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TREASURER�S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2009 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [3.55 pm]: As I said earlier today, I think the attack on the Independents 
in this house today by the member for Pilbara is totally unacceptable. I believe he misled the house, and he has 
also misled the Corruption and Crime Commission if he has forwarded on those comments, because it is 
common knowledge that Independents in other jurisdictions have additional support, particularly when they are 
in a position like the Independents in this house, who hold the balance of power.  

This is now my ninth year as an Independent member. While I sat on the benches opposite, I saw three other 
Liberal women being attacked on a regular basis: Cheryl Edwardes, Sue Walker, and Katie Hodson-Thomas.  

Opposition members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Members, I am not going to allow this debate to degenerate immediately. 
Please let the member for Alfred Cove finish.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I call you for the second time. Member for Alfred Cove, 
please proceed.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker. 

As I said this morning, while sitting on the opposite side of the house as a Liberal�I am an Independent Liberal, 
but as was pointed out today, I am not a member of the Liberal Party; I stand here as an Independent�yes, I 
have voted most of the time with the Liberals. However, I have crossed the floor with the National Party, the 
Labor Party, and with other Independents. Members know that I have crossed the floor alone and voted against 
everyone! When I think the decision is bad and is not following the community�s wishes, I will stand up and take 
on all parties. I will not sit or stand in this place and be attacked by anyone. If members attack me, I will fight 
back.  

As well as referring to corruption in his speech, the member for Pilbara also referred to giving power to 
�nominal� Independents. I would like to point out to the member for Pilbara that in 2001 I first won my seat 
from a sitting Liberal minister. In 2005, when I was re-elected, I won the seat against an ex-Liberal minister; and 
at the last election I won my seat against a person who is now a Liberal senator. I do not think my community 
would call me a nominal Independent. I have worked hard in this house. I am proud of the achievements that I 
have had here � 

Dr K.D. Hames: You should apologise you spineless jellyfish. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: � in encouraging the Labor Party when they were in government to make amendments 
to legislation. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Mr Deputy Speaker, yesterday the Speaker declared that the house can no longer tolerate 
the offensive accusation that any member of this place is a spineless jellyfish. The Deputy Premier has just 
accused somebody in this house�I am unsure who�of being a spineless something or other, which I understand 
was declared yesterday as being unparliamentary.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I did call the member for Pilbara a spineless jellyfish and I withdraw.  

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: As I was saying, Mr. Deputy Speaker, I am proud of the role that I have played in this 
Parliament during the past two terms in lobbying the previous government not only to amend legislation but to 
make changes within the community. I am also very proud of the role that I have played in my local community. 

I think it is important to again put on record that the support that is now being provided by this government to 
me and to the member for Kalgoorlie is not something new; it is commonplace. I said this morning that support 
had been provided at a federal level to Independents. Support has been provided to Independent members in 
New South Wales and in the Northern Territory. This is additional support�not general support, but additional 
support�much like the support that I am currently getting from this Liberal-National government. It is a bit 
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difficult with some of these interjections. However, I would like to put on record that the support that I am being 
given is similar to the support that has been given at a commonwealth level to Independent members, in New 
South Wales to Independent members � 
Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Order, member for Girrawheen! 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: � in the Northern Territory to Independent members, in Queensland to Independent 
members, and in Tasmania � 
Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, enough is enough. I formally call you for the first time. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: That was the commonwealth, New South Wales, Northern Territory, Queensland and 
Tasmania. The most hypocritical part of the debate yesterday concerned the fact that in 1991-92, the Labor 
government, under Carmen Lawrence, also provided additional support to the Independent members. Therefore, 
it is okay when the Labor government does it, but it is incorrect when the Liberal government does it. It was 
totally hypocritical, member for Pilbara. I certainly do not think that attacks such as this, and as there have been 
in the past on Liberal women, are going to encourage more women to think about running for Parliament. I have 
tried very hard to get women to think about running for Parliament. When they see attacks such as this�totally 
unfounded attacks�they will think twice about running as Independents or running as members for any of the 
parties. I hope that at some point in the future when the member for Pilbara has the floor, he will make a formal 
apology for the attack that he made on me, as an Independent member in this house. 

MR A.J. SIMPSON (Darling Range � Parliamentary Secretary) [4.03 pm]: I have learnt a lot from the 
debate on the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009. We spoke recently about sensitive, new-age guys. I 
did not know that they came from that side of the house. Anyway, it was good to hear from the member for 
Pilbara. We also heard about spineless jellyfish. That is another thing. We did not know that they actually had 
spines. The Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill is a very important bill, and we need to keep this debate 
moving along. I want to get to the end of the debate tonight so that we can go home. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! Order, Minister for Health! 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: The Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill is also important so that payments can be 
made to public service workers in the wider community. I add my support for this process, so that we can make 
sure we get to the end of this debate tonight, and then we can go home. 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [4.04 pm]: I rise to speak on the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009. 
One particular item attracts my attention, and that is the extra expenditure sought for WA Police, which is on 
page 3. An extra $10 million is being sought for WA policing, and it is itemised that it is for new police stations, 
upgrades, as part of election commitments, GA4 wage increases and leave ability parameter change. 

I want to say a couple of things about both increasing police costs and police stations. The first I will say very 
briefly, and it is about the Yanchep-Two Rocks area. The Commissioner of Police was thinking about closing the 
Two Rocks Police Station and policing the area out of mobile units. I have to acknowledge that as a result of the 
community protest, the Commissioner of Police visited the Two Rocks area with his driver, and was shocked to 
see both the state of the Two Rocks Police Station and its distance from the nearest police station in Clarkson. 
Indeed, at night the police have to park the police cars from Two Rocks at Clarkson, because they cannot be 
secured at Two Rocks. Therefore, the commissioner�s commitment, at least stated to me, was to maintain the 
Two Rocks Police Station, although he said that it had to be upgraded significantly. Since then, the developers of 
the Yanchep-Two Rocks estate, the Tokyu Corporation, have indicated to me, and I believe have communicated 
this to the department, that they are prepared to contribute to the state, free of charge, an area of two hectares, I 
think, for a justice precinct in the Yanchep area�in other words, cede two hectares to the state upon which � 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I think it is on a leasehold basis, but at a peppercorn rent. I am not quite sure of the exact size, 
but you are not far out. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes. I encourage the government to take up that matter, because with the extension of 
Marmion Avenue and the increased traffic there � 

Mr R.F. Johnson: That is certainly being considered. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We are pleading with the minister to look at establishing the Yanchep station. 
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The other matter that I raise, and for which I hope I will get some support from the Minister for Police and from 
the government generally, relates to the expense being incurred by the police department as a result of assaults 
on police and injuries sustained by police�the aftermath of the melees and fights. We have just seen the 
McLeod trial go through the court. Soon after that the police attended a party of 200 people, and an officer had a 
bottle thrown into his back, which required him to be hospitalised. That offence will be investigated. The cost 
burden of the investigation of that offence and the medical burden as a result of that offence on the police 
department and on the officer will be enormous. We have heard the Commissioner of Police say that, amongst 
other things, he wishes to try, through civil action, to recover some of the costs when offenders are jailed. 

However, I am worried about the police crews that are going out and facing these situations, and how they might 
be better protected. It is to those concerns that I now wish to turn. I think that one of the best defensive weapons 
that the police have been provided with in recent times is the Taser gun. Confronted with an angry crowd, if a 
police officer uses his Taser gun, it does not inflict any lasting injury, although it inflicts five or 10 minutes of 
serious discomfiture. 

I want to turn to the McLeod case. I know that the Attorney is about to leave the chamber � 
Mr C.C. Porter: No, I can�t wait. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: � but I want to return to the McLeod case. 
The SPEAKER: Before the member does that�I say this for the benefit of all members in this place�I hope 
that what he is going to say reflects upon the contents of this bill. It is important that it does. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It does. What I want to turn to is a rule that was espoused or turned to in the McLeod case. 
I believe that, with an easing of that commissioner�s rule, there will be less expenditure by the police force on 
injured officers and the aftermath of investigations.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: What evidence do you base that on?  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is because the Commissioner of Police has issued Taser guns to all officers. When 
officers attend a melee with a significant disturbance of the peace and are faced with a threatening situation, 
officers operationally use the Taser guns supplied to them. I refer to the McLeod case, not to re-argue it, but to 
use it as an example. I think that anyone who saw the video saw the Taser gun being used. Although everyone 
was shocked at the headbutt that was applied, not too many people were ringing up radio stations complaining 
about the use of the Taser gun. I use that case as an example. However, when the judge came to charge the jury 
in that case, he put before the jury several times the possibility of self-defence. An interchange took place 
between the Attorney General and me earlier today on that particular section of the judge�s charge because self-
defence to a charge of grievous bodily harm is available only if the jury concludes, or is unable to conclude 
otherwise beyond a reasonable doubt, that there had been an unlawful assault by a policeman in the first 
instance, and that one of the McLeods was defending himself against an unlawful assault. That might seem like 
an amazing proposition to people in Western Australia who have seen that video, but, as the judge charged the 
jury on the evidence that was before it, the defence case was that Constable Butcher was using the Taser not to 
prevent injury to himself, or, indeed, to anyone else, but as an unreasonable force option�in fact, an act of 
aggression�against Robert McLeod. The defence case was that the use of the Taser was an unlawful assault. 
Most people who have seen that video would be a bit nonplussed at the judge having said that the use of the 
Taser may have been an unlawful assault. In putting that before the jury�I will come to the point �  

The SPEAKER: Hasten to the point, member.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will hasten to the point. In putting that before the jury�this is my point about saving the 
police department money and the community angst�the judge then put before the jury the Commissioner of 
Police�s rules for the use of Tasers. I will quote from the charge to the jury � 

Those guidelines provide, amongst other things, that as use-of-force option the Taser should only be 
deployed to prevent an injury to any person. 

That would require someone to demonstrate, in the course of the case, that they were about to be injured by a 
specific person before using the Taser � 

Mr C.C. Porter: Are you suggesting lowering the threshold for use? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am suggesting lowering the threshold for use, Attorney General. I am urging that there be 
a review. I think that would be the most effective way of protecting our police when crews are required to attend 
a melee, especially those alcohol or drug-fuelled melees that can occur at parties. I can think of a number of 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 19 March 2009] 

 p2219c-2240a 
Dr Janet Woollard; Mr Tom Stephens; Dr Kim Hames; Mr Tony Simpson; Mr John Quigley; Mr Rob Johnson; 
Speaker; Mr John Hyde; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Martin Whitely; Mr Peter Watson; Mr Eric 

Ripper; Mr Terry Redman; Mr Ben Wyatt 

 [4] 

situations in which there is a significant disturbance of the peace, perhaps involving three or more people 
fighting, and when the police go there, without them being under threat of immediate harm or immediate injury, 
nonetheless, they hold a real fear for their safety. That might be a lower threshold point: a real fear for their 
safety, coupled with the view that it is reasonable to use a Taser in the circumstances. They would have to 
identify a particular happening that they think may cause an injury so they could use the Taser as a defensive 
tool.  

I am not suggesting, Attorney General, lowering the threshold so far as to make it a tool of general compliance�
in other words, �Driver, please alight from your vehicle or I�ll shoot you with this Taser�, or, �Please step off the 
road or I�ll shoot you with this Taser�, as a tool of compliance.� But I am suggesting considerably lowering the 
threshold in the rules, because the commissioner�s rules do not reflect what is actually happening out on the 
streets on patrol. Tasers are being used generally sensibly by the police when they fear for their safety. That 
point might come before they believe�to go back to the rules�that that use can prevent an actual injury. These 
rules are meant to prevent injury to any person; that is, identifying a person who is about to be injured, and only 
then going for the Taser in the holster. To do that � 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I find the member�s conversation very interesting in regards to the police, but it has no 
relevance whatsoever to the bill before the house. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! Leader of the House, I have asked the member for Mindarie to describe and 
ascribe some relevance to the information he is delivering. I think sometimes that moves in and out of what I 
might describe as relevance, but I hope the member for Mindarie will return to the bill at hand. The member for 
Mindarie has the call. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Often, if the trouble is nipped early in these melees � 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Aren�t you listening to the Speaker?  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am. 
Mr R.F. Johnson: You�re not taking notice of him!  
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am. 

The SPEAKER: Order, Leader of the House! The member for Mindarie has the call.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The relevance to the bill is the cost burden and the inconvenience and the enormous cost of 
manpower to the Western Australian police force in dealing with what appears to be a burgeoning problem of 
civil disturbance � 

Mr C.C. Porter: Member, if I let you know that I agree with you, which I do, and that I undertake to write a 
letter to the Minister for Police stating that I think the view you have put is a solid one, will you stop?  
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes, if the Attorney General is prepared to do that � 

Mr C.C. Porter: I am! 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I think it will be in Hansard, but I am very grateful that the Attorney General has 
indicated, in the chamber, that he will do that. I will add one more thing � 

Mr C.C. Porter: I thought we had a deal! 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No, you had a deal. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: If there is a review and the threshold is lowered and a new rule comes out, it should, in a 
democracy, be signed off, or at least tabled in this place, so that the general public know about the lowering of 
the threshold. 

Mr C.C. Porter: That will be a matter for the Minister for Police, but I will write to him with some suggestions.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I thank the Attorney General very much, because I really believe that what the Attorney 
General has indicated he will do will offer the quickest and best protection for police on the streets. I am sure all 
police officers in my electorate will be very grateful if such a review takes place. We hope to get to a lower 
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threshold, but a very safe threshold, because I am satisfied, from reading the evidence, that a Taser does not 
impose any lasting injury on any subject. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: The deal was that you�d sit down!  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: He said he wanted me to stop harping on that particular � 

Mr C.C. Porter: No, I wanted you to stop!  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Then I will do a deal: as this will provide such a quick and effective solution, I will stop! 

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [4.17 pm]: One of the very important funding issues we need to discuss is the 
Premier�s last-minute decision to suddenly include his giant new grand vision for a central park as part of the 
Northbridge Link project. We need to know whether any of the money that has been allocated in this bill we are 
debating has had to be included within this vision for a central park.  

The Premier today claimed that the central park project, the Northbridge Link, is the third part of his 
Infrastructure Australia fund project submission�that is, for extra funding. We have seen no costings and no 
planning. The East Perth Redevelopment Authority has published its grand master plan, after consultations, with 
costings, and there was not a central park in that project. The Premier keeps alluding to wanting a central park in 
the Northbridge Link�it is the missing link for him. Central Park in New York is 843 acres, plus associated 
lakes. If the Premier is involved, there will probably be canals in the Northbridge central park as well! We need 
to know exactly the costing of this project now that the Premier has got his hands in it. If the Premier cannot 
produce the grand master plan and costings today�I refer to changes made to East Perth Redevelopment 
Authority�s published master plan�those of us in the inner city can only assume that we have been dudded 
again by this mean government. Those of us in the metropolitan area can only assume that our project has been 
added third to a poorly articulated submission that contains bad costings and no master plan. Our project has 
been included only so that the Oakajee project, with all its deficiencies, will get up. Those of us in the inner city 
are desperate to find out the nuts and bolts behind the Premier�s grand vision. He has said there will be a central 
park with everything that involves, including the bells and whistles�the canals, the ducks and so on. Will there 
be an ice skating rink? 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Will there be markets? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I am sure there will be associated activities, member for Girrawheen. I believe that this very 
important issue should be addressed in the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009 that we are debating 
today. 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse � Treasurer) [4.20 pm] � in reply: I will make some brief comments to 
effectively close the second reading debate on the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009. It is the first 
time that I have had the opportunity to do so from this side of the house. Accordingly, I would first like to thank 
members opposite for their varied contributions to a debate that has at times ranged a little wider than one would 
normally see in this framework; notwithstanding that, some important issues have been raised and I want to deal 
with some of them as we head towards the close of the second reading debate.  

At the end of the day one clear reason the Treasurer�s advance is at the level presented to the house is that the 
Liberal-National government is adopting its election commitments. That point has been made a number of times 
by members opposite, and it was made yesterday in the Standard and Poor�s review, which reconfirmed Western 
Australia�s AAA status. The review identified some issues that we have to deal with in the budget, but it also 
made the point that we have been elected to power and have adopted our election commitments. By definition, 
those election commitments represent expenses that were most certainly not anticipated at the time of the May 
2008 budget. By default, the adoption of election commitments into our spending program has an impact on the 
Treasurer�s advance. That is a statement of fact. Indeed, a historic examination of the Treasurer�s advance in 
recent years reveals a spike in the Treasurer�s advance in election years. I have to acknowledge those spikes have 
not been of this magnitude; nevertheless, there have always been spikes. One significant reason that the total of 
the Treasurer�s advance is so high is that the election commitments have been rolled in to the government�s 
spending program. It is also worth noting, and we will go through this during consideration in detail, that the 
government has had to respond to some significant demands or spending pressures in the past six months or so. 
Those pressures are also reflected in the Treasurer�s advance. I want to touch on three of those because it is 
important to understand that they are expense items which were not, I think, foreseeable in May 2008, but to 
which we have had to respond. One is the additional $131 million in first home owners assistance funding 
provided in this financial year as a result of the federal government�s first home owner boost. That is a positive 
federal government policy initiative that resulted in federal home owner grants increasing from $7 000 to 
$14 000 for people buying established homes and to $21 000 for those building new homes. That is a good thing. 
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It has had an impact on the state�s finances, and we are having to find an extra $131 million at short notice to 
fund that grant increase. That is reflected in the Treasurer�s advance. We have also had to find another 
$95 million to maintain our contribution to community housing and to first home buyers through the First Start 
program in Western Australia. Once again, the state government is happy to endorse that important expenditure. 
An interesting element that Treasurers do not like to see listed is that of refunds of revenues already collected by 
Treasury�almost $100 million. Although we will debate some elements in this package in due course, this 
budget contains a number of spending elements that no-one would have reasonably foreseen in May of last year, 
for which we have a technical responsibility to account for here in the Parliament, and that is what we intend to 
do.  

Some issues were raised about the $149 million contingency amount for the remainder of this financial year. I 
think those concerns were valid. Again, we will discuss those concerns during consideration in detail. I am very 
happy to discuss with the opposition mechanisms that can be put in place to ensure that, in a transparent way, we 
provide the Parliament the information either in aggregate at a periodic rate or as those funds are drawn down, 
because it is an important issue. I reviewed Hansard from last year when that amount was, I think, $70 million. 
We were very critical of the then Treasurer�let me rephrase that; we were interested! We were never too critical 
of the former Treasurer. 

Mr P. Papalia: You were critical. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes; I was. We were interested in the need for that $70 million and the Treasurer 
explained why it was needed. However, $149 million is a lot more, and we need to be mindful of this important 
issue because, at the end of the day, appropriations are the responsibility of the Parliament. I am certainly happy 
to work with Treasury officials to ensure that the Parliament and the opposition are kept apprised of the spending 
of those funds.  

I wish to spend some time now dealing with some of the issues raised by specific speakers as the debate 
unfolded. I will not address the issues of all speakers because some, like the member for Pilbara, made 
contributions that were completely and absolutely unacceptable in this forum. I think the member for Pilbara has 
learnt today that Parliament will not tolerate his completely inappropriate misuse of the Parliament.  

First, I will deal with some issues raised by the shadow Treasurer, who spent a lot of time quoting from things 
we had said in the house. He spent a lot of time quoting from the Financial Management Act. Unfortunately, he 
did not spend a lot of time analysing the detailed information that we had provided for him. If I could be so bold 
as to say, it was a fairly lightweight response to a fairly significant set of figures. Indeed, from a public policy 
point of view, the member for West Swan made the most significant contribution to the debate.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: The Treasurer is a heavyweight when we talk about getting on the scales. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: We all face challenges in life; some of them are on the scales, some of them are in the 
mirror. I do the best I can with what God has given me. There we go, member for Armadale. Some of us battle 
the scales and some of us battle the mirror. I am probably challenged on both fronts, but we will move on. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Order, member for Victoria Park! 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: As I was saying, I have a lot of technical � 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Order, member for Armadale! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have a lot of technical issues to respond to following the contribution made by the 
member for West Swan. She raised some very good points and I am very happy to touch on those. I return to the 
shadow Treasurer�s lightweight response, and in particular his new mantra about a mini-budget. In a couple of 
months he will have a maxi-budget. He need not worry about a mini-budget because I will give him the maxi-
budget to deal with. I will make sure the shadow Treasurer has some briefings�I hope that he will turn up this 
time�so that he can understand what a maxi-budget looks like.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I asked myself when the shadow Treasurer started talking about mini-budgets and when 
this new terminology sprang to mind. I have had my staff look�I must say in government it is handy to have 
people who can do this research�but they could not find mention of the shadow Treasurer talking about it 
recently. In fact, it is interesting to go back to the midyear review and the shadow Treasurer�s comments. Yes, 
the Treasurer�s advance is $1.2 billion and the opposition is right to call the government to account, but when the 
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midyear review was handed down on 18 December, it flagged a $1 billion Treasurer�s advance. I would have 
thought that if the shadow Treasurer were on the job, if he were on top of his game, he would have looked 
through the midyear review and thought that was a major issue�a $1 billion use of the Treasurer�s advance is a 
major issue. When I looked at the midyear review and was preparing for the withering attack that should have 
followed � 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: The Treasurer may recall that Parliament was not sitting for months on end.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have read all the member�s press releases and he did not mention it. He did not mention 
the Treasurer�s advance once! Why? Because I do not think he saw it there! I do not think he read the midyear 
review. If he had seen it, as a member of the opposition it should have been like a red rag to a bull. The shadow 
Treasurer should have been all over it. He did not see it. I am more suspicious that he does not read at least the 
detail of the midyear review. When the shadow Treasurer was on 6PR on 18 December, he was asked by Harvey 
Deegan what his view of the state�s economy was. He said � 

� Treasury don�t expect a recession in Western Australia, and the Treasury expect continued healthy 
growth in the final two years of the forward estimates � 

Did the shadow Treasurer say that? 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Show me the transcript and I will have a look. 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have it here � 

� continued healthy growth in the final two years of the forward estimates � 
Because of that, continued growth. 

I went to the midyear review because I was interested to have a look at what Treasury had forecast. When I read 
the fine print, I found that Treasury does not actually forecast economic growth in the last two years of the out-
years in the midyear review. They are generally projections based on long-term averages�usually 10 years. 
When the shadow Treasurer went on radio and said that Treasury expects economic growth to be solid in the last 
years of the forward estimates, that was not true. All Treasury was doing was using a historical 10-year 
projection. That confirmed my view that the shadow Treasurer had not read the midyear review. It is one of the 
reasons I arranged the briefing for him�so that he could better read the budget papers. That was the briefing that 
he responded to by email to say that he was going to turn up, and then never turned up. Who is going to give the 
budget response? Will it be the member for Warnbro in this house and perhaps Hon Sue Ellery in the other? I 
know they were both at the briefing, and I thank them very much for coming along to that very important 
briefing.  

I made the comment today, in relation to the response to the Treasurer�s advance by the member for Victoria 
Park, that the fundamental issue that confronts the government at the moment in relation to managing debt and 
spending money to support the state�s economy is something that the opposition has no position on. Here we 
have the shadow Treasurer saying that debt is evil �  

Mr M. McGowan: This is the Treasurer�s speech. Is the Treasurer going to address any of the major points?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am addressing the issues. I am not going to deal with the issues the member for 
Rockingham raised, because they are as pathetic as he is! Here we have the shadow Treasurer on the one hand �  

Mr M. McGowan: Will the Treasurer stop clowning around.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Why don�t I send an email to the member for Rockingham�s wife�s email! Go down and 
have a look in her inbox�one of the member�s favourite spots!  

Mr M. McGowan interjected.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member talks about holidays. In the 2005 election campaign, guess who went on 
holidays? The member for Rockingham! He left his electorate and went over to Sydney, I think it was, to support 
Kim Beazley. I can just see it: he goes in there, there are Kim and all the ALP heavyweights plotting for Kim�s 
ascension to the Labor leadership, and the member says, �Here I am, off the plane from WA. What can I do?� 
Guess what job they gave him? Driver! The member for Rockingham went over to Sydney, presented his 
credentials, got given a copy of the Sydney UBD, and was told to drive big Kim around to help shore up the 
votes! The then Premier of the day had to call him home�and he talks about clowning around!  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Armadale! 
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The shadow Treasurer is anti-debt; the Leader of the Opposition, who still wants to be 
shadow Treasurer, wants us to go out and borrow money!  

Mr P. Papalia: What does the Treasurer stand for? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: What do I stand for? A sensible approach to the state�s finances. We will borrow more 
money to support the state. The shadow Treasurer is all over the shop. He needs to spend more time with his 
leader so that they have a consistent position on debt.  

There is another issue that needs to be touched on and that is what elements of the Treasurer�s advance are 
capital expenditure and what elements are recurrent expenditure. The Leader of the Opposition said that we 
should be out spending more money on capital. �If we were to spend more money on capital, it would be 
reflected in the Treasurer�s advance.� The shadow Treasurer may be interested to know�if he had read the 
midyear review he would have noticed this�that at the time of the midyear review, capital expenditure 
accounted for 48 per cent of approximately $1 billion that was sought in the midyear review.  

Mr M.P. Whitely: It is not approximately; it is $1.2 billion.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am talking about the midyear review when the figure was $1 billion. Anyhow, 48 per 
cent. Yet he still fails to have a clear position on the debt position the state should be taking and the expenditure 
platforms that we should be using to sit on. If we accept his leader�s position�which I do�that we should be 
borrowing to spend more now, would we not surely expect the Treasurer�s advance to rise? Would the shadow 
Treasurer not surely expect it? One could argue that this outcome is in many ways entirely consistent with the 
position that the Leader of the Opposition has put. It is completely inconsistent with the positions that the 
shadow Treasurer has put, but I think that when it comes to developing opposition economic strategy, the 
shadow Treasurer is an irrelevance!  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I am still not out there sniffing chairs and embarrassing myself!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member can resort to that every time he likes, but the facts are � 
Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Victoria Park and member for Armadale! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The fact is, he is an irrelevance.  

Mr P. Papalia: We are still waiting to hear what the Treasurer is going to do.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Sometimes the way we measure how busy shadow minsters are is to count how many 
questions on notice they ask; it is a fair indicator. I had a look the other day. Before Parliament came back last 
week, the shadow Treasurer had asked me two questions on notice. In six months �  
Mr B.S. Wyatt: What about the government�s other ministers?  
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: In six months the shadow Treasurer asked me two questions. In fact the only decent bit of 
information he asked for, I gave to him.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Unlikely.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is a very, very tardy track record.  
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: This whole attack is on the member personally.  
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am moving on to deal with some � 

The SPEAKER: Member for Rockingham and member for Victoria Park, I am interested in your interjections 
and I am interested in the Treasurer�s response. My suggestion is that the interjections and the responses be 
about the bill before the house, not about other incidents that might have taken place in other places. I ask the 
Treasurer to return to the subject at hand�that is, the bill.  
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Thank you very much, Mr Speaker. In relation to this bill, the shadow Treasurer�s 
responses are confusing at best. They are confusing to me, especially when compared with the comments by and 
positions adopted publicly by his own leader. That is the point I am making and I will continue to make, because 
the question has to be asked: who is in charge of the economic policies of the opposition? It is most definitely 
not a person who asks the minister he is shadowing only two questions on notice in six months. That is the point 
that I am attempting to make.  

Mr P. Papalia: The Treasurer is never here to ask questions of.  
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Questions on notice. He only needs to write them down and send them by email. It is not 
difficult.  

I want to move on and deal with some of the comments made by the member for West Swan. As I said, I enjoyed 
her speech. She touched on four or five key issues. Firstly, the member asked me about what had happened at the 
meeting last week of the Council of Australian Governments. I have provided some information. I am happy to 
provide more in due course. At COAG in November, the Premier discussed�I just sat there and took notes and 
nodded at the appropriate time�with the other Premiers and the Prime Minister the government�s new approach 
through the national partnership payments. It is a great reform that the former government was involved in and 
one that we have picked up on. We support the work done by the former state government and the 
commonwealth government in this regard. In response to the question the member asked me, everyone knows 
that our goods and services tax income flow over the next few years has been reduced. The general rule of thumb 
is based on the numbers contained in the budget last year. It has dropped by about $1.8 billion, which is a 
significant issue confronting us. I would certainly rather have the $1.8 billion in our pockets than in the pockets 
of the New South Wales government, but that is an argument for another day.  

The question asked was: what was the implication of the national partnerships outcomes on the state�s finances? 
Basically, in Western Australia we receive through that process about $1.6 billion of national partnerships 
payments. That is money that comes into the state tied to a range of specific purposes under the umbrella of the 
national partnerships arrangement. We will be spending that $1.6 billion to meet our obligations and, in addition, 
another $200 million. Through the national partnerships arrangement we receive $1.6 billion and add 
$200 million of state contribution, making $1.8 billion at the end of the process. The commonwealth was 
generous and flexible in assessing the state�s effort. Most people say that the relationship now is a lot better than 
it has been for some time. I think the member for West Swan will find that the Premier has a very positive 
working relationship with the Prime Minister. I applaud both of them for the way they have gone about this, as 
we have attempted to do at Treasurer level with our counterparts, because although there will be issues that we 
will have discussions on, such as the goods and services tax share and the issue of the bank guarantee, we will 
attempt to work through those in a non-political way. 

The member for West Swan raised a couple of other questions. She referred to the issues that we face raising 
debt. The statement was made that one of the reasons we are facing those issues is the debt profile that we are 
looking at over the upcoming years and that impact on the state�s AAA credit rating. That argument could be 
mounted, but the facts are that every state, perhaps with the exception of Victoria, is currently facing these 
problems. The member will find that every state will be involved in ongoing negotiations; in fact, we signed 
joint letters generated by the Queensland Treasurer on this issue. It is a really important issue that we must 
resolve.  

The member criticised the government in part for the range of processes that it has in place at the moment to try 
to deal with financial matters. I did not write down the quote, but I think she said that there is chaos around the 
public sector. I do not necessarily agree with that, but the member is right; there is a subcommittee of cabinet 
called the expenditure and economic review committee, which I head and which has leading responsibility for 
financial management. It is meeting for extended hours over an extended period to deal with some of these 
issues. We have an economic audit. Why do we have an economic audit? It is because there is a fundamental 
reform agenda that we need to engage in for the Western Australian public sector. There must be reforms around 
efficiency and expense management. The economic audit will play an important role in our delivering on that.  

I think the member for Cannington made the point that we have not touched any of Labor�s spending programs 
thus far. We have�especially some of the major infrastructure projects. We all heard the Premier talk about 
Subiaco Oval redevelopment, the Western Australian Museum and the foreshore development. Those projects 
are no longer on our capital works list.  

Mr M.P. Murray: What about the long-drop toilets for the lake? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I heard the member was using those as a lamington hiding repository, so when he is out 
near the lake looking for marron he has something to have a nibble on. I heard that marron on lamington is an 
absolute delicacy in Collie. The member for Collie-Preston knows that I acknowledged on the day I visited there 
the work that he had done on that exceptionally good project for his local community. 

I make no apology for the fact that we have the economic audit trawling through the expenses of government to 
try to find programs that we can remove. We also have a series of what I call value-for-money audits, one of 
which is currently working with the police department and one soon to be working with the science area of the 
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Department of Commerce. The West Australian has called them flying audit hit squads or something like that, 
but whatever they are, they are another tool to help us and agencies.  

Ms R. Saffioti: Which accounting firms are you using? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: My understanding is that the accounting firms are being chosen from the Treasury�s panel 
contract, so I could not specifically answer that. Post the event I could let the member know, but my 
understanding is that they have been chosen off the panel contract. We also have the capital works audit and, by 
crikey, we need it because there was no control over the capital works program, and there is no better case in 
point. 

Mr P. Papalia: You might have some concern about capital works growth and the pressure that puts on the 
budget. How do you reconcile that with your willingness to allow the country local government fund to 
distribute $100 million in the next few months without any real return in the way of structured strategic 
planning? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Let us look at that. One of the issues that we are trying to do in the short term is to 
support economic activity in regional Western Australia and in the metropolitan area. My knowledge of where 
that money is being spent thus far would tend to indicate to me that it is an excellent way for a unique 
partnership with local government to provide support at the grassroots level to regional economies. I have no 
problem with the member�s gas mix and no problem with supporting that program.  

Mr P. Papalia: It is $100 million. You don�t have a clue! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Of course we have a clue.  

Mr P. Papalia: You don�t know where it is going.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is not even worth responding to. We also have a strategy to deal with wage growth, 
which is a major issue confronting government.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, Minister for Regional Development and member for Warnbro!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Between 2001 and 2008 wage growth accounted for around 41 per cent of the total 
growth in recurrent spending. It is a major challenge to government. We have implemented a head-count freeze 
to try to take the increased head-count growth out of the equation. We will be dealing with the wages side of the 
equation in due course. It is important to understand. I will give members an example of why a head count is 
important. In the 2007-08 financial year the size of the public sector, as measured by full-time equivalents in 
Western Australia, went up by 5 000 people. By my reckoning, that is around 100 FTEs a week, or for every 
working day for a full financial year 20 FTEs joining the public sector. That is one of the factors driving wage 
growth. The ceiling is one of the tools we have in place.  

It is not just about controlling the rate of expenditure, but also about a much broader reform program, because 
we must embrace a broader reform program for the public sector in this state focused on efficiency of service 
delivery and a reform program focused on a far more robust approach to expense management and expense 
reporting. The member for West Swan indicated that when she looked through the list of items that made up the 
Treasurer�s advance, there was nothing that was urgent or unforeseen. I am hoping that the member for West 
Swan is not referring to the $131 million that we are providing to assist first home buyers in Western Australia to 
access the federal government boost package. Some of those whom I happen to know are in and around the 
member�s electorate. I am sure she would not say that it was unforeseen because basically it was. I am sure she is 
not referring to the $95 million of unforeseen money that we had to inject into the housing authority because the 
former government had not forecast house sales correctly when everyone else knew that the housing market was 
on the slide. No major change was made to forecasting and there was a significant black hole into which we have 
had to inject money. 
Ms R. Saffioti: You separated the agencies.  
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The agency separation was perhaps after that.  
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is not the case at all. Housing and works managed lots of projects but the actual 
works component of its recurrent budget is not that terrific. The big issue in housing was the erosion of income 
from the sale of land. There are 20 000 people on the social housing waiting list at the moment. It is not a 
political problem; it is a social problem. Those 20 000 individuals and families are looking for homes. I cannot 
give the member exact figures, but it has gone up by around 3 500 people in the past eight months. It is a real 
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challenge for government, so I do not think putting $95 million of extra spending in to help some of those people 
could be foreseen and considered not urgent. Those things are very urgent and were entirely unforeseen. 

The last point the member touched on was very interesting and revolved around the deficit. The member argued 
that we had been left with a very healthy set of state finances and that we have basically squandered the 
inheritance, for want of a better term. I will share some figures with the house because this is a very important 
issue. Basically, as of last year�s budget, the estimated surplus for this year was $1.8 billion. In four years� time, 
2011-12, that $1.8 billion surplus will have dropped to a $200 million surplus. Therefore, within the budgeting 
parameters that the former government adopted in the May budget of last year, the surplus dropped from 
$1.8 billion to $200 million. That is a $1.6 billion decline in the annual surplus across a four-year period, and in 
actual fact, when we put it on a graph, that decline is almost linear. It is a fairly consistent decline in the surplus. 
Therefore, one would argue that a structural issue is deeply embedded in the finances of Western Australia. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: The revision that came about since you got into government has us going into deficit. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: If you will let me finish, Einstein, you will understand the point I am trying to make. A 
person who flies around with John Travolta and reads L. Ron Hubbard�just wait until the end of time and I will 
let you know exactly what has happened. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: They believe some pretty strange things, but I do not know that they believe in seat sniffing 
for sexual gratification.  

The SPEAKER: Order, members! 

Mr M. McGowan: If you�re going to attack people, you�ll get it back! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: What happens if I do? Will the leader of opposition business refuse to give me a pair? 

The SPEAKER: Order, Treasurer and the member for Bassendean! The member for Bassendean might not have 
been in this place when I made some remarks, so I will make them again. I do not mind making them. We are in 
here to discuss a particular bill. I am not interested in references to other incidents that might have happened in 
other places. I also draw the Treasurer�s attention to those remarks I have just made. I urge everybody in this 
place, if they want to interject, that they do so with particular reference to this bill. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I apologise, and I am now nervous about upsetting the leader of opposition business in 
case he points his finger at me as he did in relation to the lamington and Tim Tam incident and threatened to 
withdraw my pairs or to not offer a pair! 

The SPEAKER: Treasurer, please continue your remarks with reference to the bill. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Getting back to the point raised � 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Bassendean!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member for West Swan made a very good point about the deeply embedded 
structural imbalance in the state�s finances that sees our surplus go from $1.8 billion to $203 million. Let us take 
a look at what happened in the midyear review. The member for Bassendean is right; the surplus has 
disappeared. However, listen to what happened. The surplus in the midyear review was $1.2 billion declining to 
a deficit of $360 million at the end of that four-year period. When we add that up, it is a decline in the surplus to 
debt position of $1.56 billion. In other words, it curves down�I will move so the camera can see me�and in the 
state�s finances the rate of decline is similar. Therefore, those fundamental embedded imbalances that are 
sending us into deficit that were there in May last year are still there now. The challenge for us is to alter the 
angle of the curve. The challenge for us is to engage in a reform agenda that turns it around so that we are not on 
this slide.  

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It has shifted; yes. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: So all you have done is make it worse since you got here. That is all you have done! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: We are on a slide and that is why we have the economic � 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Bassendean!  
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is why we have the rolling value for money audits, the capital works program and 
the wages growth strategy, and it is hard. It is hard work to turn around the finances of the state. Sometimes I 
feel like I am on the back of the Titanic; I can see the iceberg and I have my little oar and I am trying to turn 
around, and it is a difficult process. I do not resile from that at all, but it is a challenge that we quite simply must 
meet. It is a challenge that we have acknowledged many times and we will continue to work on it. 

I will touch on a couple of other points made by some members opposite. I think it is important to acknowledge 
points that are made and to attempt to respond to them. It is a courtesy that we were rarely afforded in 
opposition. However, the member for Cannington talked about this year�s Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation 
Bill and he made a very brilliant observation. He told to us that we will be back in this place before the end of 
the financial year because we will have to settle the wages negotiation with the police and their wages will go up, 
which will impact on the Treasurer�s advance. I have news for the member for Cannington; that is, the 
Treasurer�s advance relates to expenditure in this financial year. For his information, in Australia the financial 
year starts on 1 July and finishes on 30 June. The police enterprise bargaining agreement expires on 30 June. 
Renegotiation of the police EBA will apply to wages�I hope we will finish negotiations before the EBA 
expires�and it will apply from 1 July onwards. Therefore, nothing that comes out of the police EBA 
renegotiation will impact on the Treasurer�s advance. However, I thought I would put that on the public record 
just in case the member takes the time to read it.  

Of course, we had an amazing contribution from the member for Cockburn. It was a very, very interesting 
contribution. I noted that the thing he said the most was that the royalties for regions plan is simply smoke and 
mirrors�smoke and mirrors, with no detail provided about the $337 million allocation in the budget. We 
actually took the time to put it in the midyear review. It is all there; almost two pages with all the details�every 
single line item and the line item that the member for Warnbro is so envious of, the $100 million local 
government fund. It is all there! All the member for Cockburn had to do was open it and read it. However, I do 
not expect much more from the member for Cockburn because he is the person who claimed that all that 
happened on Varanus Island was an explosion, something that was incredibly obvious. There was a big blurb last 
year about the government spending $6 million to upgrade tech park and the member for Cockburn�the 
member for Victoria Park was involved too�was going to call it �Silicon Valley with soul�. Those were the 
member for Cockburn�s words��Silicon Valley with soul�. I cannot remember the exact date, but I think it was 
announced about March last year. He said, �By March next year, we will have Silicon Valley with soul and it 
will have a lot of Pointer Sisters down there and it will all be full of soul.� He said it would have companies 
bidding for lots of activity there and it would all be fantastic, and it was all going to be done by March this year. 
I had a phone call in March from a newspaper person, because the media diarises these things. This person asked 
what had happened at Technology Park. I said nothing. Nothing has happened! 

A government member: There�s no soul! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: There is no soul out there! I do not know what it is, but it is not soul. 

Mr B.J. Grylls: What about that broadband contract? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will get on to that.  

The member for Cockburn is having a go at us, yet his Silicon Valley with soul is a mirage. I will tell members 
what happened. He said in March last year that it would be finished in 12 months. The member for Victoria 
Park�s name was on the press release as well, but I do not think the Silicon Valley component can be attributed 
to him. What did we discover? There is a planning process to get us from A to B that generally takes about two 
years. Do members know when the plans were submitted? In June! He made the announcement in March that it 
would be finished in 12 months and submitted the plans in June, although approval can take up to two years. 
That is simply remarkable. 

The Kimberley broadband project currently has, I do not know, 20 users hooked up to it. The member for 
Cockburn announced these grandiose plans to hook up 16 remote Indigenous communities, which is a fantastic 
thing to do for those communities. In fact, I am a very strong supporter of providing that type of communication 
and access to information to people who live in remote communities. The feedback I have is that when that sort 
of infrastructure is provided, it has a major positive impact on the kids in the community. I think it is a fantastic 
thing. However, we have this project with, again, all the focus on the announcement and no focus on the 
deliverable. All the focus is on this great big announcement in Broome and no focus is on the deliverable. That is 
a real shame for all those kids in those communities who should and could be accessing those computers and that 
infrastructure because it is so very important. The member stands in this place and lectures us about providing no 
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detail, yet he was the king of the quick press release and the king of the quick photo opportunity, and he 
delivered nothing. 

I can see that the Leader of the House is getting a bit tetchy, so I will close with a response to some comments 
made by the member for Willagee. The member for Willagee stands in this place and attacks us; that is fine. He 
pontificates on how poorly we are doing and how wonderfully well his government went. The member for 
Willagee attacked the member for Wanneroo�I should say it was an unsubstantiated attack�who needs no 
defence from anyone on this side. Just leave him alone! I had a bit of a look. If the opposition was so good in 
government, how did it use the Treasurer�s advance? I dug down a bit. This is interesting; members might want 
to listen. We are asking for $1.2 billion for the Treasurer�s advance. The member for Willagee criticises the 
government for doing that. The interesting point to note is that of that $1.2 billion, $158 million is due to 
expenses that the previous government incurred during the first five weeks of this financial year, from 1 July 
until 10 August, or whenever the election was called. The opposition criticises the government because the 
Treasurer�s advance is at � 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: What was the figure? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am reading from the pre-election financial statements. There is a section at the back 
called �Treasurer�s Advance�. The total amount projected to be drawn against the Treasurer�s advance after five 
weeks was $158.5 million; 13 per cent of what is being asked for today was racked up by the previous 
government for unforeseen or unplanned items over a five-week period. If I annualise that five-week 
performance by multiplying it by 10, the previous government would have been asking for $1.6 billion, and it 
did not even account for election commitments. That is the problem.  

Mr M. McGowan: That�s a weak argument. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: A weak argument? 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes; of which � 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I have given the member for Bassendean ample opportunity. I formally call him for the first 
time. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The government is asking for a $1.2 billion sign-off on the Treasurer�s advance. 
However, $158.5 million of that�13.2 per cent�was accrued in five weeks by the previous government. This is 
for unforeseen or unplanned expenses. How can the opposition be � 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I formally call the member for Warnbro for the second time. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: How can the opposition be so disorganised as to have nearly $160 million of unplanned 
or unforeseen expenses within the first five weeks of the financial year? What is the opposition�s definition of a 
plan? The opposition must have had its face to the wall and did not look past the first couple of days. The 
member has the gall to lecture the government, yet during the five weeks�thankfully the only five weeks�he 
had his hands on the Treasury, he spent $158.5 million of the Treasurer�s advance. I make this point again � 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Bassendean! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Okay; let us annualise. I do not usually respond to interjections from this member because 
they are usually inane, but this one is so dopey, I feel compelled to put an answer on the record. If we annualise 
$158 million over five weeks, we have $1.6 billion over a year. The opposition criticises the government, yet its 
own figures indicate that it completely lost control of the state�s finances within five weeks. How can there be 
$160 million in unforeseen expenditure within the first five weeks of the financial year?  

Mr A.J. Waddell interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: From when? The opposition has some good ones over there. I seriously think the Labor 
Party needs to reflect on its preselection process! Does the member know what the cut-off date is? It is not the 
election date; this is the state government. We are not writing figures on the back of our hands trying to make 
some Labor Party branch stack up! These are the finances of Western Australia. The cut-off date was 6 August, 
but the previous government went into caretaker mode the day the election was called. The cut-off date is not the 
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election date. The member should make sure he has his facts right before he opens his mouth. They are the facts 
as they are presented. I think I have dealt with most of the issues that members opposite raised. The member for 
Victoria Park has gone to a better place!  

I thank members opposite for raising these issues. I look forward to consideration in detail. I reiterate the point I 
made earlier, and I say this in good faith: the government will provide as much information as it can through the 
consideration in detail process, and looks forward to it. 

Question put and passed.  

Bill read a second time. 

Referral to Public Accounts Committee 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [5.05 pm] � without notice: I move � 

That the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009 be referred to the Public Accounts Committee, 
and that the committee report to the house by 31 March 2009. 

Question put and negatived. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, I was on my feet to speak to the motion I moved. 

The SPEAKER: Member, I did not hear a division called. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, can I request a formal ruling? I was on my feet to speak to the motion. 

Speaker�s Ruling 

The SPEAKER: Members, it is quite simple. A motion was moved; I asked for those in support and I asked for 
those against. I ruled in favour of those against and gave plenty of opportunity for a division to be called. I did 
not hear a division called. If I had heard a division called, I certainly would have given it; the member knows 
that. 

Point of Order 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Mr Speaker, the member was on his feet and was about to proceed to make the case for 
the motion. 

The SPEAKER: The point is this: everybody in this place knows that if a member wants to get my attention, or 
the attention of any of the Acting Speakers or the Deputy Speaker, he says, �Mr Speaker�. The member was 
more than entitled to say, �Division�. 

Dissent from Speaker�s Ruling 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [5.08 pm] � without notice: Mr Speaker, under section 112 of the 
standing orders, I move � 

To dissent from the Speaker�s ruling. 

I do so advisedly because I think, from the evidence of this example and from a range of other examples during 
the week, we have seen a degree of bias in the rulings of the Speaker. 

Several members interjected.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: This is the opportunity to do so, my friend, when one is moving dissent from the 
Speaker�s ruling. It is an opportunity to say what one thinks about the Speaker�s ruling. The Speaker made a 
ruling a moment ago that I think reflected badly upon him. I am going to say this to the house, because this is the 
opportunity that members have to raise these issues.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Rockingham, this is not an opportunity to debate what might have happened in 
this place previously. I have read and acquainted myself with standing order 112, as you no doubt have. As far as 
I am concerned, you are fulfilling the requirements of standing order 112; I do not dispute that. What I need to 
know from the member, before we can proceed in this place, is the ruling that you dispute�what it is that you 
seek clarification of. That is what you need to provide to me and this house.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, a moment ago I asked for a formal ruling on whether I was entitled to speak 
to the motion that I moved mere moments before, and you rose to your feet and indicated that you had ruled that 
I was no longer entitled to speak to the matter that I had moved moments before. That is the ruling that I am 
objecting to. I have moved dissent from that ruling that you made.  
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I stood five or so minutes ago to move a motion to refer the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill to the Public 
Accounts Committee for examination for a little over a week, and you ruled that I was unable to speak on that 
matter, even though I was on my feet. This place is a democratic chamber, and when members rise to their feet 
to speak on an issue, they should be entitled to do so; however, Mr Speaker, you ruled I was not able to do so, 
and I want to take the opportunity to dissent from the ruling that you made.  

Mr Speaker, are you saying that I am unable to speak on the dissent motion?  

The SPEAKER: Not at all, member for Rockingham, and I understand what you are asking. I absolutely 
understand what you are asking. Everybody in this place is entitled to raise a point of order or speak, as you are. 
Member, if you believe that I was wrong in the decision I made�I am not in any sense in this place the most 
perfect of human beings; none of us is�I am quite willing to listen to your point.  

In the decision that I made in calling the ayes and the noes, I was proceeding down the path of putting to the 
house whether members supported the motion that you moved. Perhaps I was in error, member for Rockingham, 
in not noticing whether you were on your feet; and, genuinely, I did not know whether the member was on his 
feet when I was making that decision. I was simply giving the opportunity to the house to vote either yes or no. 
If the member wants to proceed to put a case for why this should go to that committee, I am prepared to hear that 
now.  

Member, the process in front of the house at the moment is that you have moved a motion to dissent from a 
ruling I have given. To proceed with the motion the member just described, which I am happy to hear in this 
place, either he needs to withdraw his dissent motion or the house needs to deal with it.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, of course I want to maintain the very friendly relations that we have. If you 
are prepared to allow the debate to resume on the original motion I moved, of course I am prepared to withdraw 
the dissent motion.  

The SPEAKER: I did not notice that you were on your feet. I had gone to the ayes and noes as part of the 
process. That was the decision I made at that point. I think the point the member made in referring to standing 
orders is a valid one, and if the member wishes to speak to that original motion, and he withdraws his dissent 
motion, I will enable him to do that.  

Motion, by leave, withdrawn. 

Standing Orders Suspension � Motion 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [5.14 pm] � without notice: I move �  

That so much of standing orders be suspended as would allow the following motion to be moved 
forthwith � 

That the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009 be referred to the Public Accounts 
Committee and that the committee report to the house by 31 March 2009. 

I have moved this motion because the Treasurer is asking the Parliament to allocate an amount of incredible 
magnitude and scale through the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill. The government is seeking a huge 
amount to be allocated to the Treasurer�s advance, and it is the opposition�s view that this matter deserves some 
consideration by the Public Accounts Committee.  

Naturally, when the Parliament resumes in a little over a week, there will be an opportunity for the third reading 
of this bill to be debated. However, that is not enough discussion on this issue. In the case of the budget, we have 
the entirety of the budget estimates period for the budget to be examined. In this case, the only time we have had 
is the debate on the second reading of this bill, and the government is insistent that it deserves and needs to be 
debated by the Parliament as soon as possible. I suggest that the best opportunity for this is to refer this matter to 
the Public Accounts Committee for some examination.  
Now, Mr Speaker, this is not an unprecedented motion �  

Point of Order 
Mr P.B. WATSON: Mr Speaker, I cannot hear the member speaking. 

The SPEAKER: The member for Albany does not have a point of order, but I do acknowledge what he is 
saying, and I am sure that the member for Rockingham would appreciate some silence as well. 

Debate Resumed 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, we need to suspend standing orders to allow this to happen. There is a 
precedent for this. Last year the member for Avon, a member of the National Party, moved exactly the same 
motion.  

Government members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will get to that. 

The person who spoke in favour of the motion was none other than the member for Cottesloe at that point, now 
Premier of Western Australia. He spoke in favour of exactly this motion. He said, �I find myself in agreement � 

Mr C.C. Porter: When the member for Avon spoke, did he manage to do it properly?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The dark princes are back, one of whom has not only blue blood running through his 
veins, but blue ink as well.  

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not assault women, Treasurer. I do not assault women!  

The Premier said at that time, �I find myself in agreement with pretty well everything the member for Avon had 
to say�. Further in the debate, the member for Cottesloe said, ��I think it would be a worthy thing for the Public 
Accounts Committee to look at this practice.� The member for Cottesloe at that time thought that this was a 
worthy thing for the house to agree to. The National Party, under its former leader the member for Avon, also 
thought it was a worthy issue for this house to consider. They sought a full month for the Public Accounts 
Committee to examine this issue. All I am seeking is a little over a week for the Public Accounts Committee to 
examine this issue. I think that that is fair, particularly in light of the fact that the amount being sought is 
$450 million more than was sought last year. That is a very material difference from last year. In light of the 
rhetoric of the former opposition, now government, on this issue, we are seeking a referral period of a little over 
a week, and we are seeking to examine an amount that is $450 million more than was sought last year.  

The Public Accounts Committee can examine issues surrounding the contingency payment, the $149.3 million 
that is contained within the submission that the Treasurer has put forward, the various small items totalling 
$6.6 million, and, indeed, all the other amounts; but it would be particularly important, I think, for the Public 
Accounts Committee to examine those particular items so that we can understand exactly what the government is 
proposing in this matter. 

I realise that I am speaking only on the suspension of standing orders; I am not speaking on the actual motion. 
However, the opposition needs to outline its argument somewhat in the suspension debate so that members can 
understand what we are seeking. We are seeking a little over a week for examination by the Public Accounts 
Committee, because there are such important issues to be examined. That would provide greater, additional 
examination of that huge amount of money than a discussion in the second reading stage of this bill would 
provide. I believe that is a reasonable and fair request, particularly in light of the fact that the then opposition, 
now the government, said exactly the same thing last year when far less money was involved. Indeed, the now 
Premier was totally in support of this matter last year. I urge the house to support the suspension. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont � Leader of the Opposition) [5.21 pm]: I find it an appalling situation that we 
have reached this point whereby the government will not agree to a suspension of standing orders so that we can 
have a reasonable debate on the substantive issue, which is the issue of referring the question of the Treasurer�s 
Advance Authorisation Bill to the Public Accounts Committee. 

Why would we want to do that? What is the urgency of this matter? What is the requirement for the suspension 
of standing orders? In question time today, the Treasurer told us that debt is going to be larger than the 
$16.7 billion forecast in the midyear review�itself a totally unsustainable level of debt, with a debt-to-revenue 
ratio of more than 60 per cent, and loss of the AAA credit rating. People who would normally lend the state 
money are not willing to lend the state money, while the Treasurer and the government continue to run up the 
tab. Is that not the sort of situation that the Public Accounts Committee ought to examine? Is that not the sort of 
situation that the house should allow a reasonable debate on? Moreover, the Treasurer told us in question time 
today that there will be a deficit. He said, almost in passing, that there will be a deficit. The last time we had 
deficits was when the Premier was on the budget committee in the Court government, and it delivered five 
budget deficits out of eight. Here we are again, back in the realms of debt and deficit with the wonderful 
financial management of the Premier and his chosen Treasurer. Why would we not have a Public Accounts 
Committee inquiry? Why would we not have a suspension of standing orders to allow a debate on a very 
reasonable proposition that the Public Accounts Committee should look at the Treasurer�s advance when the 
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Treasurer is asking for $1.2 billion outside the budget process�$1.2 billion. An amount of that size has never 
been asked for before. It is an extraordinary amount to ask for, $1.2 billion. 

There is evidence from today�s proceedings of Parliament alone that the finances of this state are out of control 
and heading for disaster under the stewardship of this novice Treasurer across the way. The buffoon from 
Busselton is leading us into a very dangerous financial position. 

What the opposition wanted to debate, and would debate, if there were a suspension of standing orders is the 
very reasonable proposition that the Public Accounts Committee should examine the state of the finances, when 
we have debt at $16.7 billion and, in the Treasurer�s own words, growing; the loss of the AAA credit rating 
threatened, with a debt-to-revenue ratio of above 60 per cent; a deficit in store; and the Treasurer asking for the 
Bankcard limit to be extended to $1.2 billion. 

We have seen that the government�s efforts to control expenditure are being seriously compromised by its failure 
to effectively manage the three per cent efficiency dividend. Ministers have been lazy, asleep at the wheel. The 
expenditure review committee has not been meeting, leaving it to the bureaucrats, who are being run over as 
soon as the � 

Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The committee is meeting now, is it? On the basis of the advice available to me, it certainly 
was not meeting before Christmas when the three per cent was being organised. The government has not been 
managing the three per cent effectively and efficiently. Government members have locked themselves into an 
unsustainable royalties for regions deal, which is already causing 500 public sector redundancies to be instituted 
and which will be the cause of further job losses and further service cuts. It was unsustainable before the global 
financial crisis. It was the desperate, do-anything deal of the Premier. Compromise the state�s finances�
anything to get power! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I am interested in hearing from the Leader of the Opposition. Obviously, some other members 
in this place are more interested in talking to each other across the chamber. I ask those members to desist from 
doing that. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It is an unsustainable deal. It was unsustainable before the global financial crisis. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: We agreed to $1 billion of additional expenditure. The government signed up to $2.8 billion. 
It was unsustainable before the global financial crisis; it is even more unsustainable afterwards. This deal will 
produce much bad news, and the first example is the 500 public sector redundancies announced by the Treasurer. 
I support additional regional investment, but the size of the deal that has been agreed to by the government is 
unsustainable, and it will produce negative impacts on our finances. Given the gravity of the financial issues 
confronting the state, these are the issues that should be examined by the Public Accounts Committee, but the 
government will not even allow the suspension of standing orders so that we can have a reasonable debate on the 
substance of that motion. 

I have been in this Parliament for some time. I was once the manager of opposition business when the Premier 
was the Leader of the House. I remind the Premier of his experiences as Leader of the House when he was ham-
fisted in his dealings with the then opposition. It is unwise to try to deny the opposition, let alone a party with 
28 seats, its legitimate rights in the Parliament. I say this: we will keep debating the suspension motion either 
until the government allows the debate on the referral to the Public Accounts Committee or until it gags us, 
because we are not going to stand by and have our rights for a perfectly reasonable motion to be debated to be 
ridden over roughshod by an increasingly arrogant government. We are not going to stand for that. We are going 
to defend the rights of members of Parliament to have issues, in particular grave financial issues, scrutinised 
properly. 

I am amazed that the Leader of the House has been so cavalier in his rejection of the suspension of standing 
orders. People know that what happened in this house was an unfortunate series of misunderstandings and 
miscommunications. That is what happened. Anyone who was here observing knows that that is what happened. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members on my right! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: This is arrogant, flippant, cavalier, dismissive. Carry on like that, Premier. We like to see him 
display that side of his personality to the community. It is actually helpful if he displays that somewhat juvenile 
side of his personality. 
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What I am talking about is this: the government ought to agree to a suspension of standing orders so that we can 
then debate the motion to refer the Treasurer�s advance to the Public Accounts Committee. Moreover, member 
for Murray, the government � 

Mr M.J. Cowper: Murray-Wellington, please.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: � ought to then agree to the substantive motion, because I am sure the member would be 
concerned about the loss of the state�s AAA credit rating; I am sure members would be concerned about debt of 
$16.7 million; I am sure members would be concerned about a deficit; I am sure they would be concerned about 
the resulting harsh measures that will be imposed in their electorates on the services that people enjoy as a result 
of this gathering financial crisis. 

We debated it all day in the second reading stage of the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill. We have not got 
as far as we wanted with the Treasurer.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: We think that the Public Accounts Committee ought to examine the issue.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, Treasurer! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The Treasurer spends his entire time attacking individuals�it is time he got down to the real 
task at hand. The government still has a chance to redress this situation. I say to the Leader of the House that he 
should agree to the suspension � 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected.  

The SPEAKER: If the member for Albany wants to get to his feet and talk to this particular motion, I will let 
him do that. I am going to formally call the member for Albany for the second time. The Leader of the 
Opposition has the call. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members, the Leader of the Opposition is on his feet: I want to hear him speak! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members, the Leader of the Opposition is on his feet: I want to hear him continue. I do not 
want to hear from any other member!  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I say to the Leader of the House that he can agree to the suspension of standing orders. There 
will be a debate anyway, unless he wants to move a gag motion immediately. We can have a more sensible 
debate if he agrees to the suspension of standing orders. He will then be in a position in which he can disagree 
with the motion for a referral to the Public Accounts Committee if that is what he so chooses. I suggest that he 
accept both motions. It is not actually a difficulty for the government to have a short, sharp Public Accounts 
Committee inquiry. Moreover, the Leader of House knows that should the members of the Public Accounts 
Committee decide to have that inquiry, they can go ahead and have that inquiry anyway.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: If I were him, I would recognise a bit of reality and I would accept both motions. But in the 
first instance, I would accept the first motion in the interests of the harmonious operation of this house. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys � Leader of the House) [5.33 pm]: I must respond to the comments by both 
the Leader of the Opposition and the manager of opposition business. This is another one of the new boys� 
stunts. Not at one time today did the manager of opposition business come to me and say, �Leader of the House, 
Rob, Mr Johnson�, whatever he wants to call me � 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Not at one point did he come and see me and say to me, �We want this to go to the Public 
Accounts Committee; we want to move a motion.� What do we get? At gone five o�clock, which is the time 
when this house has normally risen, we get a stunt being pulled to try to � 

Hon Tom Stephens interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I would keep quiet if I were the member! The member is in disgrace, my friend! He 
should go home, if he has a home to go to!  
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The SPEAKER: The Leader of the House has the call. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I in no way intend to be arrogant or cavalier, but I like people to be reasonable. If the 
manager of opposition business had spoken to me, we could have discussed it. The Leader of the Opposition can 
move this motion in the week we come back, any time between the second and third reading when we are 
normally sitting. He can do that.  

Mr M. McGowan: It�s due to report on the day we come back! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The manager of opposition business is being stupid, that is why! The argument we have 
heard so far is that they want this to be scrutinised � 

Mr M. McGowan: It states to report on 31 March�that�s the day we come back! 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Rockingham! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The manager of opposition business had the opportunity, during consideration in detail, 
for every member to scrutinise the bill�every member! But no, no, what do the manager of opposition business 
and the Leader of the Opposition want? They want five members to scrutinise it �  

Mrs C.A. Martin interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Kimberley! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That is all he wants. Obviously, there may be some provenance behind that. As has 
already been said, they can initiate one if they want to. If they feel so strongly about it�I remember the former 
Treasurer opposing this sort of thing in the past, and before � 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Did we face the loss of the AAA credit rating when I was Treasurer? No! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Before the Leader of the Opposition and other members on that side start attacking the 
Premier and the Treasurer, I will quote what happened last year on 18 March, when there was some talk about 
sending the then same Treasurer�s advance bill to the Public Accounts Committee. What did the now Premier 
say? Amongst many other things, he stated � 

I do not agree, however, that we need to refer the bill to a committee. Referring it will create all sorts of 
problems for the administration of state services and I do not advocate that. 

That was a very, very good comment, and he was considering the state services and everybody else. The 
opposition is trying to pull a political stunt. If members opposite had come to me and told me in a civil way�a 
reasonable way�that they wanted this to go to the Public Accounts Committee, we may well have accepted. But 
under these circumstances, we will not be threatened and bullied by a very inexperienced manager of opposition 
business who really needs to learn his job! As for the Leader of the Opposition, I am staggered that he would 
make these sorts of threats to us. I am staggered that he, personally, would make these sorts of threats, because I 
have always thought of him as being a reasonable person. The comments he made to me were very unreasonable 
and very out of character. Most members want to go home; they have had a very, very busy week � 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGowan: You�re just lazy! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: You are lazy! I may be lazy�the member may think I am lazy, but I think he is stupid! 
There we go! Those are our different opinions!  
Mr T.R. Buswell: You�re right! 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Exactly! I am right; he is wrong!  
I am not trying to be arrogant or cavalier � 
Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It is against my character. I am trying to bring some reasonableness into this. I know that 
members opposite want to go home�they have already told me they want to go home; they wanted to go home 
at four o�clock! If they had not had so many speakers, we would have gone home at four o�clock! 

Mr E.S. Ripper: That was the National Party! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, it was not!  

Mr E.S. Ripper: We could win any vote on a Thursday afternoon! 

Several members interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: I ask the Leader of the House to direct his words to the motion in front of us; I also ask other 
members to focus on members who are speaking and not on others in this place�once again! The Leader of the 
House has the call. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will address my comments to the motion before us, that so much of standing orders be 
suspended. The Leader of the Opposition and the manager of opposition business strayed a long way from that, 
and I think they were given a lot of leeway by the Speaker, who I think has done an excellent job under a lot of 
pressure today. I have been going for four minutes, and I will go for one minute more�that is all�because I do 
not want to delay members of this house from going home.  

We will not be bullied by members opposite. We are happy to be reasonable. If members want to move this 
motion when we come back, and if they still feel so strongly about it, they will have an opportunity and we will 
not oppose the suspension of standing orders when we come back if they want to move it. They will be allowed 
to talk to the motion and we will obviously address it, provided they do not want to take a day doing it. But I am 
not prepared to accept the motion they have put forward tonight; I think it is unreasonable, unjust and unfair, not 
only to members on this side of the house, but also to their own members. They need to take some counsel from 
some of their own members who dearly want to get back to their electorates tonight rather than tomorrow 
morning.  
For those reasons, the government will not be agreeing to the suspension of standing orders.  
MR M.P. WHITELY (Bassendean) [5.38 pm]: The government�s attitude to this is appalling. It is failing to 
facilitate a negotiated agreement between the Leader of the House and the member for Rockingham to overcome 
an impasse � 
Several members interjected.  
Mr M.P. WHITELY: What actually happened is that the member for Rockingham � 
Mr T.R. Buswell interjected.  
The SPEAKER: Order, Treasurer! 
Mr M.P. WHITELY: � moved the motion and was about to express his right to debate that motion, and, with 
respect, I think the Speaker a little hastily in putting it to the vote � 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Order, members! 
Mr M.P. WHITELY: As a result, the member for Rockingham moved a motion of dissent against the Speaker�s 
ruling�something that is incredibly serious and the member did not do it lightly. He did that because it was the 
only way of getting, through the standing orders, some sort of remedy. 

Point of Order 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Mr Speaker, I raise a point of order about relevance. What the member is discussing here is 
not the issue of whether we should suspend standing orders. What he is talking about is some sort of � 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! I want to hear the member for Bassendean. It is my belief that the member 
for Bassendean is moving towards describing why the circumstances at the moment are important in terms of the 
suspension of standing orders. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I am precisely describing why we should suspend standing 
orders. We should suspend standing orders�and the government should agree to that�to facilitate an informal 
agreement that was reached between the member for Rockingham and the Speaker to overcome an impasse. I am 
explaining the circumstances in which this impasse arose. What happened was that the member for Rockingham 
had moved a motion and was about to exercise his right in this Parliament to outline the merits of that motion. 
However you, Mr Speaker, I think acted a little in haste and put the motion to a vote before you would have 
intended�upon reflection�to have done. The member for Rockingham then moved a motion to dissent from 
your ruling. I think you then, Mr Speaker, had an opportunity to reflect upon the circumstances that had 
occurred, and you suggested to the member for Rockingham, as a way of overcoming this impasse, that if he 
were to withdraw his motion of dissent, you would allow him to speak, as he would have done, on the substance 
of the motion�in other words, make the case for sending the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill to the 
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Public Accounts Committee. However, what that required�you obviously realised that afterwards, Mr 
Speaker�was the suspension of standing orders to facilitate that agreement.  

We had an impasse between you, Mr Speaker, and the member for Rockingham, which both of you have 
negotiated in good faith to overcome. The only missing ingredient of goodwill in this whole process is the 
government! Under normal circumstances, had you not acted so hastily, Mr Speaker, the member for 
Rockingham would have had the capacity to have that debate and to outline the case for why this $1.2 billion 
blow-out should go to the Public Accounts Committee for consideration. However, because of the circumstances 
I have outlined, he was unable to do that. You have recognised the problem, Mr Speaker, and you have 
suggested a pathway forward. Unfortunately, it requires the suspension of standing orders. The only impediment 
in that process is the arrogance of the government. The government is not prepared to facilitate the agreement 
between you, Mr Speaker, and the member for Rockingham. That is why the government should support the 
suspension of standing orders. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [5.42 pm]: The substance of the actual motion that we had intended to move 
has already been outlined by the leader of opposition business and the Leader of the Opposition. I am surprised 
that the leader of government business is not being cooperative on this matter.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: It is because of your bloke over there! You need to talk to him!  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Leader of government business, I am just making a point. The reason that we need to bring 
on this matter now is that we want a short, sharp inquiry by the Public Accounts Committee. This house will not 
be sitting next week. We want the Public Accounts Committee to report to the Parliament when we come back 
the following week so that we can look for other ways in which the Parliament can inform itself of things such as 
the Treasurer�s advance�as the Treasurer has also said we need to do�because the Treasurer�s advance does 
have some problems, as I think we have all identified.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: In all honesty, if you were sitting on this side of the house, you would not be making the 
comments that you are making now in support of this motion. You would be opposing it if we had moved it 
when we were sitting on that side of the house!  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Leader of government business, we are taking about a suspension of standing orders. We are 
talking about the opposition�s right to move a motion to refer $1.2 billion of expenditure beyond the budget 
process to the Public Accounts Committee. The Public Accounts Committee is the appropriate committee to 
inquire into this sort of expenditure. The committee has the right to call public servants to appear before it and to 
question them on exactly what is being spent and what is being allocated, and whether it is necessary that this 
appropriation be made now in this Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill or whether it can wait until the budget 
process. There is a contingency fund in this bill of $150 million. As the Treasurer has indicated previously, 
$150 million is a lot of money. This is certainly a matter that is worthy of consideration by the Public Accounts 
Committee. As the leader of opposition business has indicated, a similar motion was moved last year by the then 
member for Avon, Max Trenorden. It is not new. It is not shocking. It was supported at the time by the member 
for Cottesloe, the now Premier.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: I doubt that.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: No. The Premier supported it.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Premier then noted the fact that the world financial conditions were deteriorating, and he 
was right. The global credit crunch had started to impact. Since then we have come a long way further. Since 
then the revenue sources for the state have started to decline significantly. Since then expenditure by this state 
government has gone up significantly. It is not outrageous and certainly it is within the rights and expectations 
that the opposition of Western Australia should seek to have this matter referred to the Public Accounts 
Committee for a short inquiry. The Treasurer indicated that he would like to have this matter through the 
Parliament by mid-April. Having the Public Accounts Committee report to Parliament on 31 March will not 
delay that process. I dare say it would actually be a speedier process than going through the consideration in 
detail stage in this place. Both sides of Parliament would then be in a position of having a lot more information 
about the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill and be in a position of being able to vote in a way they were 
comfortable with. I am surprised that the leader of government business will not support the opposition in this 
regard and is not cooperating. It is something about which I think that the people of Western Australia will have 
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great concern when they realise that the opposition is not being given the opportunity to move a motion that 
relates to a significant amount of money being spent outside the budget process.  

Question to be Put 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse � Treasurer) [5.46 pm]: I move � 

That the question be now put.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result � 
 

Ayes (29) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr I.M. Britza Dr K.D. Hames Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mrs L.M. Harvey Dr M.D. Nahan  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr A.P. Jacob Mr C.C. Porter  
Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.T. Redman  

 

Noes (27) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr V.A. Catania Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr M.P. Whitely 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr A.P. O�Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens  

 

            

Pair 

 Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.A. McGinty 

Question thus passed.  

Standing Orders Suspension � Motion Resumed 

The SPEAKER: I ask members to listen to my following remarks in relative silence so that those members who 
have not been through this experience might hear what I am saying. Members, because this is a motion without 
notice to suspend standing orders, I will need to satisfy myself that there is an absolute majority present. If I hear 
a dissentient voice, I will be required to divide the Assembly again. 

Question put. 

The SPEAKER: There being a dissentient voice, the house will divide. 

Division taken with the following result � 
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Ayes (27) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr V.A. Catania Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr M.P. Whitely 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr A.P. O�Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens 
  

Noes (29) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr I.M. Britza Dr K.D. Hames Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mrs L.M. Harvey Dr M.D. Nahan  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr A.P. Jacob Mr C.C. Porter  
Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.T. Redman  

            

Pair 

 Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.J.M. Bowler 

Question thus negatived. 
 


