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TREASURER’S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2008 
Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 and 2 put and passed. 

Clause 3: Authorisation of expenditure to make payments in respect of extraordinary or unforeseen 
matters or to make advances for certain purposes — 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: This matter relates to the proposed increase in the Treasurer’s advance of $313.5 million on 
top of the currently approved limit. The Treasurer referred in his second reading speech to $34.2 million in 
additional project costs for the shared services reform initiative. What will that money be spent on?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Shared services matters have been debated on many occasions. Members would know that 
the increased cost of the project relates primarily to delays in completion of the operational system and the roll-
in of government agencies. The reason is that while the project is under construction, we are paying for the 
shared services at the same time as we are paying for corporate services to be delivered in the agencies. That 
dual payment requirement ceases only when an agency is rolled into the shared services project. At that time, the 
cost of providing corporate services for that agency is actually less than it would be if it were still a stand-alone 
agency. However, to the extent that there is a delay in the roll-in schedule for an agency, obviously the cost of 
the shared services initiative will increase. A large slab of the expenditure is for additional operating funding for 
the shared services project, because until the agencies are rolled in, they are not purchasing services from the 
shared services project but are running their own corporate services, so the shared services project is not 
receiving any revenue from those agencies. The second element is capital funding. We are still constructing the 
system, and part of that cost is capital expenses.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: The Treasurer gave a very interesting second reading speech. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Thank you. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: However, the items that the Treasurer listed in that speech do not add up to $750 million. 
Correct me if I am wrong, but they add up to only $410 million. That is slightly below the three per cent limit 
that is approved under the Financial Management Act. I do not think the Treasurer has accounted in his speech 
for that extra $313 million. I would like the Treasurer to tell us line by line what he intends to spend that money 
on, because he has not told us as yet. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Those items are detailed in the midyear review, the quarterly financial results reports and the 
annual report on state finances. They will also come before Parliament later this year in two appropriation bills. 
Those bills will contain a schedule for each item. The government, in pursuit of that debate, will table detailed 
information. The way the system works is that the Treasurer makes decisions under the Treasurer’s advance. In 
fact, under our system, those decisions are made by the expenditure review committee and then by full cabinet. 
They are then reported to Parliament and are subject to parliamentary debate and approval. In the meantime, 
before they are reported to Parliament, they are reported in the midyear review, the quarterly financial results 
reports and the annual report on state finances. 

Dr E. Constable: How did you arrive at the figure of $313 million—or $750 million, for that matter? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: A range of individual decisions have been made. What I have done in the second reading 
speech is outline some of the bigger decisions. 

Dr E. Constable: Tell us about some of the smaller ones. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: All right. For example, an amount of $600 million is identified in the midyear review. The 
member can go to the midyear review and find that $600 million. We are seeking an additional $150 million—
that is authority to spend; not money—on what was anticipated in the midyear review. One example is that we 
will be spending $4 million more than was expected on first home owner grants. That is a demand-driven 
program. We estimate the number of people who are expected to apply for first home owner grants. If more 
people apply than expected, we need to appropriate more money for that program. There are many small 
decisions. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Order, member for Roe! 

Dr E. Constable: Could you give some more examples? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Yes. Another example is the Office of State Revenue. If it loses a court case on a tax 
assessment that has been levied in a previous year, it is required to refund the tax that, according to the court 
decision, has been collected incorrectly. There has been a $13 million increase in revenue collections refunds as 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 18 March 2008] 

 p1087b-1096a 
Dr Steve Thomas; Mr Eric Ripper; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Matt Birney; Acting Speaker; 

Mr Max Trenorden 

 [2] 

a result of court decisions. That is just something that happens. The Office of State Revenue believed that it had 
levied the tax assessment correctly. The taxpayer appealed and won the appeal; therefore, that money needs to be 
refunded. However, because it was collected in a previous year, we need a special appropriation for that money. 
We use the Treasurer’s advance for that.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: The midyear figure was $600 million, and the Treasurer is now $164 million short. How 
could the Treasurer make such a big mistake? Why is the figure so far out? There is a huge difference between 
the figure that was announced at the end of December and this extra $164 million that is now required. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: One example is that there has been a $19.4 million adjustment to the Department of 
Education and Training’s accrual appropriation for depreciation on its assets. There has been a recalculation of 
depreciation expenses.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Order, member for Roe! All I can hear from over there is mutter, 
mutter, mutter. If the member for Roe wants to say something, he should get up and ask a question. The member 
for Churchlands has asked a question, and she wants to hear the answer, and so does Hansard. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: After the midyear review, we settled at long last all the tax matters relating to the previous 
government’s disastrous Matrix vehicle fleet leasing transactions. 

Dr E. Constable: What was the cost of that? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: That cost $14 million. There was a $13 million increase in refunds of past years’ revenue 
collections due to court cases being resolved. We have a contractual requirement to compensate the Public 
Transport Authority for higher oil prices, or at least we have a mechanism in government by which if the Public 
Transport Authority, through its contracts, faces increased costs as a result of the rising price of oil, we make an 
additional payment to the Public Transport Authority, so that the buses keep running and there are no cuts to 
services due to the higher prices of petrol. That is $12.4 million. We have made a new offer to public servants in 
an attempt to settle their wage demands. When we make an offer, even though the offer has not necessarily been 
accepted, because it is unlikely that anything will be settled below our offer, we make provision for that. That 
has cost $11.4 million.  

Dr E. Constable: I think those are enough examples. I have the picture now. I have one more question. Are you 
concerned that the $750 million will not be enough to see you through to the end of June? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: That really takes me to another point. We have left a buffer inside the $750 million, so that 
there may be additional decisions. 

Dr E. Constable: How much is the buffer? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: About $70 million because, one never knows, there might be a further increase in the price of 
oil that might require a further payment to the Public Transport Authority. There might be a further court 
decision or development on the wages front. It would be prudent, because I would not necessarily want to have a 
parliamentary debate occurring twice on this issue, to set aside something just in case other matters arise. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: I want to pick up on some specifics of what the Treasurer is talking about. I note the 
$70 million fat that has been built into the bacon, or whatever term we want to use. The Treasurer said that 
$70 million would help cover him if the price of oil went up and if there were problems with wages or court 
processes that meant that the Treasurer had to refund taxes. Heaven forbid that he should have to refund taxes he 
has taken off someone. I bet that keeps him awake at night. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: It is the taxpayers’ right, and good luck to them if they win. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Presumably, you will not tax people if you get into government. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: Did the minister actually make a contribution to the debate in the Parliament? Crikey!  

Late last year when the Treasurer came along and asked for another $16 million for government advertising to 
help get him over the line politically, was that extra $16 million for which the Treasurer went to cabinet with his 
begging bowl included in the Treasurer’s advance? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: No. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: Where is it? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: It is in the budget process.  

Mr T. BUSWELL: Let me go back. Last year if we passed the budget in May with that extra $16 million in it, 
why did the Treasurer have to ask for it again? Why was it reported and not refuted by the Treasurer? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Would you like to sit down and then I will answer the question? 
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Mr T. BUSWELL: I would like to know, but I have my five minutes and the Treasurer can have his five 
minutes. If the Treasurer has to front up at cabinet and beg for another $16 million to help fund politically 
orientated advertising, surely it was not in the original budget, because otherwise he would not have to ask for it? 
Can the Treasurer explain where that $16 million is in this Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Nowhere. The so-called $16 million is in the nature of a budget bid in the forthcoming 
budget that we are now developing. There is no guarantee that the $16 million will be approved in its entirety, or 
indeed at all.  

Mr T. Buswell: Not if it comes from you! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I have a number of portfolios. I am the minister responsible for native title, I am the Minister 
for State Development and I am Treasurer. In each of those portfolios I make budget bids. My budget bids do not 
necessarily get up, because I have colleagues who sit on the cabinet expenditure review committee who are 
there, when it comes to the Treasurer’s portfolio matters, to provide the sort of scrutiny that the Treasurer 
normally applies to other ministers. I also have financial management targets that I want to meet, which means 
that sometimes I knock off my own budget bids because to fund them would be contrary to the requirements for 
meeting financial management standards. 

Mr T. Buswell: Give us an example. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: In the past I have knocked off some of the Treasury’s own budget bids for the Department of 
Treasury and Finance because to fund them would not be consistent with the financial management targets. The 
government received, for so-called cost and demand pressures, $14 billion of budget bids—that is 
$14 000 million of budget bids—from government agencies over four years. 

Dr S.C. Thomas: Can we see them? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: No, that is not the way the government works. The member knows that. In an average budget 
one would expand expenditure by perhaps $2 billion or perhaps $3 billion over a four-year period. We received 
requests, not for new initiatives, but to meet so-called cost and demand pressures; in other words, we received 
arguments that to maintain current policy settings and services, we needed to supply our departments collectively 
with $14 billion more. That $16 million for advertising was part of that $14 billion of cost and demand pressures. 
It is in the budget process; it may or may not be approved; it may be approved in part or it may not be approved 
at all. That is the way the budget process works. It is part of the $14 billion, which has to be whittled down to a 
much, much smaller figure in order for us to meet our financial management targets. The fact that I happen to 
chair the committee that developed the budget bid does not give it any more priority than any other budget bid 
that comes before the government. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY: The Treasurer said a minute ago that he had made a number of budget submissions that were 
rejected by his cabinet colleagues. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Sometimes rejected by me, ultimately. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY: I am not worried about those in particular, but I am a little bit interested in the ones that 
were rejected by his cabinet colleagues in recent times. I wonder if the Treasurer might be able to share some of 
those with members of the house.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: No. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: This is on the same point. The Treasurer asked for the same details on the Treasurer’s 
Advance Authorisation Bill in the year 2000 when, as opposition spokesman, he asked for those details from the 
government of the day for all those applications for additional expenditure. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: What was Richard Court’s answer? 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: He apparently denied the request.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: He was a wise man. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: He was right, was he? That is not what the Treasurer said at the time. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: He was a statesman. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: That is an amusing aside. I will pass on the Treasurer’s regards to Mr Court and tell him 
that the Treasurer thinks he is a statesman and was right after all these years. I will pass on the Treasurer’s 
apologies for all the fuss he made at the time. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I will be hoping for his vote at the next election! 
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Dr S.C. THOMAS: I suspect the Treasurer might be hoping in vain.  

The Treasurer said that there were a number of issues with the $34.2 million for the shared services review, 
particularly with having to pay for a dual system, because once departments that are already operating a 
computer system eventually transfer to the shared services, the Treasurer will make savings. For example, earlier 
today the Treasurer said that the Department of Local Government and Regional Development had made 
transfers into the shared services facility. Does that mean that there is effectively now either no expenditure or 
next to no expenditure on those IT services within that department? Do all the expenses now transfer to the 
shared services unit in the Department of Treasury and Finance? Is there still a dual role in relation to the 
$34 million that is required to be kept? Is the Department of Local Government and Regional Development, as 
the Treasurer said earlier today, still running its own computer system at the same time as it is running the shared 
services computer system? If that is the case, at what point will the old system be shut down so that the 
department can make savings when it transfers to the new shared services system? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The Department of Local Government and Regional Development is now obtaining finance 
procurement, human resources and payroll services from the integrated Oracle package at the shared services 
system. It will no longer be running those services for itself because it is procuring them from the shared services 
project. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: I want to pick up on that point. The Treasurer told us about eight or 10 months ago that no 
government departments had upgraded their software etc because of the moratorium the Treasurer had applied. 
In other words, they could not upgrade their software because they would all be rolled into the shared services 
project. We did not believe the Treasurer at the time, so we asked the departments how much they had spent on 
upgrading their software. The Treasurer had not instructed all his colleagues to give the same answer to the 
question. For a fleeting minute they experimented with telling us the situation as it was and we discovered that 
they had spent a fortune on upgrading their software. The Treasurer’s supposed moratorium was exposed as a 
farce. 
Mr E.S. Ripper: That is wrong. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: It is not wrong; it is fundamentally accurate. 
Mr E.S. Ripper: It is a fundamental inaccuracy on your part. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: The Treasurer did not get around in time to telling all his ministers to send us the right 
answer, which is usually that it would take too much of the departmental staff’s time to possibly provide a 
detailed answer. That is government 101. 
Mr E.S. Ripper: There are plenty of other software applications that agencies would be updating beyond human 
resources, payroll, finance and procurement. 
Mr T. BUSWELL: The questions we asked related specifically to the areas of finance, human resources and 
payroll. I do not know; maybe I am wrong. Maybe when we asked government departments whether they had 
spent any money on upgrading finance, human resources and payroll software, they thought that we were asking 
about the computer aided dispatching system out the back or the cow milking package. The Treasurer was 
caught with his pants down, and it was not a pleasant sight. It has left us with a bitter taste in our mouths. 
Mr F.M. Logan: What, having his pants down? 

Mr T. BUSWELL: The Minister for Energy sits behind him! 
Mr F.M. Logan: Was it a slip of the tongue? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Can members get back to the bill. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: Mr Acting Speaker, I am battling here. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: He’s sniffing around! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr T. BUSWELL: I am trying, Mr Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! The tone of the debate has dropped. We have ladies in the house. What is 
being said is inappropriate and I hope that it ceases. 
Mr T. BUSWELL: I wonder whether the Acting Speaker can clarify for the record that none of those comments 
emanated from this side of the house in relation to that particular part of the debate. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke: Hansard will show differently. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: We will see. None of those comments, which came from the Treasurer, the minister — 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 18 March 2008] 

 p1087b-1096a 
Dr Steve Thomas; Mr Eric Ripper; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Matt Birney; Acting Speaker; 

Mr Max Trenorden 

 [5] 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! I will make the decision on what is proper in this place. 
The comments were from both sides of the house. The Leader of the Opposition should get on with this bill, 
otherwise I will sit him down. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: The point I was going to make before I was rudely interrupted by the Treasurer, the Minister 
for Energy and the temporary member for Bassendean — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: You are sailing very close. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: As you rightly identified when you called — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Sit down. Member for Capel. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: The second dot point in the Treasurer’s second reading speech on the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill refers to the $50.4 million for the New MetroRail project, which was outlined last year. Will 
the Treasurer give us a recap of what the $50 million was for and then comment on any further payments that 
might be required for the finalisation of that project? I understand that a couple of court cases are outstanding. It 
will be interesting to know whether some other authorisation process will be needed to finalise the penultimate 
and the last payments on the New MetroRail project. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has already given this information to the public 
and to the Parliament. I am not proposing to go beyond the information she has given and I am unable to go 
beyond the information that she has given because, as the portfolio minister, she has access to more detail than I 
do. I have not been briefed on the current court cases and I will not speculate on the outcome except to say that 
my understanding is that the government is very confident of its legal position in those court cases. I would not 
expect to have to make any provision for the outcome of those cases. In the remote chance that a court case of 
any type goes against the government, the mechanism for paying costs between budgets relating to any portfolio 
is to pay the costs by using the Treasurer’s advance. That is why we start off with an unallocated advance limit 
of three per cent of the previous year’s appropriations under the Financial Management Act and why on this 
occasion we are seeking authority to be given a little bit more money than we currently expect to be on the 
horizon, just in case something unexpected happens. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: The Treasurer’s second reading speech argues that the pay offers to nurses, medical 
practitioners, teachers, technical and further education lecturers and prison officers have an estimated cost in 
2007-08 of $205.6 million. Am I to assume—I am sure that the Treasurer will answer this while I stand on my 
feet—that that $205.6 million is an additional cost that was not estimated for in the budget? That is what the 
document says. That is my reading of the document. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: There are two aspects to this answer. In certain circumstances the outcomes for enterprise 
bargaining agreement negotiations, or the offers that we make in EBA negotiations, are beyond what we had 
contemplated at the time that we brought down the budget. We then provide for those matters once we have 
made the offer on the basis that we do not expect that the wages settlement to the relevant occupational group 
will be less than our last offer. On other occasions we have quarantined moneys in anticipation that they will be 
needed for wages settlements. When we achieve a wages settlement we shift the money from the quarantined 
account to the account of the agency that must pay the workers the increased wages. That matter requires the use 
of the Treasurer’s advance. There are two issues: firstly, the issue of wages settlements being beyond what was 
anticipated at the time of the budget; and, secondly the wages provisions being drawn down to accommodate 
wages settlements. My understanding is that that money has not yet been shifted to the Department of Education 
and Training for teachers and technical and further education lecturers because we have not had a settlement. 
However, we must prepare for the likelihood—we hope—of a settlement and a payment this financial year that 
would require the money to be transferred. It is worth noting that there is no retrospectivity in these 
arrangements. Every day that the State School Teachers’ Union of WA delays settlement is a day longer that 
teachers will not receive a wage increase, which the government is prepared to pay them.  

Mr T. BUSWELL: Did the Treasurer just confirm that whatever deal is arranged with the teachers’ union, there 
will be no backdating of that pay deal?  

Mr E.S. Ripper: That’s right.  

Mr T. BUSWELL: Is that a fact? Can the Treasurer also confirm that the enterprise bargaining agreement for 
nurses, which was finalised in February this year with a note from the Minister for Health, did not include the 
backdating of that pay increase to 1 July last year? Is the case different on a negotiated outcome by negotiated 
outcome basis? I will use the example of the nurses pay deal. I am interested to know, in terms of how much the 
Treasurer had allocated in the original budget, what was the intended increase in nurses’ salaries versus the 
actual increase. In other words, how much of the $205.6 million does the Treasurer attribute — 
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Mr E.S. Ripper: Quite frankly, you will have to put that question on notice. It is not possible to provide the 
information in this forum.  
Mr T. BUSWELL: Why not?  

Mr E.S. Ripper: It is not possible. I don’t have the information here.  
Mr T. BUSWELL: What uplift factor would normally be applied on an annual basis? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: If you put the question on notice, I will provide you with an answer.  

Mr T. BUSWELL: This is not a hard question. Let me rephrase it. In approximate terms, without putting too 
fine a point on it or drawing the Treasurer into reaching a specific conclusion that he might later wish to 
withdraw, if I were to guesstimate the uplift factor that is applied each year to public servant wages, would it be 
four per cent or five per cent? Every business and entity that makes a budget will apply an uplift factor. What is 
the uplift factor that the Treasurer applied last year? Was that uplift factor applied across the board or was it 
specific to different occupations? Some occupations were picked out in the second reading speech. I would like 
to know what the uplift factor is.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The current forward estimates provide for six per cent growth in employee expenses, which 
includes growth in the number of full-time equivalent employees and wages growth. Obviously, wages growth 
would be less than six per cent, because the amount provided has to cover both a growth in numbers and growth 
in remuneration. If the member wants more precise information, I suggest that the question be put on notice, 
particularly with regard to particular occupational groups.  

Mr T. BUSWELL: From what the Treasurer has said, I take it that he has no idea of the sort of across-the-board 
wage uplift component that is applied by Treasury in the annual budget estimates. In other words, when the 
Treasurer looks across the 105 000 full-time equivalents who are employed in the public service, he cannot tell 
me by how much, on average, he expects their salaries to go up. I find it impossible to believe that the Treasurer 
would not have the answer to my question on hand and that he would instead tell me to put the question on 
notice.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: I have just given you an answer to that question.  

Mr T. BUSWELL: The Treasurer has not given me an answer. He has given me an excuse as to why he cannot 
give me the answer. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I have given you an answer.  

Mr T. BUSWELL: No, the Treasurer has not. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Go back to the Hansard and you will see that you have an answer.  

Mr T. BUSWELL: It is not an answer. The Treasurer said that six per cent growth in employee expenses is 
provided for, which is effectively the cumulative effect of the percentage increase in FTEs summed with the 
percentage increase in wages growth. I want to know from the Treasurer, in general terms, the wage component 
of that figure. It is not a difficult question. The Treasurer is the Treasurer of the state. The wage component is 
about half of annual recurrent expenditure. I reckon that even the Treasurer would have a rough idea of what that 
figure is.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS: I take it that the Treasurer is not going to rise, so I presume that he has concluded his 
answer and is not going to add anything more.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: I have concluded my answer.  

Mr T. Buswell: That’s pathetic. You’re pathetic! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): The Leader of the Opposition does not have the floor.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS: That is a bit sad. I would have thought that the Treasurer could come up with a figure for 
that. We might have to put that question on notice — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: If you have an interest in the figures for particular occupational groups, you should put the 
question on notice.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS: We are talking about the figure across the board.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Our published statements indicate that we expect public sector wages to neither lead nor lag 
what is happening in the private sector. That is our published policy.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS: Did the government not have a policy of restricting public sector pay rises to a certain 
percentage?  
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Mr E.S. Ripper: No. We did have that policy, but we shifted to a neither-lead-nor-lag policy.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS: I think the Labor Party took the policy of setting a percentage into the 2001 election.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: No, we set that after we were elected. Circumstances now are considerably different. We now 
have very low rates of unemployment, very high rates of employment and very high rates of workforce 
participation. What might have been appropriate when we came to power, when the economy was actually 
getting smaller courtesy of the previous government’s legacy, is not necessarily appropriate as the public sector 
seeks to compete in a booming economy for the labour that it needs.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS: The Treasurer should be careful when he talks about inheritances, because the Court 
government might have spoken about the inheritance that it was left. I will refer to that in my contribution to the 
third reading debate.  

Mr T. BUSWELL: I am a tad puzzled. I am a simple fellow from Busselton. I ran my own small business. I 
remember doing my budgets. I would sit down and say that, on average, I expected the wages costs for my FTEs 
to increase by a certain amount. I cannot believe that the Treasurer cannot tell us what percentage the neither-
lead-nor-lag description would generate. It beggars belief. In fact, if I accept that wages are about half of 
recurrent expenditure and that the government’s expenditure target is a real per capita growth cap, is it the case 
that wages are limited to real per capita growth as well? I thank the Treasurer for that answer! It is stimulating as 
always to see that he has an interest in the economic management of the state. He just sits there and ponces 
around. Is it correct that we are not going to get an answer from the Treasurer on the specific question that we 
have asked? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Sit down and I will answer. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: I can always get back up again.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: A global amount of six per cent per annum is provided in the forward estimates, which 
covers both employee numbers growth and wages growth. The government also has a general policy that public 
sector wage outcomes will neither lead nor lag what is happening in the private sector. That judgement is made 
as we go along. I am not going to telegraph a precise figure to public sector unions which would, in many cases, 
be a challenge for them. If I were to nominate a particular figure, some of my good friends in the public sector 
unions would see that as a challenge. They would try to break through the figure that the government had set so 
that they could do better than everyone else or, alternatively, they would consider that figure to be a floor rather 
than a ceiling and would put in their claims on the basis that the government’s percentage figure was in their 
pockets already and could be exceeded. Wage negotiations are best handled in the way in which the government 
has stated, lest we find that we inadvertently create a situation in which the government’s bargaining position on 
behalf of taxpayers is compromised by the accountability requirements that the opposition seeks to place on it.  

Clause put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading.  

Third Reading 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Treasurer) [8.50 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time.  

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [8.50 pm]: This has been an illuminating debate, one that I am sure we will be able 
to go forward and discuss, if with no-one else but the teachers and the State School Teachers’ Union, who have 
now been told that if they do not get their award finalised immediately, their pay rises will not be backdated. 
That was said by the Treasurer of the state of Western Australia, a fact that might come as something of a 
surprise to the Minister for Education and Training. However, we will see.  

Mr T. Buswell: He can put a full-page ad in the paper about it tomorrow.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS: He should read the comment and see what I said.  

Mr M. McGowan: You said don’t pay anything. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Order, minister!  

Dr S.C. THOMAS: The minister should not mislead the house. That was an interesting piece of information that 
was both illuminating and elucidating this evening.  
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I want to comment on the Treasurer’s position. In a small economy in which there is less margin to play with and 
less ability to gain revenue, quite rightly, according to the Treasurer, the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 
would be seeking a smaller amount and the government would have a greater ability to control expenditure. 
However, according to the Treasurer, when the state is providing a massive revenue base and raking it in from 
mining royalties, stamp duties and all those sorts of areas, it is perfectly okay to spend, spend, spend; it is 
perfectly reasonable to increase the amount sought in the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill from 
$350 million to $750 million. The Treasurer’s justification for doing that is because we can, because we have a 
booming economy and money coming out of our ears; we do not have to display economic restraint or adequate 
fiscal management. According to the Treasurer, the government can have a budget overrun of three quarters of a 
billion dollars—because it can.  

This is an era in which expenditure is growing at 10 per cent per annum. I was interested to hear the Treasurer 
talk about the Queensland economy during the consideration in detail stage. That economy is growing very 
rapidly and I think the Treasurer said its expenditure is growing significantly. However, its economy is almost 
twice the size of that of Western Australia. Its expenditure is not growing at the same rate as ours; its revenue is 
growing at a similar rate of six or seven per cent. Queensland’s rate of expenditure is growing at less than 
Western Australia’s expenditure at 10 per cent. The Treasurer wants to have a bet each way. He wants to say that 
he does not need to show fiscal restraint because, in effect, the state is rolling in money. That is true. This 
government has never taxed the people of Western Australia as highly as it is taxing them today. No government 
has ever taken the level of mining royalty that the Carpenter Labor government is taking today. No government 
has ripped the level of stamp duties or conveyance duties from the people of Western Australia that the 
Carpenter Labor government is ripping today. It is true that the Carpenter Labor government is rolling in money. 
Does that mean that it is reasonable to lose control of Western Australia’s expenditure? Would that be an 
adequate reason for us to simply say that it is okay? That is the Treasurer’s justification, and I think it is a 
nonsense. It suggests that expenditure is out of control - luckily, at a time that revenue has not grown as fast. We 
talk about Queensland’s revenue growing at a rate of 10 per cent in one year. Western Australia’s revenue has 
grown 10 per cent for the past two years running. We have never had it so good in terms of income because we 
are ripping it off the average Western Australian. Stamp duty is a prime example; it has never been so high. The 
average Western Australian is paying an enormous amount of stamp duty. Do members think the average 
Western Australian has saved stamp duty specifically so that when he buys his house he does not have to go that 
extra step further into debt to buy his piece of real estate? Of course not; it is a nonsense. The Carpenter Labor 
government is taxing people at an extraordinary level; it is managing to transfer the debt to the average 
householder in Western Australia. That is how it is managing to fund its enormous expenditure blow-outs and 
why the Treasurer is saying it does not matter because the state’s level of income covers all our expenditure. Our 
level of income not only covers the budget blow-outs, it is actually driving them.  
One thing that has been talked about is the potential for revenue increases to start to slide. That could happen—it 
might be in five or 10 years. This government’s inability to control its expenditure means that it is essential 
whether in two, five or 10 years that this government is no longer in control of the state of Western Australia’s 
budget, because ultimately the state of Western Australia cannot afford it.  
MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [8.56 pm]: Quite a few years ago I was lucky enough to visit Sacramento, 
California. If California were a country in its own right, it would be the seventh biggest economy in the world. 
Under its laws, its budget must be passed by midnight on a particular day of the year. Do you know what they 
do, Mr Acting Speaker? It might sound like they are in Disneyland, but the members of the Sacramento 
Parliament physically stop the clock at a time past 11.00 pm so that the clock’s hands do not reach midnight. 
Public servants are not paid and the public services in the state of California cease until the budget is passed. 
Sometimes that takes up to two months after the clock has been stopped. I was reminded of that process during 
this debate today.  
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Do you think that is a good idea, do you?  
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: No; it is terrible administration, as were the minister’s contracts for the Mandurah 
rail line.  
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: They were excellent contracts. The Auditor General said they were exceptional.  
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: The minister said the contracts were built in concrete and the government would not 
move one cent to increase the costs and that the opposition did not understand contracting. She said they were 
no-cost-rise contracts.  
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: What nonsense; just because you cannot grasp detail.  
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: The minister should flick through Hansard and see what she said.  
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected.  
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, minister!  
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: I think the cost overruns should be taken out of the minister’s salary. However, that 
would be a bit difficult and would probably take 200 years to pay back.  
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: We will ask the people of Western Australia who in this place have earned their 
money. It will not be my name that is —  
The ACTING SPEAKER: This is not a general debate. We must debate the actual third reading speech.  
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: I think I was on course until interjections were made.  
The ACTING SPEAKER: I encourage the member to get back on course.  
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: Of all the processes of any administration of any Parliament, the budgeting process 
is the core process. It is reasonable for us to do as we have done today; it is reasonable for us to suggest to the 
government that it has allowed the budget to get out of control. The reality is that we are not going to stop the 
clock at several minutes to 12; we are going to allow the government bills to pass because we have no say in that 
process. However, even in the other place there will be no suggestion that the budget should not pass, but there is 
every reason for the budget to be scrutinised. The reality is that if our outgoings exceed our income, our upkeep 
becomes our downfall. With a 10.2 per cent expenditure growth rate and a 6.3 income growth rate, at some time 
along the line there must be a day of reckoning. That is the point I have tried to make to the Treasurer. The 
reality is that government expenditure in this state is out of control and the person who is responsible for that is 
the Treasurer. I will be interested to see what will happen in a few months. However, I say to the Treasurer that I 
am still deeply concerned about our capacity to deal with information that comes to this Parliament. I agree with 
the Treasurer 100 per cent—we have had this conversation before—that the standard of Treasury publications 
are excellent; I do not want to change that. However, I have argued with the Treasurer on many occasions that 
the ability of Parliament to deal with those documents is a different matter altogether. I was going to be involved 
in the review process. I do not know whom I have upset, but I am no longer going to be involved in that review 
process. I desperately want to be involved, as there is a raft of issues of which I have experience and on which I 
can make a difference, particularly on the question of the Parliament’s ability to read budget papers. 

The government has introduced the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill, which is fine, but at least members 
have said to the Treasurer on a few occasions that his budget is in crisis, because a growth in expenditure of 
10.2 per cent is not an insignificant amount of money. The Koran says that once an interest rate gets to 10 per 
cent it is usury. Is 10.2 per cent in this state usury? I suggest that it is. 

MR T. BUSWELL (Vasse — Leader of the Opposition) [9.02 pm]: I want to make just a couple of comments. 
I am inspired by the member for Avon’s reference to the state of California and the city of Sacramento, the 
governor of which, of course, is one Arnold Schwarzenegger. I looked across at the Treasurer and thought 
probably not yet, but he could be one day! 

I can recount the situation in another US state, the name of which I cannot recall. I am sure it is one of the 
Carolinas, either North Carolina or South Carolina. It has a governor called Governor Mark Sanford. I am not 
necessarily advocating what Governor Mark Sanford does, but his goal for fiscal constraint is to set a real per 
capita spending target, as our Treasurer does. The pact that Mark Sanford has attempted to negotiate with the 
people of his state is that if he raises revenue in excess of that required to fund the real per capita growth in 
spending, he sums all that up at the end of the year and gives it back to the people of his state the following year 
in some form of tax rebate. It is an interesting approach to financial management, one which the Treasurer of this 
state will never grasp, because every single year he sets a recurrent expenditure target based on a real per capita 
basis and he has never once achieved it. The reason is, as the members for Avon and Capel have outlined, 
recurrent expenditure in this state is quite simply growing at a rate which is out of control and which in the long 
run will prove to be completely and absolutely unsustainable. As anybody who has operated a business knows, 
or probably even knows in their own domestic situation, it is very hard to cut back on recurrent expenditure once 
it has been committed; it is very hard to turn around. 

Do not do it, Treasurer! Oh, the Treasurer is trimming his tie. I thought the debate was going so badly for him 
that he was going to — 

Mr G. Snook: It’s a shame he didn’t trim his mo! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: Actually, I have heard someone say that the Treasurer is about as useful as half a pair of 
scissors. 
However, it is very difficult to cut back on the recurrent expenditure beast once it is freed up. That is the great 
challenge that this state faces. At some stage in the future the Treasurer will not have the luxury of the growth in 
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royalties that he has had; he will not have the luxury of the growth in state taxes that he has had; and we will all 
pay the price for his lax approach to financial management in this time of plenty. The Treasurer’s arguments are 
tired and arrogant. Every single question the opposition has asked the Treasurer about the detail in his second 
reading speech has been a question on detail that the Treasurer has been unable to provide to the house 
adequately, in my humble view. It has been the same tired, arrogant approach that I saw the Treasurer share with 
the residents of Rivervale on that fun day last year when we went out on the federal election hustings. I saw Mr 
Wilkie disappear when he saw that things were not going well with the Treasurer’s capacity to engage his own 
constituents. Mr Wilkie was in the car and up the street before I could blink. Does the Treasurer know that the 
one thing I take some pleasure in from that day is that Mr Wilkie lost the seat of Swan by a small margin? The 
bigger swings in the seat of Swan occurred in the boxes in Rivervale. 

Mr P.D. Omodei: Are you trying to say that the Treasurer lost him that seat? 

Mr T. BUSWELL: I think Kim Wilkie would say that the Treasurer lost him that seat, because he saw the 
Treasurer’s arrogant display that day. It is the same base arrogance that the Treasurer extends to opposition 
members of this place when they ask him serious questions about this sort of bill. It is the same base arrogance 
that the Treasurer displays to the people of this state when they come to him and ask for tax cuts and he insists 
they go into more and more debt in a period of higher and higher interest rates to pay him stamp duty. I hope 
sincerely — 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes): Members!  

Mr T. BUSWELL: What was that? Did the member for L. Ron Hubbard have a contribution to make? He may 
be in debt also in his investment property down there on the riverfront in Bassendean, as he tries to get the 
foreshore reserve changed to public open space to potentially increase the value of his land. Maybe he is trying 
to clear some space for L. Ron’s spaceship to land so that he can get back to California and visit Tom and all his 
mates over there more promptly—John Travolta and the like! 

Getting back to the bill at hand — 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Did you have a nice dinner? 

Mr T. BUSWELL: I did; I thank the member for Armadale. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes): Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr T. BUSWELL: Getting back to the detail at hand — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes): Members! 

Mr T. BUSWELL: Getting back to the bill at hand, there is no doubt that the Treasurer showed to the 
opposition in this house and the treatment that he affords to the people of this state when they ask him repeatedly 
for tax cuts is the same arrogant approach — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Second lowest taxes in the country; five rounds of tax cuts; 10 taxes abolished. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: It is the same arrogant approach that the Treasurer afforded to the residents of Rivervale that 
Saturday morning, the ones who in their droves voted to send Kim Wilkie out of that electorate.  

Before I sit down, I want to address this issue of tax competitiveness, because in 2001 when the Treasurer was 
elected he promised to do this — 

Point of Order 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Madam Acting Speaker, this subject of tax is not part of this bill. If the Leader of the 
Opposition wishes to address tax competitiveness, he needs to do so on another bill. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Point taken. We are at the third reading stage and I ask the Leader of the Opposition 
to restrict himself to commenting on the bill. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr T. BUSWELL: I will. Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker, for your guidance in relation to this matter, 
because at the end of the day — 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean! 
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Mr T. BUSWELL: When we talk about the Treasurer’s advance, we are talking about overs and unders in 
expenditure. Of course, the offset to overs and unders in expenditure are overs and unders in taxation. In this 
state there are rarely unders in taxation; they are all overs. The Treasurer’s forecasts are all over the shop. The 
tax rates are all over the top. The amount that this government is taking in tax is an overall record. Those are the 
facts in relation to taxation. That is the flipside to the matters that are raised in this bill. 

We talk about rates of spending and rates of tax as though they are flippant, throwaway points. The rate of 
growth of recurrent expenditure in this state is at a level that is unsustainable. It is also at a level that has broken 
the commitments that are given annually by the Treasurer and his department in the budget documents. Just to 
pluck an example out of the air, in 2001 the Treasurer promised the people of this state that he would maintain 
this state’s taxation competitiveness, as measured by per capita income tax levels, or improve it. The people of 
this state are now the highest taxed in Australia on the basis of per capita taxation. This bill is nothing short of an 
outrage. The Treasurer can change the measures, but he cannot change the facts. The Treasurer cannot change 
the way the public of this state reflect on the shoddy and sub-par performance of this Treasurer. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
 


