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TREASURER’S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2009 

Third Reading 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [12.20 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [12.20 pm]: I rise to speak to the third reading of the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill 2009. Much has been said about this legislation throughout the second reading debate and 
over the course of yesterday during the lengthy consideration in detail stage. The history of the legislation is it 
has been subject to two gags—once during the second reading debate and again during the consideration in detail 
stage. I will return to that point later. Everyone knows that the quantum of the authorisation bill, which has been 
discussed at length, is $1.2 billion in total. The bill itself seeks some $750 million on top of the three per cent 
automatic entitlement contained in the Financial Management Act 2006. 

The passage of this legislation and the debates on previous Treasurer’s advance authorisation bills suggest that 
there needs to be a more streamlined and structured process for how this type of legislation is dealt with. I raised 
this matter with the Treasurer last night during the consideration in detail stage and he nodded his head, although 
I do not know whether that is something he is seriously considering. The opposition sought to refer the 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill to the Public Accounts Committee, but that suggestion was not debated 
courtesy of the government’s gag motion. Sending the bill to that committee would have provided members on 
both sides of the house with a more streamlined process that allowed members the opportunity to debate the 
legislation in the chamber with the advantage of having read the Public Accounts Committee’s report. However, 
that was not agreed to and we found ourselves debating the consideration in detail stage of this bill yesterday. 

The first question I raised with the Treasurer on clause 1 was whether the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation 
Bill could be considered a supplementary budget. I asked that question to determine whether it would trigger the 
requirements under the Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000. The Treasurer had not sought advice on 
that matter and I had not given him prior notice of my question. I dare say that the legislation probably is not 
subject to that act. I have sought some advice on the matter of supply and appropriation. Some of the 
constitutional lawyers with whom I have spoken do not consider it to be a supply bill because it is not for the 
general operational purposes of the government but for extraordinary and unforeseen circumstances. Therefore, 
it is probably not a supplementary budget. However, I asked that question because if it were a supplementary 
budget, I would be interested in the government providing a financial strategy statement. I note that yesterday the 
government also released its wages policy, which obviously would form part of the government’s financial 
strategy statement. However, in the future the government will provide a complete and updated government 
financial strategy statement that will include the financial parameters that will guide the government’s economic 
policies and outline how the government formulates public policy, particularly with respect to the financial 
elements. That is why I asked the question. However, the answer to date is unknown and I will seek some more 
advice on that issue. 

During the consideration in detail stage we spent some time on the commencement clause of the bill. I refer to 
the comments that I made about the more streamlined process to deal with the Treasurer’s advance. The issues 
that were raised by the opposition yesterday and during the second reading debate are issues that oppositions 
have raised for a number of years. Most of those issues are not new. Hence, it might be time to consider whether 
a more streamlined and structured process to deal with the Treasurer’s advance can be dealt with. Therefore, 
yesterday the opposition raised questions about the timing of the Treasurer’s advance and when it must be passed 
so that the implication for the government if it were not passed by a particular date could be made clear to 
members. Members would therefore have a much more thorough understanding of the time constraints within 
which it operates. 

The Treasurer indicated that the legislation must be passed by both houses of Parliament by the end of next week 
because the Assembly does not sit again until May. Parliament will rise for two or three weeks after sitting for 
the next two weeks. Because of the lumpy payments that are to be made in the last two months of the financial 
year, the government will have the flexibility that the Treasurer’s advance is designed to provide going into the 
final two months of the financial year. I note that the Treasurer indicated—he might have to assist me—how 
much of the initial three per cent had been allocated already out of the $450 million. I think the Treasurer said 
that $20 million had already been drawn down yesterday to get through to the end of the financial year. The 
Treasurer’s advance seeks $750 million in funding. Yesterday during the consideration in detail stage the 
Treasurer said that much of the money would be spent on the commitments that the Liberal Party made during 
the election campaign. There is no doubt that this Treasurer’s advance has been compounded by the change of 
government since the budget was brought down. That has brought significant cost pressures to bear on the 
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Treasurer’s advance because of the deal that was struck between the Liberal Party and National Party due to the 
various commitments that they gave. 

Throughout the course of the consideration in detail stage, the Treasurer made a number of commitments 
regarding the provision of supplementary information. I will endeavour to go through Hansard and then write to 
the Treasurer to set out the information that we sought. That might be an easy way to get that information sorted. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: That is very generous. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I dare say, Treasurer, that if I do not do it, nobody will. I will do that and the Treasurer can 
provide me with the information. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I met the Treasury officials at half past eight this morning, after they had gone home at 2 am. 
They will attempt to provide that information. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Will my letter to the Treasurer be of use? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I suspect that it may be, but they will do the same exercise. Between us we will get that 
information. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Wonderful. I will pass on that information to the members of the opposition who spoke last 
night. 

The key to the Treasurer’s advance is it is authorising expenditure for extraordinary or unforeseen 
circumstances. Certainly the change in government, and therefore the implementation of the policy that was not 
taken into consideration in the budget process, would obviously fall into that category. Comments have been 
made—I will not labour them—by many members on this side of the house about the amount of the Treasurer’s 
advance. However, many of the questions opposition members asked the Treasurer were focused on the issue of 
expenditure and whether the Treasurer was comfortable with the figure that he had allocated to each government 
agency and whether that expenditure would be made or whether it was an undershoot. Certainly the member for 
West Swan raised that point about the Commissioner of Main Roads and the request for $20.7 million, which 
resulted primarily from revised oil price adjustments. We all know that the price of oil has dropped considerably 
over the past 12 months. In my notes — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Member, it went up, and then came down again. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: — it states that it was at $96 a barrel at budget time, it was up to $134 a barrel when the Pre-
Election Financial Projections Statement was issued; it was down to $62 a barrel at the time of the midyear 
review and it was somewhere around $50 a barrel yesterday when consideration in detail was taking place. 
Obviously, that has had a significant, and probably favourable, impact for the Commissioner of Main Roads and 
the Public Transport Authority of Western Australia. I dare say that the member for West Swan will probably 
make some further comments on that.  

Later in the evening there was commentary on royalties for regions. At $337 million, it was obviously the largest 
item on the list that the Treasurer provided to the opposition, and questions were asked about how much of that 
will be expended this financial year. The majority of that will be allocated to funds that the National Party has 
established since coming to office.  

The more interesting part of the evening came when the Premier decided to take over from the Treasurer and sit 
in his seat. Initially I thought it was because the Treasurer had to dash off to see a man about a dog, as is often 
said. The Premier enjoyed his time in that chair. It is rare to see a Premier in that chair for a brief period, 
carrying legislation through the Parliament. I found it interesting that his very first piece of evidence contradicted 
the evidence the Treasurer had given immediately prior to the Premier taking the chair. That evidence came after 
a long debate in the chamber about education and training, and particularly where the funding for $35 million to 
pay the teachers’ enterprise bargaining agreement will come from. It was an interesting time of the evening. It 
was a Premier I have only ever seen once. That was last year, when we came back to deal with the truth-in-
sentencing legislation. He was clearly unhappy at having to answer the questions that the Treasurer, I think, had 
been doing very well in attempting to answer before the Premier took the chair. Then the Premier decided to 
come in and change the climate of the house quite considerably, in a way that — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I heard about this!  

Mr B.S. WYATT: — I do not think progressed the debate, and perhaps slowed it down. But it gave clarity to the 
opposition about whose evidence to follow on the legislation, particularly on the education and training 
component of the Treasurer’s advance and why the advance did not include the $35 million allocation that is 
referred to on page 7 of the midyear review—we all know now that it is page 7! According to the Treasurer, the 
$35 million for the teachers has been funded through the three per cent efficiency dividend; however, the 
Premier rejected that evidence quite strongly. 
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I will mention a couple of other areas before I take my seat. They are areas on which the Treasurer, I have no 
doubt, will come back to us with some information. There were some questions regarding the allocation within 
health for the Royal Flying Doctor Service, because there was also an allocation for the RFDS within the 
royalties for regions funding. It was a bit unclear about whether there was a double-up, and the Treasurer will go 
off and deal with that issue and come back to the house with the information. 

Admittedly, the current Treasurer had little to do with the general agreement 4 increase, as it was a decision of 
the previous government. I was more interested in how the state’s finances are managed, especially the extra 
$33.4 million for GA4, which was the entire impact outside of the budgetary process that had to be provided 
through the Treasurer’s advance. The way I understand it, it was simply a transfer of money from, effectively, 
one account into the accounts of the various departments that needed the funding. That requirement was largely 
due, from what I could gather from the Treasurer’s evidence, to wage impacts rather than to increases in full-
time equivalents in agencies. 

I have mentioned royalties for regions. The member for North West spent some time questioning the Treasurer 
about that, and he hopefully got some good answers. It is an area that members on this side of the house, across a 
broad spread of portfolios, have a particular interest in because it is a significant amount of money. Whether the 
money will be expended prior to the end of the financial year was the subject of some scrutiny. 

Before the gag motion was moved and the debate was forcefully concluded, I questioned the Treasurer about the 
taxation refunds that were administered by the Department of Treasury and Finance. The Treasurer said that the 
figure for refunds was $13 million in 2007-08 and went up to $135.6 million in 2008-09. Initially I was 
obviously concerned about whether there was a problem within the Department of Treasury and Finance that has 
resulted in larger-than-usual tax refunds in this financial year. The Treasurer advised that, due to a court case, or 
settlement, a decision was made to return the sum of $100 million to a very lucky taxpayer who had obviously 
convinced the Office of State Revenue of the merits of his or her, or its, case. 

The contingency fund of $149.3 million was the subject of some comment throughout the course of the evening. 
I believed that there was a process by which a figure for the contingency fund of $150 million would have been 
arrived at. Last year it was $70 million. The Treasurer advised that last year’s figure of $70 million was 10.2 per 
cent of the entire amount sought. The $150 million figure is 12.2 per cent, so the Treasurer is asking for about a 
similar figure. However, interestingly, if there are underspends—I return to the example of the Commissioner of 
Main Roads—and money earmarked in the Treasurer’s advance is not spent, it simply ends up in the 
contingency fund, increasing the size of that fund. However, as the Treasurer indicated, if the three per cent 
efficiency dividend within the education department is not met, there will need to be a draw-down from the 
contingency fund to finance some of that $35 million in extra appropriation for the teachers’ enterprise 
bargaining agreement. That is as much as I could gather about the funding for that $35 million. 

As I indicated at the beginning of my contribution to the third reading debate, the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill is historically—I guess always will be—a controversial bill. It always involves significant 
spending outside of the budget process. Regardless of the fact that this year it is at a historically record high, the 
advance will always run into the hundreds of millions of dollars simply because the Financial Management Act, 
quite appropriately, gives the state government an automatic three per cent allowance on the previous year’s 
appropriation to deal with extraordinary and unforeseen circumstances that governments necessarily have to deal 
with. However, the opposition was keen to have this matter referred to the Public Accounts Committee, simply 
because an advance of $1.2 billion is a huge figure—the largest in Western Australian history. It was the 
opposition’s view, and my very strong view, that the debate was necessary to give Parliament some confidence 
that the figures arrived at in the Treasury document were accurate and were proper reflections of what the 
government is likely to expend. If the bill had been referred to the Public Accounts Committee, it could have, 
and I think would have, streamlined the process of consideration in detail we went through last night. 

I want to reflect again on the activities of the Premier last night in coming into this place, removing the Treasurer 
from his seat and taking over for half an hour of proceedings. As far as I could tell, the Treasurer was actually 
doing a good job in endeavouring to answer the questions of the opposition. Obviously there were some answers 
that were not satisfactory to the opposition. However, the tone and tenor of debate up until the time the Premier 
arrived in the house had been productive. The Premier then showed his petulance in coming into the house and 
immediately contradicting the Treasurer in respect of why the $35 million—which, quite rightly, many members 
on this side had been cross-examining the Treasurer about—had not been included in the Treasurer’s advance 
when it is clearly extra expenditure that had not been factored into the 2008-09 budget. The Premier needs to 
take a good, long, hard look at himself. His performance last night, and his performance during the debate on the 
truth-in-sentencing legislation, is not becoming of the Premier of a state. It is certainly not becoming of the 
Premier of Western Australia. I have said to the Premier in the past that I, perhaps more than most on this side of 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 1 April 2009] 

 p2475b-2489a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Ben Wyatt; Ms Rita Saffioti; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Martin Whitely; Mr Bill Johnston; 

Deputy Speaker 

 [4] 

the house, have a reasonably high regard for the Premier. However, I think his behaviour during the debate last 
night is undermining his position as the head statesman in our state. I certainly hope that in future the Premier 
will not perform such politically embarrassing stunts as the one he performed last night. Last night, the Premier 
undermined not only his Treasurer, but also his position as Premier. He certainly demeaned the Parliament and 
the tenor of the debate. Thankfully, once the Premier left the table, the debate returned to the positive tenor that 
had been in place prior to his arrival, and the Premier then promptly fell asleep and we did not hear from him 
again.  

I think it is time the Parliament put in place a more structured process for dealing with the Treasurer’s advance. 
That process should put in place a date—a date to which the Treasurer and the Department of Treasury and 
Finance can work, and a date to which the Parliament can work—by which the Treasurer’s advance needs to be 
passed, or, as the Leader of the House has said, the lights will go out and the wages will not be paid. That would 
give the government the flexibility that it needs, and ensure that the normal operations of government can take 
place, but at the same time it would allow the Parliament to scrutinise the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation 
Bill to ensure that it is an adequate reflection of the moneys required by the government. It is worth making the 
point that many of the questions that we put to the Treasurer were about the adequacy of the amount of 
$1.2 billion that he was seeking. We acknowledge the fact that the quantum of that amount is historically high. 
However, the questions that we put were about whether that amount was high enough. We asked those questions 
because the Treasurer has indicated that there are many unknowns in respect of the day-to-day activities of 
government in implementing the three per cent efficiency dividend. We do not want to find ourselves in a 
position in which the legislation has gone through but the government has not appropriated sufficient funds to 
deal with the extraordinary or unforeseen matters envisaged by the Financial Management Act 2006.  

I conclude by saying that yesterday was certainly a long session. I think the Treasurer was in his seat at the table 
for 10 hours—well, minus half an hour—answering questions. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: It seemed a lot longer than that! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes—to all of us, Treasurer. I thank those members on this side of the house who 
participated in the debate. As I have indicated, I think the Treasurer was endeavouring to do his best in 
answering the many questions that were asked of him. However, the involvement of the Premier was certainly 
unbecoming of him.  

With those few words, I look forward to this matter going through a similar process in the other place. However, 
I believe we need to see whether there will be any benefit for the government in coming up with a more 
structured process by which Treasurer’s advances can be dealt with in the future, so that we are not in the 
position in which the opposition—it does not matter who is in opposition—is left dissatisfied by the process. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Just for your information, after last night’s debate, as enjoyable as it was, I thought there must 
be a better way of doing this. I intend to write to the Public Accounts Committee and ask it to provide some 
advice on options that the government can consider in relation to this matter. I am very happy to do that. I cannot 
say that I will agree with the options it may suggest, but I will be happy to consider its recommendations. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That certainly needs to happen, because every opposition since time immemorial has raised 
the same complaints that we raised yesterday during the debate. It would be good if we could avoid a situation in 
which, 10 years from now, oppositions are saying the same thing. We need to have a process in place that the 
Treasurer is happy with, the Department of Treasury and Finance is happy with, the Parliament is happy with 
and the government is happy with. The government will then be able to feel secure in knowing that it can 
respond to the extraordinary and unforeseen circumstances to which governments need to respond. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [12.45 pm]: I want to reinforce the comments made by the member for 
Victoria Park. I appreciate the efforts of the Treasurer, and of the Treasury officials who were here last night, 
who I think did as good a job as they could given the circumstances. I again want to reinforce that for us to 
question how the $1.2 billion Treasurer’s advance will be spent is not a terrible thing to do. Despite what the 
Premier has said, I believe it is the role of the Parliament to question how this $1.2 billion will be spent. 
Therefore, I think our questions were valid. However, despite our efforts to clarify how this $1.2 billion will be 
spent, we are still unsure about where the bulk of it will go, and whether the amounts that have been listed in the 
supplementary information that has been provided to the opposition will hold true.  

I will now sum up some of the things that we learnt about during the debate last night. The first is the efficiency 
dividend. The whole of this $1.2 billion ask by the Treasurer is predicated on the fact that the government will 
deliver a three per cent efficiency dividend in 2008-09. As we have heard over the past couple of weeks, it is 
very unclear whether the government will be able to deliver that efficiency dividend in the core departments. The 
Department of Health is expected to deliver $60 million in savings in efficiency dividends for 2008-09. The 
Department of Education and Training is expected to deliver $50 million for 2008-09. WA Police is expected to 
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deliver $12.5 million in efficiency dividends for 2008-09. There is a huge risk that those efficiency dividends 
will not be delivered. It has come out in the upper house estimates committee that the directors general of the 
Department of Health and the Department of Education and Training do not believe they will be able to achieve 
those efficiency dividends for 2008-09. The Treasurer said last night that he and his department are working with 
those agencies to try to secure those efficiency dividends for this financial year. Again, I do not think anyone is 
assuming that those full efficiency dividends will be found. That poses a significant risk to the amount that has 
been requested under the TAA. I do not believe those efficiency dividends will be fully met. I believe they will 
be only partially met, if what we heard from the Treasurer last night is correct. 

The second thing that we learnt about last night is the blow-outs in government expenditure. As I have said, the 
TAA is predicated on an efficiency dividend. Questions have been raised about the delivery of that dividend. 
Questions have also been raised about the out-of-control or unbudgeted expenditure in key areas such as health 
and education and training. We have heard from the relevant directors general that the Department of Education 
and Training has estimated that its expenditure will be about $50 million over budget, and the Department of 
Health has estimated that its expenditure will be about $200 million over budget. The Treasurer and the 
Department of Treasury and Finance are working through that, but those predicted blow-outs again put at risk 
the amount asked for in the Treasurer’s advance authorisation of $1.2 billion. If that expenditure comes to 
fruition and there is a $50 million blow-out in education costs and a $200 million blow-out in health costs, it will 
significantly impact and undermine the TAA request for $1.2 billion. I am sure some management will be taking 
place, in particular probably some expense carryover for the end of the financial year to try to ensure that the 
Treasurer does not have to come back to the Parliament to request more money. If that occurs, these key 
agencies will be starting 2009-10 in a negative position.  

Is the TAA request of $1.2 billion enough? We know that the efficiency dividend is not being fully met in some 
key departments and that blow-outs in some departments have to be managed. There is a significant risk that the 
$1.2 billion will not be enough. We have also heard that there is some significant underspend in some key areas. 
I think that the magnitude of expenditure we have been talking about in the Department of Health and the 
Department of Education and Training in particular means that if those two departments are not controlled, if 
those efficiency dividends are not delivered and the blow-outs are not managed, the TAA request of $1.2 billion, 
including the $150 million contingency, will not be enough. The government has a huge task before it over the 
next couple of weeks before the budget cut-off date to manage that expenditure to ensure that the Treasurer will 
not need to come back to the Parliament for a further request for funding over and above the $1.2 billion TAA. 

I turn now to the apparent significant underspends. I do not think that it was too much for this Parliament to be 
requesting from this government an explanation of where the $1.2 billion was going. Similar requests have been 
made over the past decade, as I recall, and such information has always been provided. I think what has 
happened this year in particular is that a lot of the information that has been provided will not come into play 
because a lot of it is built on false assumptions or wrong assumptions. There is significant underspend in some 
key areas, in particular in the delivery of election commitments. This Treasurer and government have talked 
about the non-delivery of commitments over the past eight years. The previous government delivered a lot and 
delivered a huge amount of infrastructure and a huge increase in improved services. The previous government 
was operating in the significantly different economic times of an economic boom, which always puts pressure on 
the ability to meet costs and timelines. The Treasurer made that criticism of the former government, but already 
six months into the term of this government there is significant underspend and non-delivery and a failure to 
meet the government’s election commitments. The midyear review, together with the TAA, lists a number of 
election commitments for which funding has been requested and provided through this bill. The Parliament is 
being asked today to provide funding for a number of election commitments that we already know will not be 
delivered according to the time frame set out for the people of Western Australia during the last election 
campaign. There are also some wrong assumptions, which we talked about last night. There is an assumption 
that the Commissioner of Main Roads will require extra funding of about $20 million. The Public Transport 
Authority also requested extra funding of about $22 million on the basis of the oil price.  

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes; as pointed out by the opposition, that funding will not be required. I am not sure why 
the TAA is not adjusted to reflect the fact that the assumption has already been found to be incorrect and that the 
$42 million will not be required in the 2008-09 financial year. We already have those two items that are out of 
date. Of course, there is also a range of election commitments for which funding was earmarked in the midyear 
review and for which the TAA provides and which will not be undertaken. We heard the Treasurer confirm last 
night that in many cases the time frame set out by this government in the election campaign and the midyear 
review, and implicit in the TAA, will not be met. The Treasurer has spoken at length about lagging timelines for 
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the delivery of some of the previous Labor government’s commitments. However, six months into its term this 
government has already started to slip in its delivery of its election commitments.  

I want to go through the government’s election commitments having regard to the supplementary information 
provided by the Treasurer for the TAA. The Department for Communities is seeking $29.8 million to deliver 
mainly two key election commitments. There is the seniors’ cost-of-living rebate and the seniors’ security rebate. 
The seniors’ cost-of-living rebate is about $25.6 million and the seniors’ security rebate is $2.5 million. As I said 
last night, we have heard nothing about the seniors’ security rebate. That was confirmed by the Treasurer. I am 
not sure where that commitment is at, but $2.5 million was specified in the Liberal Party’s election costings and 
the midyear review. We are being asked to provide funding to deliver this commitment, which will not happen in 
this financial year. The $2.5 million is unlikely to be needed or requested, yet we are being asked to approve the 
funding. We have heard much about the seniors’ cost-of-living rebate for which $25.6 million has been allocated 
in the 2008-09 midyear review and in the TAA. As late as last week the implementation of this seniors’ cost-of-
living rebate was further delayed, which is a pity because today electricity prices are increasing for ordinary 
families by about 10 per cent. The delay in the implementation of the rebate means the whole of the 
$25.6 million that has been allocated to be spent in the financial year 2008-09 will not be spent. I am not quite 
sure how much of it will be spent, but I am sure we heard the Treasurer confirm yesterday that the full 
$25.6 million will not be allocated in this financial year. The government made two key election commitments. 
There is severe slippage in the delivery of those commitments, yet we are still being asked to commit that 
funding through the TAA.  

I turn to the Department of Corrective Services. We are being asked to provide $7.5 million to plan two new 
prisons, which is a significant request. I am not sure on what basis the estimates were made. We are not sure 
where the prisons will be located, what will be the total cost and when construction will start. We mentioned last 
night in the debate that $7.5 million is an exorbitant request for the planning of two new prisons, in particular 
when not one dollar is being allocated to the planning of the new Royal Perth Hospital through this TAA bill. 
There is no detail of where the prisons will be located and what their total cost will be. I asserted that I did not 
believe that the $7.5 million will be needed. It may possibly be needed by the Department of Corrective Services 
but not for the planning of those two new prisons by 30 June. 

I turn to the Department of Education and Training, for which $48.4 million has been requested for capital 
upgrades to schools around the state. It is said that the $48.4 million is needed for the delivery of the Liberal 
Party’s election commitments. The only problem is that we are not sure what those commitments are. During the 
debate last night the Minister for Education did not put forward any information about what the $48.4 million 
would be spent on. To clarify the position, $48.4 million is requested for Department of Education and Training 
capital works, yet there is no clarification of where that money is meant to be spent. The Treasurer did point to 
Liberal Party costings, but they did not break down the expenditure year by year, so in respect of 2008-09 we 
have no idea what the $48.4 million will be spent on. The Treasurer asks that we put questions to the Minister for 
Education. We will try, but I am not sure how successful we will be in getting answers. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: We are not confident.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We are not confident at all, but we will try. We will give it a burl! 

Again, I do not think that $48.4 million will be spent in 2008-09. Through this TAA process, the Parliament is 
being asked to allocate funding to items that we are very sure will not be required in 2008-09. This list is 
basically a compilation of what appears in the midyear review, stuck together with a few wage increases, except 
for the education and training increase, which we are still trying to find, and then presented to the Parliament.  

I turn now to the other key election commitments, beginning with the Public Transport Authority. The sum of 
$50.2 million is being requested for the 2008-09 financial year to deliver election commitments. Two of those 
key commitments, as was again confirmed last night, will not be delivered according to the time frame listed in 
the midyear review and implicit in the TAA. I refer to the seniors’ free transport, which starts this week. To 
implement this election commitment, $5.5 million has been requested. This is the full-year cost of this election 
commitment and therefore $5.5 million will not be the 2008-09 cost as we are now three-quarters of the way 
through the 2008-09 financial year. The other key component is the sum of $4 million, implicit in the 
$50.2 million, for the upgrades of car parks. We have had belief confirmed that that money is not required, or 
will not be spent by 30 June this year. 

I turn now to royalties for regions, and reinforce the fact that I believe the Parliament has been requested to fund 
items that at this stage are unlikely to be spent. The sum of $337 million has been requested for royalties for 
regions in 2008-09, which is a significant amount. I know that the Minister for Regional Development, in a 
ministerial statement delivered this morning, tabled a document relating to the regional development 
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infrastructure and services grants fund, which I will speak about in a moment. I want to go through the royalties 
for regions allocation of $337 million. Again, I believe that a lot of this funding will not be spent in the promised 
and committed time frame.  

The country aged pensioner fuel card is the subject of an allocation of $20 million for this financial year. 
According to last week’s newspapers, this government does not appear to be very close to delivering that 
commitment. I understand that a consultant has been employed from an interstate firm to design the fuel card and 
the scheme, but I think it is unlikely, given the significant administrative costs and difficulties in implementing 
the scheme, that it will be up by 30 June. The Parliament has been asked for $20 million to fund this program, 
which we are pretty sure will not be happening by 30 June. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: They haven’t even determined the eligibility criteria. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That is right. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Mandurah people are waiting to see if they will get it. They are regional people. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I think they have access to public transport. 

Again, the Parliament is being asked to fund $337 million worth of commitments when we are sure that a lot of 
those commitments will not be delivered by 30 June. The Bush Change housing grant has been allocated 
$10 million this financial year, but it is uncertain whether that amount will be spent. I am pretty sure that the full 
$10 million will not be spent.  

I turn now to the regional development infrastructure and services grants fund, to which $40 million has been 
allocated in the midyear review and as part of the TAA. The Minister for Regional Development today delivered 
a ministerial statement showing that the process for this program is now underway and it is expected that the 
successful applicants will be announced in June. Given that the successful applicants will be announced in June, 
and given the accountability measures and administrative process that the applications will need to go through, I 
cannot see this money being spent or committed by the end of June. Again, I am not sure whether the 
$40 million required will need to be spent by 30 June. 

The last underspend I will talk about relates to Western Australia Police. The sum of $7.6 million has been 
allocated to Western Australia Police through the midyear review and this TAA for new police stations and 
upgrades as part of election commitments. We are not sure what those stations are, and I am not sure whether it 
is possible to spend the $7.6 million by 30 June if no announcement has even been made of which stations are to 
be upgraded. Again, there is uncertainty about whether that $7.6 million will be spent. 

In summing up, the Parliament is being asked to approve $1.2 billion in expenditure. I agree with the member for 
Victoria Park, and it is good to hear that the Treasurer has taken this on board, that a better process needs to be 
developed, in particular when such large sums are being requested. This is a significant amount of money to be 
sought out of budget. I know there has been an election, but $1.2 billion is significant. We have talked before 
about how there possibly should have been a mini-budget to allow for the explanation of the election 
commitments. I think that would have been prudent. There is still a lack of clarity, although I appreciate the 
efforts of the Treasurer and the Treasury officials last night. This is still a bit of a guessing game about where the 
$1.2 billion will ultimately go. I believe a number of election commitments will not be funded by 30 June, but I 
think the underspend will be required to cover the health and the education and training financial difficulties that 
have been outlined in the press and by the relevant directors general over the past couple of weeks. While there 
will be underspends in the delivery of some election commitments, and of course the oil price issue, I believe 
that some of the underspend will be required to cover the non-delivery of efficiency dividends in health and 
education and possibly in police. This is the first time this Parliament has been asked to approve $1.2 billion at a 
budget. No-one should accuse the opposition of doing anything wrong in asking questions and seeking clarity 
about where the $1.2 billion will be spent. 

I have been watching politics in this state now for 10 or 11 years, and this is the first time I have ever seen a 
Premier send his Treasurer to the back bench when the house has been debating an appropriation or TAA bill. 

Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is amazing, incredible and unprecedented—the first time in history. As a result of that—
what do we call it? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: A high-level incident in the chamber. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: A high-level incident, or intervention. He was gone for 40 minutes. I have worked for two 
previous Premiers—the present member for Willagee and the former member for Victoria Park—and I cannot 
even imagine a situation in which those Premiers would have come in and moved the present Leader of the 
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Opposition to the back bench and said that they would handle it. I cannot believe what that says about the 
confidence that this Premier has in the Treasurer.  

Mr P. Abetz interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The role of headkicker does not suit the member for Southern River. I cannot believe it 
happened. It is something that everyone has been aware of, and while government members were sitting there 
laughing, everyone realised what happened last night.  

[Quorum formed.]  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As I said, I have never seen a Premier show such a lack of confidence in a Treasurer. It was 
an extraordinary event. While all the members of the government are laughing now, at the time they were all 
nervous and realised what was happening. I actually felt sorry for the Treasurer as he sat behind the Premier, 
trying to provide answers and the Premier telling him not to speak.  

Mr P. Papalia: He was a poor, pitiful figure.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Exactly. We are still not sure what happened to the $35 million—I do not want to reopen 
that debate—allocated as part of the teacher’s enterprise bargaining agreement, yet no funding has been sought 
through the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation. We are not quite sure where the $35 million is coming from. As 
I said, there seemed to be funding in line with every other enterprise bargaining agreement, but the $35 million 
for the government’s core election commitment—the teachers’ EBA—does not exist in any appropriations. The 
Treasurer said that it was being funded by the efficiency dividend while the Premier was saying, “No, it’s not”. 
The Premier’s intervention last night confused the house. It showed that the Premier knows little about the state 
finances and it embarrassed the Treasurer. I think it embarrassed every member of the government to know that 
their Treasurer was sent packing because the Premier wanted to come in and take control. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [1.12 pm]: I thank members of the opposition for their contribution to this 
debate. I am particularly impressed that members of the opposition took it up to the government yesterday and 
last evening to request some explanation for what is contained within this legislation. I note that not one 
government member, as far as I can recall—I was here for some hours yesterday—apart from the member for 
Alfred Cove with her pungent contribution to the debate, the Treasurer, and the Premier with his dramatic 
intervention late in the evening, contributed to debate on a request for $1.2 billion of the biggest ever spend; not 
one government member. I thank the member for Alfred Cove for her contribution, the making of which 
demonstrated the lack of interest in this debate by members of the government, with the exception of the Premier 
and the Treasurer.  

I will comment on the events of last night. Yesterday evening was extraordinary. In my parliamentary life it was 
one of the better debates I have had the opportunity to participate in. Of course, I have been in this place for 
many late night sittings, particularly in my early days, in the mid to late 1990s, when there were a great many of 
them. Last night was one of the more enjoyable times. The Premier’s performance last night was a metaphor for 
his attitude to his ministers. It is a pity it happened so late in the evening because I do not think the media would 
have been able to observe what went on last evening. To put the event on the historical record, I will relay again 
to the house what took place because it is relevant to this legislation.  

The Treasurer was dealing with the legislation as best he could, but he was unable to answer many of the 
questions posed by the opposition. As the night wore on, he consistently adopted different strategies such as 
saying, “I am not going to answer that”, and he was presented with new information on questions that he had 
been unable to answer earlier. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: Rubbish. You tried to make it into a government estimates investigation.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Minister for Mental Health was looking rather sleepy last night, so I am not sure he 
can recall things clearly.  

As the night wore on, the Treasurer was provided with pieces of paper by one of his advisors, one of whom was 
Mr Michael Barnes, a very, very professional Treasury officer, and he enlightened us on various issues 
concerning the Treasurer’s advance. Suddenly, the Premier bowled into the chamber in a dramatic flourish and 
sat behind the Treasurer. He had obviously been observing the debate somewhat and thought, “I will come in 
here —  

Dr G.G. Jacobs: The Treasurer had been sitting there for five hours; give him a break.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Can I finish what I am saying, please?  
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Dr G.G. Jacobs interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Does the minister behave like this with his patients? Please! Can I finish what I am 
saying? My goodness, no wonder he got out of medicine and became a member of Parliament if that is how he 
behaves towards his patients!  

The Premier bowled into the chamber and decided that, having been here for 19 or 20 years, he would show the 
Treasurer how things are done, so he tapped the Treasurer on the shoulder; they had a little conversation and the 
Treasurer left. I understand fully that the call of nature might have meant the Treasurer had to go out for 
somewhere between two and 10 minutes, but the intervention was rather longer than that.  

Mr M.P. Whitely: I think he had irritable Barnett syndrome! 

Several members interjected.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Very good.  

So the Premier tapped the Treasurer on the shoulder, who went out for a period and then the Premier took over 
the debate. In his first intervention, the Premier directly contradicted the point the Treasurer had been making for 
probably the previous hour. I will go into the details a little later. He then said that we do not know what we are 
talking about! He proceeded with his normal sloganeering in the way he speaks in this place. It is all about 
slogans, “You’re either with us or against us”; he does not get into the detail of the argument. Then the Treasurer 
arrived back in the chamber after the Premier had said, as members will recall, “I’m here for the long haul”. He 
turned to the backbenchers and said, “We’re here until five o’clock aren’t we troops?” Everyone on the back 
benches cheered and said, “Yes, we’re here till five o’clock.” We said, “Fine; if that’s what you want to do, we’ll 
proceed with the debate later into the evening.” He said, “Right, we’re here till five o’clock; I’ve been having a 
sleep for a couple of hours and I am ready to go and I’ll send the Treasurer off for a kip”—that was the word he 
used—which, to me, means sleep. He said, “I’ve been having a kip for a couple of hours; I’m ready to go; the 
Treasurer needs a break and I’m going to take you on.” Then the Treasurer arrived back in the chamber and the 
Premier was obviously struggling because he said that it had been a mistake for the Treasurer to give us the 
advice he had given us on what the Treasurer’s advance was to be spent on. He said to the Treasurer, “Well, your 
first mistake was to give them that because that gives them something to talk about.” He was saying, in other 
words, that it was a mistake to advise the people of Western Australia what the $1.2 billion was going to be spent 
on. He said, “That is your first mistake.” In other words, next year, the Treasurer should not give us that advice 
because, obviously, we might speak to it. In light of all the words he spoke when he first became Premier about 
how his government would answer questions and be accountable and question time would be a time in which he 
answers questions, my God, is the attitude he exhibited last night not the height of hypocrisy? Anyway, the 
Treasurer then arrived back in the chamber and sat immediately behind the Premier looking very sheepish and 
the Premier proceeded to not answer the questions. The Treasurer was watching the Premier while the Premier 
was in his seat.  

When I was a minister, or when the Leader of the Opposition was the Treasurer, if the Premier came in and said 
that he would take over the debate, even though we were sitting here ready, willing and able to handle it, it 
expressed a lack of confidence in our ability. That is what it does. I fully understand the Treasurer taking a break 
for a cup of tea, a toilet break or to have something to eat, but when the Premier is handling the debate whilst the 
minister is sitting directly behind him—in camera shot, mind you—and the minister is not allowed to come 
forward and handle the debate, it expresses a distinct lack of confidence in the minister’s ability in this house. 
There is no other way of reading that.  

We then proceeded with various areas of the debate. The Premier started to make a strategic retreat on the things 
he was saying. Then he said, “I have done my bit now. I will hand back to the Treasurer.” Then, as the night 
went on, we noted members of the government filing back in to the chamber and obviously we knew that the 
government was going to gag debate. There was no need to do that. I said that last night and I will say it again: 
there was no need to do that. We have three full days of sitting this week. If the government had come to the 
opposition and said that it would like this bill put through by the end of the week and asked us how can we 
structure the debate to allow that to happen, I would have agreed. The management of this place is quite simple. 
We could have sat here last night until 10 o’clock and sat here today doing consideration in detail, and we could 
have done the third reading tomorrow, and the bill would have been through. Instead, the government came in, at 
two o’clock this morning, and said that it would gag the debate—after the Premier had said that we would go 
until five o’clock this morning. The government said it would gag debate on this important legislation. We had 
some very important questions.  

So that the member for Swan Hills understands, the opposition is voting for the legislation. Considering all 
members of the opposition are voting for it, what was the requirement for us all to be here? What was the 
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requirement for us all to be here at two o’clock in the morning? We are voting for the legislation. That does not 
mean that we do not ask questions. If we were voting against the legislation, members would have a point, but 
we are voting for it. The anger and heat surrounding that was completely unnecessary because we were going to 
vote for it.  

As we were proceeding through this four-page document, which detailed what the money given through the 
Treasurer’s advance was going to be spent on, the gag in effect meant that around one-third of the expenditure 
was not actually questioned. We proceeded in an orderly way through the document, but, broadly speaking, I 
finished by asking the Treasurer about the South West Development Commission component. He did not get the 
opportunity to answer my question because the Leader of the House gagged debate. It meant that we could not 
ask questions on the components of the Department of Sport and Recreation, the Department of Treasury and 
Finance, the Electoral Commission and the Department of Water. I think one member might have asked one or 
two questions about WA Police, but we did not get into the police stations’ commitments. The remainder were 
the areas within contingency and various small items. We did not get to debate those issues because the 
government gagged the debate last evening.  

During the third reading debate, we will now raise all those issues as best we can. However, we cannot actually 
ask the minister. I note that the minister is not here for the third reading again. The minister should be here for 
that. That is what the third reading is about. He should be sitting in here listening so that he is able to respond to 
the concerns raised when he wraps up the debate at the end of the third reading. I do not know why he would be 
so rude as to not be here for that. That is proper parliamentary practice. That is treating the Parliament with 
respect, particularly in light of the gagging of the debate last night.  

Debate was also gagged when we attempted to move the bill to the Public Accounts Committee. There have been 
two gags on this debate in the course of three weeks of parliamentary sitting this year. Twice the government has 
shut down debate in the Parliament. The Parliament is the principal accountability measure in Western Australia. 
When debate is shut down, we shut down accountability in this state. It was particularly unnecessary on this 
occasion because we are voting for the government’s legislation. It is not a situation in which we are voting 
against the legislation; we are voting for the legislation. I note that the Treasurer, a few moments ago—when he 
was here—said that he saw some merit in contacting the Public Accounts Committee to seek its advice on these 
issues. Despite that, the government gagged debate on the bill, even when the Speaker himself said that he 
thought it was something that we should discuss. The management of the house, certainly in the early days of 
this government, has been nothing short of appalling when we consider all these factors that have come into 
play.  

I want to deal with one other thing; that is, when the debate was gagged last evening, three Independent members 
voted for the gag. The Minister for Education has obviously disavowed the earlier commitment she made in 
relation to gagging and guillotining debate in this house. As I pointed out last night, after 19 years of saying how 
wrong it was, the instant she gets to be a minister she starts voting for it. I think that speaks volumes about the 
Minister for Education. 

The member for Alfred Cove has a very, very powerful position in this place. I do not think she quite 
understands how powerful she is. She has put forward the smoking legislation, which she is quite committed to, 
and, as I indicated to her today, we are happy for that to come on for debate at any time. We gave up three hours 
of opposition time to allow her to do it the other week. She can bring that on now—all she has to do is indicate to 
the government that she wants to bring it on. She has a powerful position in this place. She just has to indicate, as 
the National Party did, that if the government does not provide what she wants, she will walk. That is what the 
National Party did—the Liberal Party gave the Nationals what they wanted or else they would have walked. All 
the member for Alfred Cove has to say is exactly the same thing, and she can be responsible for some very 
significant health-related reforms in this state. That is all she has to do.  

The member for Alfred Cove voted for the gag last evening. I think that across Westminster Parliaments it is 
very unusual for Independents to vote for those sorts of initiatives. It was very unusual for her to do it. Again, we 
were going to vote for the legislation, so whether she was here in the house and whether the member for 
Kalgoorlie was in the house was a complete irrelevance, because the legislation is going to pass. To vote for a 
gag and to not allow people to say what they want to say on legislation which is put forward by the government 
they are associated with, or part of, and which will proceed through in any case, is, quite frankly, bizarre.  

The member for Kalgoorlie is my friend. I like the member for Kalgoorlie; I have always been supportive of the 
member for Kalgoorlie. I hope he is listening to this. I saw him sitting here last night voting for the gag on 
debate against his former colleagues. We were discussing $1.2 billion—an unprecedented amount of money to 
be allocated. I saw him sitting here last night, and he voted against further debate of that $1.2 billion. I found it 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 1 April 2009] 

 p2475b-2489a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Ben Wyatt; Ms Rita Saffioti; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Martin Whitely; Mr Bill Johnston; 

Deputy Speaker 

 [11] 

disappointing that the member for Kalgoorlie would do that. I found it disappointing in many ways. We are his 
former colleagues. The Labor Party is the party that provided him with an entry to Parliament. The Labor Party 
made him a minister. The people of Kalgoorlie elected him as a Labor Party candidate and he became a Labor 
Party minister. I understand that he has indicated that he will vote with the government, but an Independent 
member does not have to be a sure thing. My goodness, Independent members do not have to be a sure thing on 
every single issue that comes before the house, in particular the gag, particularly when the opposition is going to 
vote for the legislation that is to be gagged. Why do Independent members have to be such a sure thing on these 
issues? Surely being an Independent means one can show a little bit of independence.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: Once again the member is not talking about the bill. He is talking about extraneous issues, 
which is exactly what the opposition did for 15 hours yesterday.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: As I said, we were going to vote for the bill. I suggest that the member for Kalgoorlie 
might have felt that it was a sensible thing to do. I will also put on record, as a reminder to the member for 
Kalgoorlie, that it was not us but the Premier who described the member for Kalgoorlie as corrupt. The Leader of 
the National Party also regularly described the member for Kalgoorlie in that fashion in this house. 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Once again, the manager of opposition business is not talking to this bill at all. He is 
talking about all sorts of other issues and he is attributing comments to other members in this house. That is 
totally irresponsible and he should be brought back to what he is supposed to be doing, which is talking to the 
bill. The third reading debate must always relate to the detail of the debate during the consideration in detail 
stage. Members cannot revisit the second reading debate. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland): The member for Rockingham will continue to address the 
items before us and not go off on a tangent. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Last night the member for Kalgoorlie did not have to vote for the gag on the Treasurer’s 
Advance Authorisation Bill, which deserved to be given more consideration. I do not agree with what the 
Premier and the Leader of the National Party said about the member for Kalgoorlie. I thought they treated him 
very unfairly. He should remember who his friends are and who his friends were. 

Yesterday evening the consideration in detail stage was unnecessarily cut off and we therefore missed out on 
considering some of the larger amounts of money contained in the document that was provided to us by the 
Treasurer. However, one area that we had the opportunity of considering was the school capital improvements 
program, as part of the then opposition’s election commitments. Naturally that is of interest to me. I was a 
member of the government that ran the biggest capital works program for schools in the state’s history by a long 
way; that is not in monetary terms but in real terms. We ensured that 63 new schools were built in Western 
Australia. In addition, another 20, or thereabouts, were under construction and are due to open either this year or 
next year. Huge improvements were made also to Western Australia’s existing school infrastructure. Last night 
we asked the Treasurer to provide detail about the school capital improvements program that was part of the 
Liberal Party’s election commitments. The Treasurer kept responding by telling us to ask the Minister for 
Education. I thought that the Treasurer should have been able to provide us with the detail of that matter. Given 
that we asked him about it on numerous occasions last night, I hope that in his response to the third reading 
debate he provides us with the detail that we asked for.  

The expenditure of $48.4 million is, as the bill states, for the commitments that were promised leading up to the 
end of this year, and it must be expended by the end of this financial year. It seems to me that it should be easy to 
provide advice on that. Clause 3 of the bill is headed “Authorisation of expenditure to make payments in respect 
of extraordinary or unforeseen matters or to make advances for certain purposes”. I assume that the appropriation 
of $48.4 million falls within the category of making advances for certain purposes, and it should be fairly easy to 
detail to the house where that money is to be spent. I would appreciate it if the Treasurer would give us that 
information when he responds to the third reading debate. We could ask the Minister for Education, as the 
Treasurer intimated to us 10 or so times yesterday, but I suggest that in doing so, considering the late stage we 
are at, by the time we got an answer it would be fairly close to the end of the financial year in any event. 
Therefore, the Parliament and the people of Western Australia would not find out about the information in time 
for it to be as worthwhile as it otherwise would be if we found out now what the commitment was. 

I refer also to the contradiction between the Premier and the Treasurer regarding the use of the contingency of 
$149.3 million for the teachers’ salary increase of $35 million. The Treasurer indicated at length that the 
contingency fund would be used for that only if the three per cent efficiency dividend was insufficient to meet it. 
However, he said that the three per cent efficiency dividend would be sufficient to meet the increase in teachers’ 
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pay. He walked both sides of the fence by saying that it would be enough but that because of intervening events, 
it might not be enough and therefore the government would use the contingency fund to top up the teachers’ 
salary increase. Obviously the efficiency dividend will not be enough because the Department of Education and 
Training has not met the government’s demands for expenditure cuts. The efficiency dividend will not be enough 
to do that and therefore it might be necessary to use the contingency fund for that component of the teachers’ pay 
rise. The Premier then came into the chamber and indicated that it was a ridiculous proposition to say that the 
three per cent efficiency dividend would be either used for or would meet the cost of the teachers’ pay rise. That 
directly contradicted exactly what the Treasurer said no more than a few seconds before the Treasurer left the 
chamber. That contradiction needs an explanation. The Premier thinks one thing about the Treasurer’s advance 
and the Treasurer thinks another. That contradiction is quite important. It is a significant sum of money and we 
need to know where it is coming from. 

Further to the Premier’s dissertation on the education component, the Premier, as is his wont, suddenly put it in 
terms of either being for or against teachers. That follows on from the absurd proposition he put a few weeks ago 
that one is either for police officers or against police officers. Both of those propositions are absurd and should 
not be put in those terms. There is always broad support from all members in both houses for each of those 
occupations. I would expect that a member of the Greens (WA) would be just as supportive of police officers as 
would the most conservative Liberal Party member. I am very supportive of my local police and of teachers. As 
the former Minister for Education and Training, I suspect that I visited more schools than anyone else in this 
chamber. I might be contradicted by the members for Willagee and Cottesloe, but during my time as the 
minister, I visited more schools and met with more teachers than ever. It is an absurd way of framing the debate 
to say that one is either for or against teachers, but that is what the Premier did last night. He indicated that we 
did not support a pay rise for teachers. We did support a pay rise for teachers and we had a pay rise endorsed by 
the executive of the State School Teachers’ Union of WA that was being discussed among the teachers at the 
time that the new government assumed office. We had an endorsed pay rise in place that would have made our 
teachers the best paid in the country. I framed it around the idea that I wanted to provide the biggest reward to 
those teachers who did the toughest job. I started with the proposition that I would increase the allowance for the 
teachers in the most difficult locations, particularly in the country, but also in the metropolitan area. Broadly, it 
would have been a $4 000 increase in the allowance. From memory, a $2 000 increase would have applied to 
between 90 and 100 metropolitan schools and a $1 000 increase would have applied to one or two schools. 
Broadly speaking, the allowance was in place as the first proposition. I put that to the teachers’ union. That is 
what we wanted to get out of the negotiations. I then told the teachers’ union that we wanted to make our 
teachers the best paid teachers of all the Australian states, considering the economic position that Western 
Australia was then in. WA was the most successful state with the strongest budgetary position. The entire 
amount of our proposal over the full-year forward estimates was roughly $940 million. We provided a 
component for pay plus a component for allowances for those teachers who worked in difficult locations. I 
especially wanted to reward those who taught in the country. My main aim was to reward those teachers in 
particularly remote areas such as the north west of the state. I wanted to give all teachers a pay rise, but 
especially those people. I also tried to put a little bit more merit into an earlier option; that was rejected and it 
proved too difficult to pay a certain group of teachers who had done training additional to level 3 far more.  

The former government wanted to award Western Australia’s teachers the best pay rates of all of the states and 
territories, and that was where we were at when the election took place. As things transpired, we lost the 
election. I was proud of the offer made to the teaching workforce. However, I did not, and would not, withdraw 
the productivity initiatives that were part of the enterprise bargaining agreement offer. There were two main 
productivity initiatives in my proposal. Firstly, that there would be a requirement, during the 13 or so weeks of 
holidays that teachers have throughout the year, for professional development training. My children attend a 
local public school, and if members visit their local schools they will discover that a lot of teachers are doing 
professional development training during school hours. I was of the view that some of the work should be done 
during the holiday periods.  

Secondly, I wanted to condense the 60 or so committees that the State School Teachers’ Union of WA union sat 
on down to one. There would have been one consultative body rather than 60, encompassing all of the heads of 
departments and with the senior officers and so forth involved with this all of the time. I wanted to reduce it 
down to one significant body to discuss issues, rather than having 60. I thought both of those were reasonable 
productivity initiatives, but both were deleted by the new government when it came to office. The total value 
added would have been somewhere between $120 million and $160 million, on top of the already allocated 
$940 million. The new government deleted the productivity initiatives and added the additional funds after the 
global financial crisis started. It set a bar that will mean other public sector workers and other public sector 
unions now know that it provided those additional funds and removed the productivity initiatives after the global 
financial crisis started.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 1 April 2009] 

 p2475b-2489a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Ben Wyatt; Ms Rita Saffioti; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Martin Whitely; Mr Bill Johnston; 

Deputy Speaker 

 [13] 

I am for teachers; I am for police officers. I think the argument that the Premier runs that somehow people are 
either for or against police or teachers is an absurd one. It is immature; it is a childish argument; it is silly and it 
is unbecoming, and it is something that means members do not have to engage in nuanced or sophisticated 
debate. It just is a ridiculous proposition, and the sooner he stops it and starts acting like a real Premier rather 
than like a child, the better. 

MR M.P. WHITELY (Bassendean) [1.43 pm]: As the member for West Swan and the member for 
Rockingham mentioned, this was an extraordinary debate for a number of reasons. The most obvious reason was 
because of the sheer size of the Treasurer’s advance. This is the first time we have been talking in the language 
of billions, not millions. It is worth reflecting for a moment on the circumstances in which we find ourselves.  

The heat is coming out of the economy. Inflationary pressures are cooling off. In the past we have seen 
Treasurer’s advances being requested under extraordinary circumstances whereby economic growth has been 
going way beyond predictions and inflationary pressures have been very high, hence there has been potential for 
cost blow-outs. But at the moment we are actually in circumstances whereby the heat is coming out of the 
economy and the inflationary pressures are coming off, but nonetheless there is a request for a record Treasurer’s 
advance of $1.2 billion—$450 million in excess of any previous Treasurer’s advance.  

The other extraordinary thing about this debate was that the government, with the support of Independents—
which I thought was incredibly disappointing, especially from the member for Churchlands whose pious 
credentials are certainly under threat—applied a gag motion twice. The first time was when the member for 
Rockingham was denied the opportunity, through, I think, an error which the Speaker tacitly admitted to, in 
putting the question too quickly. The member for Rockingham was denied the opportunity to move a motion that 
this bill be sent off to the Public Accounts Committee. The Speaker tried to negotiate the position with the 
member for Rockingham, after he had moved a motion of dissent, and said that if the member for Rockingham 
removed the motion of dissent, he would allow him to put the motion. What was missing from the equation, and 
what would have provided what seemed like a commonsense outcome to everyone on this side of the chamber, 
was goodwill on behalf of the government, particularly the Leader of the House. He completely undermined the 
authority of the Speaker and the good working of this Parliament. Two gags were applied, the Speaker’s 
authority was undermined by the government, but even more extraordinarily, the authority of the Treasurer was 
undermined by the Premier. 

The Treasurer was actually giving a four out of 10 performance! In fairness to the Treasurer, he was trying! He 
reminded me of somebody who had rolled up for the first game of the footy season, having done no pre-season 
training. He had not done any preparation. He did not even have the budget papers with him. I asked him 
questions about the total allocations in the original budget, but he did not have the budget papers with him. He 
certainly did not have the sort of level of detail that we would expect with 38 line items. I would have expected 
that he would have had a briefing for each one of those line items, but he certainly did not have that level of 
detail. 

Having that said, he rolled up, he had not done the training, he was a bit overweight, but he had a go! Anyway, 
the Premier obviously saw he was struggling a bit and decided to rip him off and put him on the interchange 
bench and jump up himself. The Treasurer’s four out of 10 performance looked like a stellar performance after 
we saw the performance of the Premier. The Treasurer looked outstanding. He is outstanding for all sorts of 
reasons, as most of us know, but compared with the Premier, his performance was outstanding. Maybe the 
Premier was trying to build the Treasurer’s self esteem by making himself look so bad. 

The Treasurer did make an effort, but I advise the Treasurer that when he applies for Treasurer’s advances in the 
future, he must bring the budget papers with him. He also needs to have detailed briefing notes on the however 
many line items he has — 

Mr M.P. Murray: What about a beach umbrella? The way he lay back in that chair and lolled about there last 
night, I thought he needed a beach umbrella! He looked like he was getting ready for his next holiday!  

Several members interjected. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: The most alarming aspect of the debate was the astounding lack of detail presented to us. 
We were given this document, but really there was not much more effort made other than providing this 
document. Certainly the Treasurer was not across the detail of the 38 items identified. 

The biggest item was the royalties for regions funding of $337 million, which was a big part of the explanation 
as to why there had been a huge blow-out in expenditure. It was poor that members were not given detail about 
it. Given the sheer size of the Treasurer’s advance, it was poor that he was not able to answer the questions about 
the detail of it. What concerned me even more so was his response to the member for West Swan’s questions—
who I thought performed outstandingly in the debate. When she asked the Treasurer if that $337 million was not 
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expended by the end of the year, would it be rolled over, he could not answer. That was a very significant 
question — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: What answer did I give? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: The Treasurer said he did not know and that he would get back to her. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I said it is being determined as part of the budget process, as we speak.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I thank the Treasurer for the non-answered answer. If it will not be rolled over, how real 
was the commitment? That might also create a circumstance where they have got this big bucket of money—
$337 million—and it will have to be spent in a mad panic.  

That really concerns me. The Treasurer has talked about the lumpiness of government expenditure in May and 
June of a financial year. That was, in fact, part of the rationale that he gave for seeking this extraordinarily large 
Treasurer’s advance of $1.2 million. Sorry—$1.2 billion. I need to get used to the language; we are debating 
billions of dollars, not millions. Part of the explanation that the Treasurer gave for the extraordinarily large 
Treasurer’s advance was the fact that there has traditionally been lumpy expenditure in the last two months of 
the financial year, particularly in June. When we combine that with the failure of the Treasurer to go through this 
process in sufficient detail to ensure that the three per cent efficiency dividend will be delivered, it is very 
concerning. The lumpiness of the expenditure that occurs in May and June is the result of the approach that is 
taken by agencies and departments that if they do not spend the money, they will lose it. That tells us that this is 
expenditure that perhaps is not vital to the delivery of services. Some of that expenditure may be vital, but there 
may well be some fat in there. When agencies are struggling to deliver a three per cent efficiency dividend, we 
should be trying to find out where that fat is. Surely some of that fat lies in the fact that if agencies and 
departments have not expended the money in the first 10 or 11 months of the year, they then go into a mad panic 
and spend it in the last two months of the year so that they will not lose it.  

That is what concerned me when we were debating the commencement clause of the bill. It is obvious that the 
government was not able to identify any good reasons for the undue haste with which it wants this legislation to 
be passed by both houses of Parliament. The thought that came to me was: why not take a little extra time and 
burrow down into the detail, so that before that bucket of money is handed over to the departments and agencies 
to spend, we make sure that they have done everything they can to cut some of that end-of-year fat out of their 
processes?  

That also indicates to me that it takes financial discipline to deliver good financial outcomes. The signs are not 
good for this government. This Premier has a history. The now Premier and then Leader of the Opposition 
committed during the 2005 election campaign unknown billions of dollars—I think in the order of $10 billion or 
$12 billion—for an unfunded project. This is just one example of the lack of financial discipline at the very top 
of this government. I was driving my car, and I heard the then Leader of the Opposition announce on 
720 morning radio that he planned to build a canal to bring water from the north of the state. When I heard that, I 
thought: we are gone; we are not going to win this election. It was a knife-edge election. I think the bookies had 
the Liberal Party as favourites at the time. I thought: the next day Costello will be coming out and saying that he 
has gone through a feasibility process, and it looks good, and he will be providing X billion dollars for the canal.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: What on earth does this have to do with the third reading of this bill? Absolutely nothing! 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: It reflects on the capacity of this government to deliver financial discipline. Of course, the 
next day Peter Costello came out and said, “Well, if you are going to build a canal, you first need to do a 
feasibility plan and look at whether it is possible from an engineering point of view, and you also need to look at 
how much it will cost”. I then thought, all of a sudden: bingo! We have won, because the public has got it! That 
was a very public demonstration of the lack of discipline and rigour that it takes to deliver good financial 
management. The other example from history is the Premier’s performance when he blew $100 million as 
Minister for Education and Training. The memo from John Langoulant, the then Under Treasurer, highlighted 
the out-of-control spending by the then Minister for Education and now Premier. There is a lack of financial 
discipline at the very top of government.  

Last night we saw an example of the relationship between the Premier and the Treasurer. The Premier does not 
actually respect the Treasurer very much. He does not give him any authority. The Treasurer’s position has been 
undermined from on high, as we saw last night. Let us suppose that is not a problem. Let us suppose that the 
Treasurer goes to the Minister for Police and says, “Minister, you are overspending your budget.” The Minister 
for Police would surely turn around and say to the Treasurer—as he did less than a year ago; I think in June last 
year—“I am not going to be dictated to by you. You are not going to talk to me like that. You are a dictator.”  

Point of Order 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Deputy Speaker, this is the third reading of the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation 
Bill. All we have heard from the member for Bassendean today is the same as we heard yesterday—a lot of 
rhetoric that does not have any relevance to the bill before the house. I ask that the member direct his comments 
to what should be the third reading—which is normally a reflection on the consideration in detail stage—and not 
engage in another second reading debate, and certainly not make a personal attack on members of this chamber.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member for Bassendean is clearly within his rights in pointing out that for the 
government to come into this place and ask for this extraordinary amount of money—$1.2 billion; the largest 
amount of money ever requested from this Parliament for a Treasurer’s advance—it is a reflection on the 
capacity of this government to manage the state’s finances. That is clearly the very issue. That amount of 
$1.2 billion is an extraordinary request.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: This is the third reading debate. You will learn that when you have been here a while. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I do not understand how the Leader of the House can possibly suggest that in the third 
reading debate we cannot include all the issues that confront the Parliament. The point of order is clearly not 
properly based.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: You need to learn, my friend! 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Will the member for Bassendean come back to the point and not stray, 
please.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I guess the point made by the member for Cannington is that at question is the financial 
competence of this government and its capacity to control the dollars. We saw the extraordinary performance of 
the Premier last night in undermining the Treasurer. Of course we know that the Minister for Police is going to 
tell the Treasurer, whenever he comes to him and says he needs to impose some financial discipline, “I am not 
going to be dictated to by you. Do not act like a dictator towards me.” That is what the Minister for Police said 
about nine months ago. He has also said some other things about the character of the Treasurer previously, but I 
will not go into that.  

I want to talk about another extraordinary event that occurred in the debate last night. That is the issue of the 
$35 million in extra funding for the teachers enterprise bargaining agreement—the extra commitment that the 
Liberal Party made during the election campaign. That certainly was a factor that contributed to the Liberal 
Party’s election victory, and I applaud it for that. We can add to that another $6.3 million in recurrent 
expenditure for behaviour management. Neither of those amounts was identified as a line item in the Treasurer’s 
advance documentation that we were given to digest. So of course we asked the Treasurer for an explanation for 
how that $35 million extra for the teachers’ EBA will be funded. The Treasurer gave a somewhat confused 
response. He first said, “We are going to fund it out of the three per cent efficiency dividend, but we do not think 
we are going to get the three per cent efficiency dividend, so we probably will not be able to fund it out of that.” 
We then asked the Treasurer again how it will be funded, and he said he did not know. We then pushed him and 
we pushed him, and eventually he said that it might be part of the $149.3 million in contingency funding that is 
there for unexpected events. I think he said that because I suggested it to him, or someone else suggested it to 
him. I then pushed the Treasurer again, and he said, “Well, it cannot come out of the $149 million for 
contingencies, because that is for unknown unknowns”, if we can use Donald Rumsfeld language. In other 
words, the Treasurer was saying that the fund is for things that we do not know about that are unexpected. The 
Treasurer did not use this language, but what he was saying is that it is for things that are unknown unknowns. 
The government knows that it will have to pay that $35 million, but it does not know where it is going to pay 
that from. Therefore, that is a known unknown. The $149 million for contingencies is for unknown unknowns.  

The Treasurer could not fund the amount out of the three per cent efficiency dividend, so he turned to the 
contingency payment. He then said that he could not fund it out of the contingency payment. We were all left 
hanging, but in fairness to him, at least he made an attempt to address the question. We then had the 
extraordinary performance of the Premier, who decided that the four-out-of-10 performance of the Treasurer was 
not up to scratch, so he jumped into the chair, put on his superman cape and saved the day. What was the 
Premier’s response?  

Mr M. McGowan: He tripped over a case of kryptonite. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I think he did.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 2499.] 
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