, we are dealing with expenditures 
exceeding the planned expenditure.  That means a whole range of issues arise about why recurrent expenditures 
exceed what was expected; some, of course, include bushfires, emergencies and court cases.  It is interesting to 
see in these documents how the decisions of government differ from the reality.  That is why it would be much 
better if there was a little notice provided of when these Bills are to be dealt with.   

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 
 


