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WESTERN AUSTRALIAN FUTURE FUND BILL 2012 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 20 September. 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Treasurer) [8.04 pm] — in reply: On instruction from the Leader of the 
House, I will not speak for too long in response.  

Mr P.C. Tinley: Did he really say that?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: He did. I was prepared. I want to canvass a couple of the issues quickly in response to 
what was a wide-ranging and occasionally interesting debate. A number of matters were raised by the 
opposition. I thank the shadow Treasurer, the member for Victoria Park, and the member for Armadale, with 
their obvious legal backgrounds, who spent some time canvassing the relevance of the manner and form 
provision contained within clause 10. I am no legal expert; suffice it to say that the government has advice from 
the Solicitor-General and that advice effectively counters the arguments put by the members for Victoria Park 
and Armadale, and perhaps others who might have gone over my head. Like a lot of matters of law, there will 
always be alternative opinions. I have sought advice about whether I can table the Solicitor-General’s advice, 
and that advice is that I cannot. However, I have approached the Attorney General and I am sure that when this 
bill gets into the other place, he will be in a position to better canvass those particular arguments. However, I will 
provide some excerpts from that advice that may perhaps help to illuminate the house. I apologise for reading 
this in. This is not my normal form but I will just read a couple of excerpts from the Solicitor-General’s advice 
that have been provided to me. He advises — 

In my opinion, an attempt in the future to repeal or amend sections 6, 7, 8, 9 or 10 itself of the Western 
Australian Future Fund Act would be a law “respecting the powers or procedures … of the State 
Parliament”, within the meaning of s.6 of the Australia Act and thereby be required, by reason of s.6 of 
the Australia Act, to comply with the manner and form prescription of s.10 of the Western Australian 
Future Fund Act.  

The Solicitor-General notes that there are divergences of opinion around the effectiveness of a manner and form 
provision. The member for Victoria Park in particular reflected on comments by Professor Anne Twomey, and 
the Solicitor-General thinks that her summary would be as follows — 

• the intent of the Colonial Laws Validity Act 1865 or the Australia Act 1986 was not to extend 
powers to the States such that any law could be entrenched, which is evidenced by the fact that 
the term ‘constitution, powers and procedures of the Parliament’ qualifies the manner and form 
power enacted under the relevant sections.  

The Solicitor-General counters that view with a number of factors including the following — 

• Professor Twomey pays insufficient regard to an important decision of the High Court which 
touches on these matters; Attorney-General (NSW) v Trethowan [1931]; 
• his Honour’s conclusion that a Bill that imposes a manner and form requirement is one 

“respecting the powers and procedures” of Parliament; 
• …implications of widespread exercise that Parliaments do not as a matter of course entrench 

“every day” statutory provisions. This is not a question, however, of power or validity or 
efficacy but of inclination and good sense; and 

• thirdly, and most importantly, the express terms of the provision, understood having regard to 
the Australian constitutional tradition, are contrary to Professor Twomey’s assertion … the 
Parliament in enacting the manner and form requirement, has sought to affect its power and 
modify its procedure; this is what a manner and form requirement is.  

I do not profess to offer any significant legal contribution to the debate. I am of limited scholarly background. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Do you have someone from the Solicitor-General’s office here? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I do not, but I have someone here from Treasury. I will answer the opposition’s questions 
to the best of my capacity on the advice I get, as I am sure the member would expect. Obviously, the Attorney 
General will be available in the other place. Ultimately, my engagement with the legal process is limited. 
Perhaps it goes into areas that I hope a lot of members do not have to go into! These are matters of interpretation, 
as they always are and as I suspect they always will be. However, I can assure the house that the advice we have 
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received from the Solicitor-General is that the manner and form provision contained in clause 10 is not only 
valid, but also will stand a challenge — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: When we had a briefing, it was just with people from Treasury and I think your officer. Are we 
able to get a briefing from the Solicitor-General? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I would have to seek the advice of my colleague the Attorney General. As the member is 
aware, the Solicitor-General does not report to me. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: But he reports to government. 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will request that information of the Attorney General. I suspect that he may wish to be 
present as well. He obviously has a much broader grasp of these matters than I would ever profess to have. I do 
not pretend to come before the house well-armed in my experience in this field; and I do not expect members 
opposite to expect that of me. However, there will be an opportunity for those matters to be canvassed as this bill 
passes through the houses of Parliament. 

I have a couple of other quick points. The opposition often made the point that by tying up money in the future 
fund, the government is taking money that could have been used to repay debt to invest in instruments that will 
earn a lower rate of return. The Treasury Corporation did some modelling on this issue and we provided that 
modelling on the future fund investment framework to the opposition. The modelling shows that the Treasury 
Corporation is confident that the parameters around the investment of the future fund will yield a rate of return 
that, over time, is slightly—I stress slightly; five basis points is not dramatic — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: No, it is not. If I was getting that on my superannuation, I would be most put out. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am sure the member is not. The point is that five basis points is still above the 
opportunity cost of retiring debt. An analysis was conducted on 18 September on the yields of the proposed 
framework for the investment of the future fund, as opposed to the cost of the funds on the day. That analysis 
showed that the return had leapt by 20 per cent to six basis points. No-one will retire on six basis points — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: You should borrow more money and stick it in that fund. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am not sure that is the role of government. I was very critical of the then Treasurer when 
I was in opposition and he placed the princely sum of $1 billion into the Fiona Stanley fund. I long for those days 
to return! The point I am making is that the then government did not have the investment parameters that sit 
around the future fund component that the state bank account will have. I made the point then that it would be 
cheaper to retire debt. Treasury Corporation has indicated to me that there is a marginal benefit—I stress that it is 
marginal—in the investment framework over the opportunity cost of retiring debt. The reason for that is twofold. 
Firstly, when we borrow money at a AAA rating, some investments will be AA or lower. That is a case in point. 
Secondly, the maturity of the investment funds will differ from the maturity profile of our debt. It is a 
combination of different terms of maturity and also different ratings on the investments relative to the borrowing 
that generates that modest difference. 
Without being too brief—we will have plenty of time to discuss these matters in consideration in detail — 

Dr K.D. Hames: Do you want me to get your advisers? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Unless Mr Barnes has succumbed to the dodgy souvlaki he ate! We are not ready yet, 
Mr Barnes; I was just pointing out to members that Mr Barnes informed me earlier that in the true tradition of 
great Treasury officials, he did not leave his desk and he ordered in a souvlaki that he claims could have been 
slightly dodgy! If I see Mr Barnes take on a slightly different colour during consideration in detail or if he looks 
a little unsettled, which is unusual for the unflappable Mr Barnes, I may well call for a brief interlude as he deals 
with a case of a dodgy souvlaki. 

Dr A.D. Buti: I would be more worried about the dodgy manner and form provision! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I think the manner and form provision will be out the window if the souvlaki takes 
control! 

Getting back to what I was talking about, there was a lot of debate on the bill, but when we sift through it, 
members said that we could do other things with the money rather than put it into the future fund. That is 
probably a valid argument and I will not argue against it because I think it depends on one’s point of view. We 
will always have that argument because the demands on the government purse are practically limitless in terms 
of investment in service delivery and infrastructure. When the government makes an investment decision such as 
our commitment to the stadium—I do not say that to be political, but it ties up a sum of money—members 
opposite will, and do, argue that it could have been used for other things. That is the process in this place. I am 
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not disputing the validity of that argument; I merely reflect on the fact that we do not accept that argument. The 
government believes that preserving some of the wealth that has been generated by the current generation, for 20 
or 25 years, and providing an intergenerational transfer of wealth is a valid argument. It can be argued that the 
money could be spent on many different things. During the debates on the Western Australian Future Fund Bill 
and the Loan Bill 2012, the opposition proffered a range of different investment opportunities for government. 
They are, of course, the priorities of individual members—I am respectful of that—in their electorates, and good 
luck to them. However, we have made a policy decision about the future fund. We will, of course, debate the 
detail of it shortly with the assistance of the souvlaki-inspired Mr Barnes. 

I think that the chief point of difference as we work through consideration in detail will be the opposition’s 
assertion that the government should contribute to the future fund only when the general government sector 
holds no net debt. I think I understood that to be the opposition’s position. My view is that government finances 
move through cyclical periods. There are periods when governments enjoy comfortable surpluses and generally 
reduce debt, and there are periods that present different challenges. The future fund is a long-term investment. 
Over that long term, I expect that government financial cycles will move a number of times in ways that benefit 
government and also in ways that challenge government. My view is that we should keep investing in the future 
fund through all phases of that cycle, whether it is a challenging phase in the cycle or a phase when governments 
enjoy substantive surpluses and have the capacity to repay debt. To premise the capacity to invest in a future 
fund on what might be a short-term cyclical issue, I think devalues and undermines the true value of the future 
fund for future generations of Western Australians. 

A range of issues were canvassed. I look forward to the consideration in detail stage and hope that we will have 
the opportunity to remove the bottles of discoloured water from the table in front of us! 

Ms R. Saffioti: Mr Barnes won’t appreciate them. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No, Mr Barnes will get very nervous. Perhaps the water may be fitting, given the quality 
of the souvlaki he ate. However, enough has been said about Mr Barnes and his souvlaki challenge! It was a 
good debate about an important public policy issue. The bill is neither detailed in nature nor in the number of 
clauses. I look forward to working through it with the opposition. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading.  

Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 to 3 put and passed.  
Clause 4: Purpose of Act —  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I thank the Treasurer for his brief response to the second reading debate. I will quickly make 
a couple of points before getting into my question about clause 4. I am surprised, because I never thought I 
would say this, but I certainly disagree with the view of the Solicitor-General. I certainly do not hold myself out 
as being as accomplished a lawyer as the Solicitor-General, but I am surprised by what the Treasurer read into 
the chamber tonight, and that the Solicitor-General wrote that, forming the advice to government about the 
ability of its manner and form provision to bind a future government; we will come to that later on tonight, no 
doubt. I also note the Treasurer’s comment that “government finances move through cyclical periods”. Certainly 
it is the opposition’s contention that that is one of the reasons to not create rigidities in the state’s finances such 
as the creation of this sort of fund, particularly since one of the reasons the opposition has argued against a future 
fund is the fact that the wealth generated from the royalties is not captured; again, those points have been made, 
and no doubt they will likely be made again. 

Clause 4 states — 

The purpose of this Act is to provide for the accumulation of a portion of the revenue from the State’s 
mineral resources and other money for the benefit of future generations through the establishment of the 
Western Australian Future Fund. 

I note that to actually achieve that purpose of accumulating a portion of the revenue for the benefit of future 
generations, Treasury has established the future fund investment framework, dated August 2012. It is not a long 
document—about 15 pages—and I have a number of questions about this investment framework. Point 8 of the 
executive summary states — 
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WATC and Treasury will jointly establish and have representation on a Fund Management Committee, 
which will provide oversight and governance for the Fund. 

Point 9 states — 

Treasury will pay WATC a Management Fee for the operation and management of the Fund. The 
quantum of the fee will be agreed between Treasury and WATC. 

I would appreciate some more information about that fund management committee, but also the quantity of the 
management fee Treasury will pay WATC, on, no doubt, an annual basis. Could the Treasurer provide some 
further information on those two points?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The advice I have is that that committee will be chaired by a senior Treasury officer, the 
level of which is yet to be determined. The management fee that will be paid to WATC is estimated to be 
approximately $250 000 per annum.  
Mr E.S. RIPPER: I see that the purpose of the act is to provide for the accumulation of a portion of the revenue 
from the state’s mineral resources. Given that we have the goods and services tax effect whereby our GST is 
reduced as a result of our receipt of mineral royalties, can the Treasurer give us the latest Treasury calculations 
for the net retention of mineral revenue the state enjoys? This calculation varies from time to time due to price 
impacts, but I would like to know the latest calculation of the net retention of mineral royalties revenue, given 
the reduction in GST share. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: My understanding is that the net retention—let me look at it from the other side: we lose 
about 70 per cent over a three to five-year time frame. As the member will recall from his time in my position—I 
have new glasses and I am in a real pickle because I cannot see the member, but if I put them on I cannot read 
that, so I am going to have to go back and — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I suggest you read your briefing notes — 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No, I can read my briefing notes, but I do like looking at the member for Belmont! 

Mr E.S. Ripper: That’s disturbing! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Not for me! 

The advice I have, member for Belmont, is that over a three to five-year period we lose about 70 per cent, so $1 
in royalties today equates to a 70c reduction in GST payments over a three to five-year time frame. I think the 
change from when the member from Belmont was in my seat was that that perhaps used to be a five to seven-
year time frame. That was a result of some changes from the Commonwealth Grants Commission a couple of 
years ago.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Treasurer, does that not create something of a problem? On a net basis we are retaining 
30 per cent of our royalties and the government has a commitment to devote 25 per cent of the royalties to 
regional expenditure—by my calculation that leaves only five per cent that might be available for a future fund, 
let alone for any other purpose to which we might want to put royalties revenue. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: There are two issues there. We have made a decision that in any one year, one per cent of 
the gross estimated royalties—I say “gross” because I am not discounting it for future discount because of the 
GST—revenue will flow through into the future fund. The member may well argue that one per cent of gross, if 
70 per cent is disappearing, is actually a lot higher than one per cent. It is effectively one-thirtieth; I suppose that 
is the other way, if that makes sense. I think the member knows the point I am trying to make. I think the other 
point is that—not that we are holding our breath in hope—the GST review is underway, and we are working 
hard with our state colleagues, and also with the commonwealth, to try to have some aspects of that lag 
redistribution changed. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Treasurer, I am actually looking at it in this way: only five per cent of the royalty income is 
left for discretionary purposes because 70 per cent has gone to other states, and 25 per cent is devoted to 
royalties for regions. So the government has five per cent left, and it is going to devote one-fifth of that to the 
future fund, let alone thinking about other responsibilities in health, education and law and order. A person in the 
outer metropolitan suburbs might wonder whether they are getting anything out of the royalty stream given the 
calculations I have just made. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I understand the argument the member for Belmont is trying to raise, but the issue is that 
if $1 billion is raised in royalties this year, then $1 billion is made. We are targeting nearly $5 billion of royalties 
this year. The lag happens in two or three years’ time; it is delivered via a change in our distribution from the 
GST pool, which is affected by a range of other factors—not only relativity, but also the total size of the pool. 
So, although I understand the point the member is trying to make, in this particular year if we get $5 billion of 
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royalties, we will have $5 billion of royalties available to spend. As the member for Belmont knows, the impact 
on the GST share is dealt with in a future budget at a future time. We may well complain about it, and it may 
have an impact on, in particular, some of the longer term capital programs over the forward estimates, but if we 
get $1 billion this year, that is $1 billion that is available to spend. The discount applies in future years, and we 
generally defer dealing with that until that time—generally.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: A former Under Treasurer used to call that “jam jar economics” in his discussions with me. 
Essentially, the revenue has to be treated as a whole, and the Treasurer knows that the more royalties we get, the 
less GST we get, and therefore any responsible Treasurer has to take the two factors together. So I repeat my 
argument: if the Treasurer is going to genuinely spend 25 per cent of the royalty income on regional matters, and 
we only have 30 per cent after the GST impact, then the people in the suburbs get five per cent and the 
government has just taken one per cent of that and put it away for 30 to 50 years, is it? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: It’s 20 years.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Okay. It has been put away for a long time. Constituents in the electorate of Ocean Reef 
might be entitled to ask their member how come they are not getting any benefit from the royalty stream, given 
the way the government has arranged the finances. 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes, but the flip side of that argument is that in a year in which royalties drop $1 billion 
over what the government anticipated, the member argues that we get that money back. Is that what the member 
is saying? 
Mr E.S. Ripper: It might be what you’re saying. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No, no. It is the logical extension of what the member is saying. I am not trying to be 
argumentative, and I am not disputing the argument that the member is raising in terms of the totality of the 
financial equation that governments have to deal with. I think the one good thing about the change from a five-
year average lag in terms of royalties impacting on GST to a three-year lag is that the government has to deal 
with it in its forward estimates period. It cannot hide it out the back end anymore—not that the government 
would have hidden it; it just came into effect then. The government has to deal with it in its current forward 
estimates, and of course it does. It is not jam-jarring in the sense that the government pretends it is not going to 
happen because it happens across the forward estimates. What I am saying, though, is that if the government gets 
$1 billion worth of royalties this year, it has $1 billion worth of royalties to spend this year. Of course there is a 
lag impact on the government’s total revenue in three to five years, and it has to deal with that as well, but it still 
has the $1 billion of royalty revenue to spend. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The breaking news is that the Treasurer of Western Australia says that there is something 
good about the GST system. If the government’s royalty income falls, it will get extra GST, and that will 
buttress, will it not, the retention of the AAA credit rating, despite the risky financial management in which the 
government has engaged? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I just want to clarify the purpose. We are providing a fund for the use of future 
generations of our current income. Is that a fair summary of the provision here? I am just wondering, if that is the 
case, why are there no sort of governance arrangements around it? As I understand the Treasurer’s comments to 
the member for Victoria Park, effectively the fund will be run by a couple of public servants—I am not being 
disparaging, because I am a former public servant and they do a great job. But what is the process by which the 
community gets to have any say about anything to do with the fund, whether it is how much money goes in, what 
happens with the money while it is in the fund or what the purpose of the fund is at the end? From the figures 
that have been talked about, there is $130 million in 20 years. That is about half a per cent of government 
revenue, so we are not really talking about a lot of money with the proposal that the Treasurer has for the future 
benefit. If we look around the world, many of these funds have specific purposes. They have procedures about 
how they are to be dealt with. They might have a revenue stream for individuals. If we take the federal Future 
Fund, it is not designed to produce revenue; it is designed to take account of future liabilities. This is a very 
broad aim, but we do not seem to have any way of achieving the aim because there is no framework around what 
is being proposed. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: My view is that the bill before us provides the framework. The bill outlines the amounts 
that will be invested, or the percentages that will be invested; it outlines the period for which the money will be 
held and for which the interest will be accumulated before it can be spent; it outlines how it will be held; and it 
outlines how it will be invested. The member may argue that we need perhaps some broader controls around 
that. When I reflect on perhaps the controls and the governance that was put around the Fiona Stanley Hospital 
fund, which I think I may have been a minor critic of the then Treasurer for setting up, it is probably not 
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dissimilar. I understand the point the member is making, but I think that the very purpose of the bill is to 
establish the framework that the member is talking about. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I do not want to unnecessarily labour a point, but the Treasurer raised the Fiona Stanley 
Hospital bill as an example. However, that was very, very specific. It was a particular amount of money 
allocated for a specific purpose. There was not any argument because there was no gloss on that bill; it was very 
specific. Indeed, it was not intended to be for future generations because we knew that construction of the 
hospital was going to start presently. We go on the train and we see it sitting there now. Indeed, the $350 million 
from the two big mining companies, which was also allocated eventually into a special purpose account without 
an act of Parliament, is the same. If it is specific money allocated to a specific purpose, there is no argument 
about what it is about. I am sure that the Treasurer has done the same as I did—the moment there was a 
discussion about a future fund, he went off and talked to people who have been involved in this. If members 
want to read literature on these things, it is not hard to find. The Alberta fund was used as the example of a failed 
fund on the basis that it did not have a clear objective and it did not have a clear set of procedures to deal with 
the agenda of the fund. Of course, it made political loans to other provinces in Canada and ended up in all sorts 
of trouble, and is generally considered in the literature—which, again, is not that hard to find if members have a 
search; Google is a wonderful thing—to be a failure. Most of the arguments are that it was a failure, and I am 
afraid that we are setting up the exact same mechanism here. 

It is interesting that when the Minister for Planning in his previous capacity in opposition moved the Western 
Australian Resources Heritage Fund Bill, he used the Alberta heritage fund as the basis for what he was 
proposing, and he discussed it again in the second reading debate, yet that is an example of a failed fund because 
it did not have a specific task and did not have clear procedures to engage with the community. All we end up 
with in this bill is a $4 billion sub account in an account that we already have, and in five or 10 years there will 
probably be exactly the same amount of money in that public bank account as there is today, plus or minus 
$1 billion. It seems to me that we are setting up what will probably be a failure in some time because we are not 
clearly defining what we are about. For example, Treasurer—I will finish on this—if the government had a fund 
that said that this was going to be for educational infrastructure, we would say, “Okay; we understand what 
that’s about”; or if it was to provide education for this category of people, we could say, “Okay”; or if it was 
clearly defined that we were trying to create an alternative source of income, that would be fine, too, but it would 
have to be for a lot longer than the period proposed in this bill because it is such a small amount of money in the 
end. What I am saying is that the Treasurer is creating a fund with no connection to the community and with no 
clear guidelines for what it is about, with a tiny, tiny bit of money at the end. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Treasurer, did you want to answer the question? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes, I will. One of the issues the member raises is the lack of prescription that sits around 
the bill. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Yes. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I should point out that I would like to think that the Financial Management Act and the 
associated regulations that sit around it provide a degree of comfort in terms of the governance that will sit 
around how the money is invested. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: I don’t think you’re going to steal the money; that’s not what I’m suggesting. That’s what 
the Financial Management Act is about. I’m talking about the purpose. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes. In terms of spending, the member makes a point that it is pretty broad. I think the 
points that the member makes are that it is a modest sum of money in current dollars and that, notwithstanding 
the fact that it is a modest sum of money, the capacity to spend it is somewhat broad. The bill does, as I recall, 
restrict spending on public works and public infrastructure; it is capital works only. That is still pretty broad, but 
the government’s view was, notwithstanding the relatively modest amount of the fund, that that would really be a 
matter for a Parliament and a government of the future to decide. Again, it is a point of view, and I am respectful 
that we have a different point of view, but the government’s view was that our job was to establish the fund, 
notwithstanding the potentially modest outcomes. Who knows what could happen around royalties? There are 
other onshore sources of resources and energy that might generate significant royalties for the state, especially in 
respect of petroleum. Who knows? Who would have predicted six years ago that state royalties would be 
approaching $5 billion and accounting for 20 per cent of total state revenue? It is a fact; five years ago, royalties 
were at — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: They were at $1.3 billion. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 26 September 2012] 

 p6604b-6623a 
Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Ben Wyatt; Mr Eric Ripper; Acting Speaker; Ms Rita Saffioti; Mr Bill Johnston; Mr 

Martin Whitely; Mr John Bowler 

 [7] 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Royalties accounted for about six or seven per cent of total state revenue. I do not know; I 
mean, fingers crossed that we make some fantastic discoveries within the next three weeks! I would be very 
happy, as would the Under Treasurer. I do not know, but the framework is there, so if that happens, I am not sure 
that we would call it a windfall gain, but we could call it an unexpected outcome. If it happened, a percentage of 
it would flow through. In a worst-case scenario it may well be a modest outcome; the government’s view was 
that it was our job to set up the mechanism to deliver the outcome, and future Parliaments and governments can 
enjoy the option of spending what may be only a modest sum of money. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: My question again relates to governance; I think it is important to ask why there is not much 
detail about the governance arrangements. In most legislation in which funds are set up there is a lot of detail 
about committees, their composition and what experience committee members should have. I just want to ask: 
did the government consider prescribing the governance arrangements in this legislation? Why was that not the 
case? I would also like some details about the committee, which we heard was to be headed by a senior Treasury 
officer. What will be the number of members on that committee, and will they all be from Treasury? Will there 
be any reporting requirements in respect of the activities of the committee, either to this Parliament or through 
the budget papers? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The advice I have is that there is currently a committee made up of members of Treasury 
and Treasury Corporation that manages the investment of the public bank account; it has five or six members. 
The committee that would manage what is effectively a subset of the public bank account would loosely mirror 
that committee. Having the fund managed by Treasury and Treasury Corporation, with their reporting 
requirements under the Financial Management Act in particular, should give people confidence. The member for 
Cannington made the point that no-one here is concerned that there will be an attempt to raid the fund and 
disappear to the Philippines with the dough! It is a valid concern, but I am confident, having dealt with Treasury 
and the Treasury Corporation in both government and opposition, that this money will be well invested within 
the guidelines, and well managed. More importantly, the tracking of how that money is invested will be done in 
an open and accountable way to both Parliament and, more broadly, the general public. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, I just advise that some of the questions being asked relate to later clauses. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I actually have a follow-up question to the question that was asked by the member for 
Belmont regarding the portion of revenue from the state’s mineral resources. I just want to follow that up with 
the Treasurer.  

The Treasurer made the point—he is right—that royalties, considered on their own, have increased dramatically. 
He used the figure of $5 billion, so let us assume we will get $5 billion a year. However, there is a danger in 
considering royalties on their own. That point was made at length by the former Treasurer, the member for 
Bateman. He explained to the Parliament in quite some detail why there is no such thing as a windfall revenue 
gain in royalties because we ultimately lose in other areas; we lose in GST. The Treasurer made the point that 70 
per cent of our royalties are currently redistributed. The Royalties for Regions Act, based on the assessment of 
the year’s entire royalties, takes 25 per cent, so we get 70 per cent redistributed and 25 per cent into the royalties 
for regions fund, leaving us with five per cent. We now have a situation in which we have one-fifth of that five 
per cent left to the state because we cannot just look at the $5 billion in royalties. Certainly, the Premier does not, 
which is why he says that we are now scraping the bottom of the barrel, or words to that effect. I assume that 
once we effectively stick 20 per cent of what we get to keep into this fund, generating revenue of $130 million in 
today’s money, that revenue source will be redistributed. Will that also be subject to the GST, assuming that 
there is no change? I am not going to operate under some false hope for a change in the GST formula. Will the 
revenue generated by this future fund also be subject to the principles of equalisation? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will provide the member with some interesting advice that I have received from 
Treasury. Under the Commonwealth Grants Commission’s current methods, the Western Australian Department 
of Treasury expects that the creation of the future fund and the earning of associated interest on fund balances, 
whether accrued or spent, will have no material impact on WA’s GST share. The CGC is likely to view the 
future fund as a financing mechanism, and states’ choice of financing mechanisms do not impact on the CGC’s 
calculation of GST shares. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: So it won’t have a material effect because it is ignored, or because it is such a small part of the 
revenue that we get? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Or because it’s an accounting trick! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: An accounting treatment. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: But the money that goes into the fund will be subject to the GST. 
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: So in effect, we’re putting 20 per cent — 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes; my apologies. What I am referring to is the treatment on the interest earned. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: So the revenue source that in 20 years will be $250 million a year, will that — 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The gross royalty will still be subject to equalisation, but the interest earned on the fund 
will not impact on — 

Ms R. Saffioti: Can we ask why? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Because it is viewed as the state’s choice of financing mechanism, and the choice of 
financing mechanism—that is, the accounting treatment—should not impact on the CGC’s calculation of GST 
share. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Is that a policy of the CGC, or is that advice that Treasury has received? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is the advice that Treasury has provided me, based on the policy of the CGC. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Has this been specifically put to the CGC? How will it consider this revenue? I find that an 
interesting answer: because it is an accounting treatment, it will not be considered as part of our state’s revenue 
as such, despite the fact that the Premier has said that this fund will be used for things like schools, hospitals and 
other such wonderful things—three-quarters of a school and a very small part of a hospital. But now, because the 
CGC will see it as an accounting treatment, it will not be subject to the principles of equalisation? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The advice I have is that that royalty money could be put into the consolidated account. In 
this case, it is put into the future fund. That is effectively immaterial to the workings of the Commonwealth 
Grants Commission. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Yes, but much has been made by both you and the Premier about this revenue source we will be 
creating in 20 years, and that’s why I’m interested in whether the Commonwealth Grants Commission has 
specifically been asked how that will be treated. 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No, it has not been specifically asked. This is Treasury’s assessment of the current Grants 
Commission methodology. In 20 years the Grants Commission methodology — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: It hasn’t changed in the last 10 years. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I wonder whether we could just pursue that issue. Given that the future fund is, in the 
Treasurer’s words, to be treated as a subset of the public bank account, how will income earned by the public 
bank account be treated in the GST analysis? If one state has a much larger public bank account than another, 
will that in any way affect the GST distribution? The only state I can think of where this might have been the 
case is Queensland, which some time ago had substantial positive income-earning assets that supported the 
Queensland budget. I would be very interested in Treasury’s advice on that particular aspect. 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Again, the advice I have is that it will be treated in the same way. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Perhaps you could just elaborate. In other words, it does not affect the GST distribution. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is the advice I have, yes. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: In my second reading contribution I referred to—I had to look it up again because I 
could not remember the name of it—the Linaburg–Maduell Transparency Index. It is one of those things we find 
when we are looking on the internet for these things. It is a transparency index that is provided by the Sovereign 
Wealth Fund Institute. I imagine that Treasury, in preparing briefings, notes and these sorts of things, would 
have gone off and looked at all these issues. I just wonder whether the Treasury advisers have any advice about 
what rating we would expect to get on that transparency index. The index has a rating out of 10. I read out all the 
criteria when I was making my speech. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: While you are on your feet, I can advise you that Treasury is in no position to offer you 
advice on that. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Okay, so it has not looked at it. The reason I am raising it is that — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: This is about the quantum fund relative to — 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, it is a transparency list. It is an index comparing this country’s sovereign wealth 
fund with that province’s sovereign wealth fund and with this other one. It is about how open and transparent 
and how ridgy-didge—if we want to use a nice, old-fashioned word—the funds are and whether a sovereign 
wealth fund is real, or how much it is just an instrument of government with a name written on the front. 
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Mr B.S. Wyatt: An accounting trick. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: An accounting trick, if you like, yes. Some of these things will not be relevant, because 
we might engage external managers so that we get a zero rating and it would not be a problem. We do not expect 
to get 10 out of 10 for a fund like this, but I was just wondering whether anybody had put their mind to that. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: No. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is fair enough. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will continue on with the investment framework that we have been discussing. Part 3 of the 
Treasury Corporation’s “Future Fund Investment Framework” refers to the objectives. With some relief I note 
that the first sentence states — 

The Investment Objective is to achieve a rate of return above the WATC Cost of funds — 

That is a good thing. I think the Treasurer said that five basis points is what he thinks we can get with perhaps 
some different investing styles from the styles we invest in at the moment. The framework also later on at 
paragraph 3.1 states — 

Over the long-term, the WATC Cost of Funds … is expected to be higher than the rate of inflation. An 
investment return which exceeds the WATC CoF would also then be consistent with the Fund having 
the ability to deliver an inter-generational wealth transfer with positive added value net of inflation. 

The Treasurer makes the point that over the long term the cost of funds is expected to be higher than the rate of 
inflation. My question is: has there been some historical analysis of that done that the Treasurer may be able to 
provide to the house? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The answer to the member’s specific question is no. But I can advise, for example, that in 
2011–12 the actual interest rate on the consolidated account—that is, interest paid on borrowings—was 5.11 per 
cent. The actual rate of inflation was 2.5 per cent. Our anticipation is that we will generate a rate of return on the 
future fund over the cost of borrowing over the longer term. I think it is on a five-year rolling average. Let us say 
it is five basis points, which is marginal. That would mean 5.16 per cent, which in that particular case is about 
2.5 per cent to 2.6 per cent. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: The real rate of return. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The real rate of growth. I think the point that is made on my reading of that particular 
paragraph is that we are saying we will earn a rate of interest that I acknowledge is marginally above the cost of 
borrowings, but because we have a positive real rate of interest, we will get a real capital growth or real growth 
on the balance in the fund. I have been reading an interesting book by Keynes and a couple of others. Is it 
Marshall or Marshallian economics that said in the long run we will all be in equilibrium? Then Keynes came 
along and said, “No, in the long run we are all dead.” 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: That’s true. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The other day I was telling that to my son, who studies geography, and it went in one ear 
and out the other! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Treasurer’s answer to my question was no. However, following up on that, I would be 
curious to know whether the Treasurer is able to provide information on the WATC actual cost of funds 
compared with the actual rate of inflation over the last 10 years. I think the Treasurer made the point that over 
2011–12 there would have been a real rate of return of 2.5 per cent or something. Can the Treasurer get that 
information? 
Mr T.R. Buswell: I will get it for you. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I thank the Treasurer. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Perhaps we could pursue that point. The Treasurer has been talking about modelling that 
shows over the future we might earn a modest additional amount on future fund investments compared with the 
cost of borrowing of five basis points. That is a very modest amount indeed. I wonder whether the Treasurer 
and/or Treasury have looked back to see what the history has been over the last decade or so. How has our cost 
of borrowing as a state compared with the investment returns on the public bank account? What is the history of 
the last 10 years? Have we been in a position in the last 10 years when the investment return has been ahead of 
the cost of borrowings? 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I do not have the exact details, but the advice I have is that historically the cost of funds 
would be higher than the rate of return on the public bank account. 
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Mr B.S. Wyatt: That is what the former Treasurer said. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I think the point that Treasury makes is that through this investment framework the future 
fund will be subject to a different investment framework from the balance of the public bank account. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Read “riskier”. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Well, different. There will be some different investments in terms of probably slightly 
lower rated investment instruments. I will get some advice on that. On the other point, the public bank account is 
really around liquidity-related, short-term investments. This will be around long-term, high-yield investments 
trying to maximise yield. Clearly over a 20-year period the driving factor is not liquidity; the driving factor here 
will be maximising rate of return. I did not have any influence on the production of the document. I am sure the 
Treasury Corporation would not have produced this document, which is effectively the framework for the 
investment of the future fund, if it did not think that it could deliver on its objective. And the objective is a rate 
of return that is higher, albeit at the margin, than the cost of funds. That is the advice I have. The five basis point 
margin is based on a historical investment of what the future fund would have been invested in had it existed 
back in 2004. The historic analysis runs back for probably eight years. If in theory we had the future fund over 
the past eight years, and had it been invested within the parameters set out in this framework, it would have 
produced for future generations a rate of return five basis points higher than the cost of the fund. That is an eight-
year analysis. It is not a figure I have plucked out of the air. It is based on a historic application of this 
framework over an eight-year period. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The five basis point return is so skinny that it must be very vulnerable to changes in 
circumstances. I wonder whether any sensitivity analysis has been conducted on how risky that five basis point 
modelling is. What factors might conceivably eradicate that five basis point return that the Treasurer has been 
talking about? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will have to get some advice on that. In eight years we might not pick up on all the 
sensitivities that would affect a rate of return over a 20-year period, which is what we are looking forward over. 
But we would like to think that a lot of the sensitivities that would impact on the relative rate of return between 
the future fund and the cost of funds would have perhaps been experienced over eight years from 2004 until 
now. There have been a few calamities along the way, which would have tested the financial market sensitivities. 
I am not sure whether I have a particular answer on the sensitivity analysis, only to say that the historic analysis 
going back eight years delivers the five basis point differential. Perhaps sensitivities could emerge other than 
those that occurred over the past eight years; I do not know.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Am I to conclude there has been a historic analysis of the pattern of returns and the cost of 
borrowings over eight years should the new framework have been used during that time, but there has been no 
modelling of sensitivity to various risk factors?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Not that I am aware of.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: You should be; you’ve got the Deputy Under Treasurer there.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have asked him and the answer is not that we are aware of. When I say “not that I’m 
aware” it is not that we are aware of. Suffice it to say, Treasury Corporation ran an analysis over the future fund 
investment profile on 18 September last week and compared it to cost of funds. It showed a six basis point 
differential. That is reasonably consistent with a five basis point differential over the past eight years. I am not 
saying there may not be other elements that could induce financial market sensitivities, but I think in the past 
eight years we have weathered quite a few. I reckon if it stood up over the past eight years, on the balance of 
probabilities, we would like to think it will stand up over the next 20 years. The fact that when it was tested on 
18 September it produced a result of six basis points probably indicates, albeit not conclusively, there is some 
validity to the argument.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: If the case for a new investment framework for the future fund is so good, why would the 
minister not loosen the investment rules for the rest of the public bank account?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The public bank account, as the member may recall—perhaps not as tested in his time—is 
liquid asset for government. For a range of reasons we need to draw down at different times on funds held in the 
public bank account. We simply cannot afford to tie up that funding over the longer period. The investment 
profile is short term because the focus is on delivering a safe liquid repository for the funds that are in the state 
bank account.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Surely the issue is not so much liquidity as the degree of risk that the state will incur with 
these investments. The minister is saying that it is safe and profitable for the state to incur a higher level of risk 
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with the investment of this subset of the public bank account, but he is shying away from saying that it is okay 
for the whole of the public bank account. I am interested in further explanation.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Without trying to be argumentative —  

Mr E.S. Ripper: I’m not necessarily restrained by that same consideration.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I know and I respect that, having sat in opposite seats. The future fund is a long-term 
investment. The aim is to not access in any way the future fund or its earnings for a 20-year period. The public 
bank account has a different purpose. I approve the investment policy that governs investment in the public bank 
accounts. The maximum term for that investment policy is three years because of liquidity factors. The 
maximum term, as I understand it, for the investment profile for the future fund is 12 years. Two different 
objectives are driving two different investment profiles—not dissimilar —  
Mr E.S. Ripper: That does not go to risk, does it? That goes to time of maturity; it goes to liquidity, which is 
different.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The regulations that cover PBA investment cover future fund investment. A big issue here 
is around maturity; it is not dissimilar to the way the household may well carry a term investment account for the 
future against a small cash account—dare I say a credit card, but I do not think I will use that analogy! They are 
different purposes; they have different maturities.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: This is really the intergenerational question. I am like most people in this room; I have 
debt and cash on deposits. My cash on deposit is a super fund and my super fund investment horizon is not even 
12 years. When I entered it, it was 30 years. The fundamental problem with this whole future fund is that it is 
based on today. The whole problem with the investment guidelines, which I have read, is that we are saying that 
we will increase our risk, which is why we get the increased return.  
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Five basis points.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Which is why we get the increased return, which is the massive five basis points! People 
should understand that five basis points is five hundredths of a per cent, or 0.05 per cent.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Fingers crossed. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I mean that over 20 years it is such a small amount of money as to be almost irrelevant. 
Over an individual year we can say, “Oh, well; we’ve got this much extra.” But over 20 years it is literally 
irrelevant because we will not be able to measure the outcome because of the variability of all the parameters in 
the fund. We will not be able to measure over the period. We will have a fund that is supposed to be for the 
future, but all we will really be doing is taking a current part of the bank account and changing the risk profile. 
We can do that and get a higher rate of return because we will be taking a risk. For example, in that document it 
refers to corporate bonds being rated, I think, A+. The collateralised debt obligations in the US that caused all 
the trouble for the councils had a AAA rating, so we can end up with some pretty odd outcomes and still be 
consistent with that investment policy.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: The other day in my contribution to the second reading debate, the Treasurer said that the 
basis of the difference was the duration of the investment when comparing borrowings with what we are 
effectively lending. He said that the capacity to earn a higher rate of return was due to a different investment 
horizon—in other words, different time frames for investment. Is he still offering that rationale? He seemed quite 
vague about it during the second reading debate. Is he still making that case today?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The advice is that the average maturity of investments in the future fund is anticipated to 
be 4.3 years, and the average maturity on borrowings is 3.575 years.  

The SPEAKER: The member for Belmont. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: You don’t need to put your hand up! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I do from this seat! Given that the future fund is a subset of the public bank account, can the 
Treasurer tell me what the forecasts are for the size of the public bank account over the forward estimates? Can 
he tell me the size of the public bank account now and what it is expected to be in each of the next three or four 
financial years?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I think the member has just been provided with an answer. At the end of August, the size 
of the public bank account was $5.567 billion.  
Mr W.J. Johnston: It is $600 million lower than on 30 June. 
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I think the member said that it is $600 million lower than on 30 June. Money goes in; 
money goes out. It might be opportune to take a note to provide the member for Belmont with our estimate of 
what the public bank account balance will be over the forward estimates period at financial year end for each of 
those years. None of us has that information readily at hand tonight.  
Mr E.S. RIPPER: If the Treasurer could provide the house with the forecast size of the public bank account at 
30 June in each of the forward estimates years before we get to the third reading, that would be good.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: In answer to my previous question, it is obvious that what the Treasurer told me the other 
day in the second reading debate was wrong. In fact, it has nothing to do with the different durations of the 
effective lending and borrowing period, and the only way we can get an increased rate of return is, as I proposed 
the other day, through an increased risk profile. In other words, we are investing in riskier investments than that 
allowed by the AAA status that Western Australia currently enjoys. The obvious issue that comes out of that is 
that the Treasurer brought the bill into the house not understanding the basic logic behind its supposed benefit. 
What briefings did the Treasurer get prior to bringing this bill into the house, given that he did not understand the 
fundamental tenet of the proposition that could give a higher rate of return? I find it extraordinary that a 
Treasurer would bring a bill for a future fund into the house arguing that the basis of getting a higher rate of 
return is the different time frames on what is lent and what is borrowed, not knowing that that is not the basis of 
the miniscule proposed return. If the Treasurer did not understand the logic behind this legislation, who in 
government understood it? Did the Premier have some involvement in committing to this legislation or is this 
absolute evidence that this whole thing is driven by politics because, frankly, that is what it looks like to me? 
When the Treasurer brings a bill into the house arguing that there is a net return to the taxpayers of Western 
Australia, and he argues vociferously, as he did during the second reading debate, that it is to do with different 
durations of debt of what is effectively borrowed and lent, and that proves not to be the basis of the hypothesised 
return, it seems an extraordinary shallow level of understanding. Obviously, the Treasurer did not have his head 
around it. Who did in government? Did anybody understand the hypothesised basis of this one-twentieth of a per 
cent rate of return, or have we seen the truth of the facts here that this is all about politics and all about creating 
an illusion of responsible financial management? 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The basis of the member’s argument is that the difference in average time to maturity of 
the public bank account at 4.3 years versus the government borrowings of 3.575 years does not provide the 
potential for a yield differential. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: I suppose it is an eight-month differential over a four-year time frame.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am not disputing the member’s level of expertise in financial matters. We provided a 
paper to the opposition— 
Mr M.P. Whitely: I guess I am disputing yours.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I guess the member is. We provided a paper to the opposition called “Future Fund 
Investment Framework.” Page 6 of that report reads — 

The longer weighted average maturity in the SAA —  

Which is the strategic asset allocation, which is the future fund — 

than in the WATC marginal CoF (4.3 years versus 3.575 years) — 

That is the amount I just gave the member— 

Mr M.P. Whitely: A nine-month difference. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am not disputing the member’s expertise in this area. Please do not get me wrong. It 
continues — 

can be expected to be a source of yield enhancement … 

Perhaps the Treasury Corporation got it wrong. Again, I am not disputing the member for Bassendean’s 
credentialled expertise in financial matters; far be it from me to do that. I do not even pretend to hold a candle to 
his capacity on this front. I am simply relying on the advice that I am reading to him from a document that the 
government provided to the opposition. It does not seem to be a long period but it can be expected to be a source 
of yield enhancement. I can only reflect on the advice of people who advise me—in this case, Treasury 
Corporation, notwithstanding the fact that the member’s experience in this area probably surpasses that of 
Treasury Corporation, and I am very respectful of that. I am glad the member made a contribution. However, he 
asked me for the source of my information and he accused me of providing misinformation to the house, which I 
did not because it is clearly identified in the Treasury Corporation document. However, I am accepting of the 
member’s vast experience in these matters, relative to that of the Treasury Corporation, which manages the 
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billions of dollars of debt and investment through some highly credentialled people—not as credentialled as the 
member—in this area.  

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am just making the point that I relied on the advice that was provided.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I thank the Treasurer for those sincere compliments, but I think he does overestimate my 
ability and expertise in this area. I do not have a great deal of expertise in this area but I am not completely 
innumerate and I can get my head around this fairly quickly. The obvious question is what proportion of the five 
basis points return is due to that marginal increase in time frame—a nine-month increase—as opposed to the 
difference in risk profile between AA and AAA rating? It would be seem unlikely to me—despite the 
Treasurer’s assessment of my abilities, which, although I do not think was quite accurate, I am sure was 
sincere—to be a component of the five basis points. However, if it is, that would be interesting to know.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Good question. Clearly there are two factors at play: a credit risk factor and a maturity 
risk factor. I do not have the advice before me on the compositional impact of those two factors on the five basis 
points difference. I can seek to request from Treasury Corporation whether it has that information available, but I 
cannot guarantee that it can provide it. The member is right; there are two factors at play. There is a maturity 
factor, and I acknowledge the member’s point that it does not seem to be a big difference. The difference is 
about eight or seven and a quarter months but I expect it to have an impact. There is also a credit risk factor at 
play that leads to the five basis points difference. A five basis point difference, as the member pointed out and as 
has been discussed in the house, is a very small increment. However, the issue is not necessarily the size of the 
increment; it is the fact that that is the return objective of the fund. The return objective of the fund is to generate 
a rate of return that is higher than the cost of the funds. I think that is a good challenge to lay down for the 
Treasury Corporation. Again, I am not disputing the argument that the average maturity impact might be low. 
Clearly, the advice from the Treasury Corporation is that there will be an impact. I just do not have the money to 
invest—I rely on the Government Employees Superannuation Board, for better or worse, to invest my funds — 

Mr M.P. Whitely: Do you have a hunch about what might have a greater impact? What do you think? My 
suspicion is that it being AA rather than AAA would be a far greater contribution than the marginal — 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am happy to accept the member’s knowledge in this area but I am saying that it is 
clearly a function of both. I just do not have the advice here to inform the member of the relative size of those 
two impacts. I can inform the member that the advice I have received is that it will have — 

Mr M.P. Whitely: A marginal theoretical impact. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No, it does not say “theoretical”. It says that it can be expected to be a source of yield 
enhancement. That was the advice I provided in good conscience to the member last week during the second 
reading debate. I was not trying to deceive him or mislead the house. That was the advice I had. The advice I 
have is that there is a risk factor and a time factor. That is all I did. I hope the member is not suggesting that I 
tried to deceive or mislead him by the interjection I made during the second reading debate because it is entirely 
consistent with the advice from the Treasury Corporation that I have just read to the house. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Why does the Treasurer think that a slightly longer time frame of 4.3 years as opposed to 
3.5 years—they are roughly the figures the Treasurer quoted—attracts a slightly higher rate of return? Would 
that be because of a different risk profile? It is only marginal. Obviously, if the Treasurer is looking 4.3 years 
into the future rather than 3.5 years into the future, there is a marginally higher risk profile. Either way, whether 
it is because of the difference between AA and AAA or the difference between 3.5 years or 4.3 years, does it not 
come down to the same thing in the end? Is it not about getting a higher hypothesised rate of return because the 
government is taking a greater level of risk? Does the longer time frame of seven or nine months not result in a 
greater risk and is that not the reason for the higher rate of return? My point is that whether it is AA or AAA or 
3.5 years as opposed to 4.3 years, is the whole thing not predicated on a different risk profile regarding what the 
government borrows and what it lends? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: When my son was about five years old, I tried to teach him a lesson about the time value 
of money. If he were prepared to tuck away his money, he would normally offset that against an expected rate of 
return. Generally, the longer he tucked his money away, if he had a positive yield curve—I did not talk to him 
about that because it would have confused him and me, but I know the member for Bassendean would know all 
about those—the more he would expect to be paid for giving up his liquidity. When I did economics at 
university a long time ago—unlike the member, I have forgotten all that—I learnt about a thing called liquidity 
preference, which generally means that people would prefer to hold their assets in a liquid form and that if they 
did not, they expected to be compensated for that through the rate of return. When my little boy was trying to 
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learn about the time value of money, I told him that if he left a dollar in the piggy bank for six months, I might 
put in another five cents. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: That comes down to a convenience factor when you talk about liquidity. When you are 
netting off debt — 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member can get up and illuminate us with his brilliance on this topic when I am 
finished, and it is brilliant; I am enjoying it immensely, as I am sure are the rest of the members in the house. 
The member’s contribution is a great window into his intellect and I am happy to try to answer his questions. 
The member is saying that he would anticipate a higher rate of return if he tied up his money for longer because 
it is linked to risk. The risk factor is a separate factor and it impacts on the rate of return. There is a time-value-
of-money component. If someone has a positive yield curve, the longer the money is tied up, the more the person 
would expect to receive for that because he is literally giving up liquidity. My understanding is that that is a 
reasonably broadly held economic view. The member is entitled to have a different opinion on that. I am not 
disputing that at all. I see that the member for Belmont will jump up and perhaps make a contribution along 
those lines, but that is the information I have. I am not disputing what the member for Bassendean is saying, his 
capacity to make those statements or his vast research and understanding of this issue. 

The WATC document states — 
The longer weighted average maturity in the SAA than in the WATC marginal CoF —  

Cost of funds — 

(4.3 years versus 3.575 years) can be expected to be a source of yield enhancement 

And it would be. Similarly, a credit rating factor would contribute to that five basis points. I do not know the 
relative difference but I do know that we cannot confuse risk with the concept of the time value of money and 
liquidity preference. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Before I make my point, I might give the Treasurer some gratuitous advice. If he insists on 
patronising the member for Bassendean, the member’s colleagues will take an even more intense interest in the 
detail of the bill than they are at the moment. 

My question goes to the size of the public bank account. If the future fund is established, does the Treasurer 
expect that Treasury will increase its forecasts for the size of the public bank account over the forward 
estimates? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I would have to get more advice on that for the member for Belmont. There are other 
factors at play in terms of the size of the bank account. A case in point that is close to the member’s heart is the 
Fiona Stanley Hospital account. We are drawing down on that account. Although we would be making 
contributions to the future fund that would, all else being equal, notionally add to the balance, if we are drawing 
down for purposes like the Fiona Stanley account or, in due course, the children’s hospital account, there are 
drawdown factors at play. Although the future fund and the contributions to it would add to the balance in the 
public bank account, other factors would lead to a drawdown on the public bank account. I do not have in front 
of me profiling on the movements in the size of the public bank account. The best answer I can give is that it 
would depend on what was happening with the drawdown. Also, in the fullness of time there may be other 
factors. The relative size of the surplus would impact on the size of the public bank account well beyond the 
current forward estimates and well beyond the member’s time and my time in this Parliament. I cannot give a 
clearer answer other than to say it is a pretty dynamic balance that is affected by a range of factors. However, I 
suspect that if all else were equal—ceteris paribus—and all that happened was contributions of the future fund 
were deposited into the public bank account, it would have a positive impact on the balance. The exception is the 
first four years of contributions, when those four years of contributions are, effectively, contributions largely out 
of the royalties for regions account, which is part of the public bank account. That is effectively shifting funds 
within the public bank account from the royalties for regions component across to the future fund. Beyond that, 
the one per cent would impact in the way I outlined earlier, which I am pretty sure is what the member is trying 
to ask me.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: What an extraordinary concession from the Treasurer. We have a bill before the chamber to 
set aside money from present revenue for the benefit of future generations, and the Treasurer concedes that the 
size of the public bank account will not actually increase over the life of the forward estimates; in fact, the 
Treasurer goes on to say that it may actually decrease! So we are establishing a future fund, but the amount of 
money in the bank might actually be less in four years’ time than it is right now. This just shows what a con—
what a confidence trick—this whole future fund is. If the public bank account is not going to increase as a result 
of the establishment of the future fund, it is meaningless.  
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will just make a brief response to that very lively contribution from the member for 
Belmont; I just want to explain. What I said, just so the public record is clear, is that for the first four years—it is 
no secret; it is detailed in the bill—there will be a transfer of money within the public bank account from, 
effectively, the royalties for regions fund across to the future fund; for four years. Subsequent to those four years, 
one per cent of royalties will be added to the future fund and to the public bank account balance. We estimate 
that will be $65 million to $70 million per annum. The member’s argument is right for the first four years, but 
subsequent to that, for the next 16 years one per cent of royalties, estimated—albeit variable—at $65 million to 
$70 million, will be a net addition to the future fund; money from royalty revenue paid into the future fund. 
When the member asked me whether the future fund balance could decline — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Public bank account. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Public bank account. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Sorry; whether the public bank account balance could decline, I said that it could because 
other components of the public bank account may be drawn down in excess of the $65 million or $70 million 
addition per annum because of the one per cent of royalties. The member for Belmont knows that as well as I do. 
I hope it is not the Fiona Stanley account at the time, but it may be the children’s hospital account that is drawn 
down in a particular year to an amount over and above the $65 million or $70 million. But it is not true to 
suggest that beyond the four-year period, the future fund itself will not contribute in a positive way—all else 
being equal—to the public bank account balance. One per cent of royalties per annum will come into the future 
fund by extension and, because the future fund is effectively a subset of the public bank account, that money will 
go into the public bank account.  

A whole range of factors can affect the total balance of the public bank account. However, the future fund 
component of the public bank account, which is what we are focused on here, will grow, and if nothing else 
changes, it will add to the public bank account. The member’s argument is valid for four years, but there is no 
secret about that. It is laid out in the second reading speech and the bill.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: If the Treasurer cannot say that this bill will increase the net savings of the state, it is 
meaningless. The Treasurer can talk about money coming from this account and money coming from that 
account and this factor causing a drawdown, and so on and so forth. The Treasurer can add as much mud to this 
water as he wants, but the basic fact is that if the net savings of the state do not increase as a result of the future 
fund, the bill is meaningless. Moreover, it is damaging to accountability and public understanding of our 
finances. The broader issue, which I will come to in later clauses, is the relationship between gross debt, net debt 
and the future fund, but even on this limited issue of the size of the public bank account, if the Treasurer cannot 
categorically declare to this house that as a result of this bill the balance of the public bank account will grow, he 
is engaging in a confidence trick. 
Dr K.D. Hames: Then vote against it.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member has made a statement that measures two different things. The first statement 
measured net savings; the second statement measured the public bank account, which is much broader than the 
future fund. I can categorically state—to clear the mud—that it is obvious that over time the future fund will add 
to net savings. One per cent of royalty income will flow into the future fund and interest will be earned on the 
balance of that. That money will be credited to the future fund, which is a subset of the public bank account. It 
will add to net savings in the state—full stop.  
Mr E.S. RIPPER: I am not arguing what the future fund will do; I am saying that if the Treasurer cannot declare 
that overall — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I just did. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: — net savings will improve and overall the public bank account balance will improve, the 
bill is a confidence trick. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Member, there is a slight complication. If a future government decides to spend some 
money on something that reduces net savings, how can I be in control of that? 
Mr E.S. Ripper: That’s my point precisely!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: What I can be in control of is the future fund and the balance of the future fund, which 
will add, all else being equal — 
Mr E.S. Ripper: Jam-jar economics again! 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is not jam-jar economics. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 26 September 2012] 

 p6604b-6623a 
Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Ben Wyatt; Mr Eric Ripper; Acting Speaker; Ms Rita Saffioti; Mr Bill Johnston; Mr 

Martin Whitely; Mr John Bowler 

 [16] 

Mr E.S. Ripper: It is jam-jar economics! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is most definitely not. The member seems to be fixated on this point. The point is that 
the future fund — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I am fixated on what I regard as a key point. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: — as a subset of the public bank account, will grow. The member knows that as well as I 
do. Myriad other factors will impact on the balance of the public bank account. This bill deals with the future 
fund. The future fund is a component of the public bank account; the future fund will grow. All else being 
equal—if nothing else changes—the future fund will add to net savings in the state. That is an unequivocal 
statement because it is a fact.  

Mr M.P. Whitely: All else being equal. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The key statement is, as the member for Bassendean says, “all else being equal”. Of course, 
the government is not declaring that all else will be equal, because otherwise the Treasurer would say that net 
savings will grow and the balance of the public bank account will grow. The Deputy Premier interjects and says, 
“Why don’t you vote against it?” The fact that the bill is meaningless does not mean it necessarily should be 
voted against; we should vote against something only if it is actually going to do damage. I am saying that it will 
do no good. I think it probably will not do any damage, but it certainly will not do any good.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: If you save money, you’ve got more than if you haven’t saved—it’s self-evident.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I want to follow up on some comments made by the member for Bassendean. From the 
briefing I had from Mr Barnes and Mr Kannis from Treasury, my hunch, member for Bassendean, is that it is not 
that seven or eight-month difference at all; it is the fact that it is very much reliant on Western Australia 
maintaining its AAA credit rating, and, in particular, Queensland not returning to AAA over the course of the 
next 20 years. Certainly the advice given during the briefing would suggest that a significant portion of the future 
fund would be invested in Queensland bonds, and that is of course reliant on the difference between credit 
ratings in two states and the impact that has on the cost of borrowing. But the Treasurer made the point that he 
got to that five basis points by looking at what would have happened over the last eight years if the future fund 
had existed and been invested accordingly, and the rate it would have returned. I assume Treasury did a 
hypothetical —  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Treasury Corporation. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: — investment profile based on investments held that the government currently does not hold. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Yes, that is right. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Does Treasury Corporation currently hold any financial assets in the same profile that the 
government intends to hold in the future fund? 
Mr T.R. Buswell: The short answer is no. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Can that hypothetical eight-year review be provided? I think the member for Bassendean 
would like to see exactly how those five basis points were arrived at. I think that is a fair question. A 
hypothetical was done for the past eight years and a five basis point difference was reached—a very skinny 
difference—so there must be a hypothetical case study document that the Treasurer can provide to the chamber 
that would allow us to assess that. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: My understanding is that Treasury Corporation applied the asset class weighting 
allocation, as detailed on page 6 of this paper, to published indices over the past eight years, and that is the 
outcome that Treasury Corporation determined. That is the summary. If the member is desperately keen to see 
some detail, I might be able to provide it. It really is just an application of that weighting class between semi-
government bonds, which are other state bonds, and corporate bonds over an eight-year period using that 
weighting applied to some publicly available indices. If the member needs additional information on that, I may 
be able to provide it. It is simply encapsulated in the summary provided by Treasury Corporation and is 
encapsulated in the advice provided in figure 1, “Historical Risk (standard deviation of return)” et cetera. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: On page 6, the point is made that the split between semi-government bonds and corporate 
bonds is 80 per cent to 20 per cent and that they would mature in five years and 1.5 years. Corporate bonds have 
a credit rating of A or better. Bearing in mind that it is going heavy into semi-government bonds, the credit 
rating for semi-government bonds is referred to in the footnote at the bottom of the page, which states — 

The FMA Regulations do not specify a minimum credit rating for Government or Semi-Government 
bonds, but no Semi-Government bonds are currently rated below AA+. 
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The 80 per cent weighting of the future fund is based on a minimum of AA+ for semi-government bonds, so it is 
very much dependent on states such as Queensland not returning to a AAA credit rating over the next 20 years. 
That must be correct. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I accept that in the last eight years, Queensland has had a rating of AA for only three 
years. What is really interesting is that the spread between a AA-rated bond and a AAA-rated bond has only 
recently expanded. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: There must have been a difference over the last eight years. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: There would have been, but the member referred to Queensland. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Only because Mr Barnes is suggesting that. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Queensland has been in play at a AA rating versus a AAA rating for a period of that time, 
but not for the totality of the time. The best of my advice from a briefing I had from Treasury Corporation 
recently is that the split between state AAA and commonwealth AAA and state AAA and state AA+, which I 
think Queensland is at, has only recently begun to diverge. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: But by how much? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am reluctant to guesstimate, so I will not. I can certainly find the graph for the member. 
It is quite interesting, because it highlights that in the current environment, the cost of losing AAA — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Is that graph for that eight-year hypothetical? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No; it is for recent times. It was a separate briefing I had, and it was not on this bill; it was 
on the value of AAA. At that briefing it was highlighted to me that there has been a particular divergence of late 
between commonwealth bonds and state bonds, which we are obviously not too happy about, and between AAA 
state bonds and AA+ state bonds. It may have been 20 basis points, but I could be wrong. I am sure I have got it 
in my office; and, if I have not, I am sure that I could get it from Treasury Corporation. The other point to note is 
that there is a 20 per cent weighting to corporate bonds of A or better. There will be a risk-driven component of 
the differential, and a significant component of that risk-driven differential will come from that 20 per cent in 
corporate bonds. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I bet I know why the Treasurer has been getting briefings on the value of AAA. It is because 
he needs to stiffen up the rest of the government, in particular the Premier, on the need to avoid too many 
financial risks and the possibility of a downgrade in the state’s credit rating. I think we have had another 
unintended concession on internal government debates from the Treasurer in that particular statement. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I will continue with the investment framework. Paragraph 3.4, “Tactical Asset Allocation”, 
on page 7 states — 

It is recommended that the fund manager be allowed discretion to deviate from the SAA within clearly 
prescribed investment mandates. 

A “buy and hold” strategy means that, generally, once bonds are bought, they will not be sold unless it 
is necessary (e.g., if a downgrade occurs and the security’s credit rating becomes lower that that 
required by FMA Regulations). 

I note that the footnote on the previous page makes the point that the Financial Management Regulations do not 
prescribe a minimum credit rating. My interest is in the fourth paragraph, which states — 

Additional added value to the Fund could be derived by providing scope for discretionary Tactical 
Asset Allocation … decisions which would be exercised by the fund manager. TAA allows the fund 
manager to make short-term adjustments away from the SAA portfolio mix in an attempt to take 
advantage of short-term movements in financial markets. 

I would like some more information around a TA allocation. We are talking now about the short term whereby 
we think we can get a better rate of return, which is very different from the longer term investment that we have 
been talking about. What parameters will be established for when a TAA investment decision can be made and 
over what time frame does the Treasurer expect that to be made, bearing in mind that short-term adjustments will 
be made away from the strategic asset allocation mix? I assume that the eight-year hypothetical that the WATC 
did was based on the SAA portfolio mix. This is adding an element of uncertainty to that hypothetical eight-year 
future fund that the Treasurer told us about in which there is a five basis point difference. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The fund manager will have some flexibility, as we would expect fund managers to have, 
to respond to market movements, market opportunities or market threats. A further paragraph on that page 
states — 
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It is proposed that WATC will manage the Fund maintaining asset class allocations within agreed 
Active Management Band limits, which are defined as follows: 

They are the active band limits and the terms to maturity that will sit around any decisions that are made about 
the future fund.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Including a TAA? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is the TAA; my apologies. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: At page 10 of the investment framework, reference is made to the internal benchmarking. I 
want it on the record that those documents will be made public and will be available for review by the 
Parliament and Western Australians. At page 13, reference is made to the quarterly investment reports. I assume 
that these reports will be public documents for review. Can the Treasurer confirm that? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Quarterly reports for the public bank account are published on the website. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: So it’ll be part of that. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No; it will be separate, but we anticipate that quarterly reports will be published 
specifically about the future fund component. 

Clause put and passed.  
Clause 5: Western Australian Future Fund —  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I just want to get a picture of clause 5(4). One of the opposition’s criticisms is that this 
is quite a narrow fund. We have had an extensive debate and I do not want to again go over whether the state 
bank account will actually increase because of this fund. The Minister for Planning interjected that there would 
be extra savings, but, of course, if we have a larger budget surplus, there will also be extra savings; we would not 
have to have this particular arrangement. I just want to know whether there is a particular reason why all other 
classes of assets have been rejected for this fund. Is there a philosophical reason? I know that the former 
Treasurer—the former former Treasurer—made reference to wanting to keep the costs of managing the fund 
low, which is why he criticised the federal Future Fund. Is there a philosophical reason why the government has 
rejected all other asset classes, or just the practical reason that because it is only a relatively small amount of 
money, we do not want it diversified into other types of assets? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is an interesting question. I would like to think that the regulations that sit around the 
Financial Management Act effectively prescribe the manner in which investments can be made to reflect, if I can 
use the term, the “risk appetite” of Parliament. By extension, the investment of the future fund will be in a 
manner that is broadly reflective of the risk appetite of Parliament, whereby the regulations define that risk 
appetite. I heard the member talk about industry funds the other week; this is not an industry fund by any stretch 
of the imagination. The other thing is that $250 000 a year to manage the fund is a fairly low rate, although I am 
no expert in these areas. The advice I have is that if we had adopted the commonwealth model, the cost would 
have been around $6 million a year. The important point is that we wanted to make this as consistent as we 
possibly could with the Financial Management Act. Managing the risk associated with the future fund is, in our 
view, an important issue because it reflects on confidence in long-term investment even though, on current 
estimates, it is a relatively small amount of money. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: I move — 
Page 3, after line 12 — To insert — 

(5) Notwithstanding the requirements of subsection (4), ten per cent of the money 
standing to the credit of the Future Fund referred to in subsection (4) must be held in 
gold. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: As it happens, I was aware that the member for Kalgoorlie might move this amendment. 
I draw the Treasurer’s attention to strong criticism of the Australian government by the Association of Mining 
and Exploration Companies and other industry bodies for selling parts of its gold reserve. The association made 
the point that, as a large exporter of gold and the second-largest gold producer in the world, it is appropriate to 
hold some of our sovereign wealth in the form of gold to demonstrate to countries, companies and organisations 
around the world that gold is an effective hedge and an effective store of wealth. Western Australia is the major 
gold province in Australia, and Australia is the second-largest gold producer in the world; it seems appropriate 
that if we are going to set up a sovereign wealth fund in Western Australia, we should reflect the attitude that 
gold is an effective store of wealth. I congratulate the member for Kalgoorlie for moving that amendment.  
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Given that the Treasurer highlighted issues of security and other issues in reply to the question I asked about 
clause 5(4), I am sure he knows that despite the attractiveness of keeping cash and other instruments, it could be 
just as effectively done by having part of the holding in gold. I thank the member for Kalgoorlie for moving the 
amendment. I know that the Labor Party is in opposition, and despite the fact that the member for Kalgoorlie is 
part of the alliance that forms government, this amendment has not been drafted with all the expertise that is 
available to government, so if the government says that it is happy to consider this concept but that it would like 
to deal with the drafting issues, I imagine that that would be something that the member for Kalgoorlie would be 
happy with. Having had discussions with the shadow Treasurer, I know that he would be prepared to consider 
that also. Really, we want to put on the agenda the concept that if Western Australia is going to have a sovereign 
fund, we should recognise the importance to Western Australia of the gold industry and ensure that we are 
setting the standard that industry participants are demanding for these types of reserve funds around the world. I 
commend the amendment to the house. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: The future fund is a long-term fund; as the name suggests, it goes into the future, and I 
believe that there is no more stable protection for long-term wealth than gold. Although people say to me, 
“Gold’s pretty good right now; it’s up around $1 700 an ounce”, the fact is that it has basically tracked the same 
line over the last century—that is, an ounce of gold roughly equals a week’s wages for a tradesman. That was the 
case when gold was first discovered in Kalgoorlie and it was the case early last century. Probably the only time it 
dipped below that price was when the gold price was fixed in the 1920s and 1930s, but since the price has been 
allowed to float, that trend has continued. It goes slightly above at times and it goes slightly below at times, but it 
maintains that strong, constant line. Of course, it was not that long ago, during the global financial crisis, that 
everyone in the world wished that their superannuation, their banks and their future funds had a lot more gold 
than they had. As the member for Cannington said, this would also demonstrate great faith by the Western 
Australian government in one of the state’s major industries. I am not asking for 50 per cent; I am just suggesting 
10 per cent as a minimum held in gold for the long term. European banks have more than that; we need only look 
at the Swiss economy. It is always very stable and it is always based on gold. As the member for Cannington 
said, this amendment was drafted by me. I am not an expert in what the government might consider to be the 
right legislative wording, but I hope that the Treasurer will tonight say that he will at least give it some 
consideration. Beyond that, I hope that the future fund has 10 per cent of its wealth locked away in gold bullion, 
for the stability of the fund into the long-term future and as a demonstration of the government’s support for one 
of the state’s major industries. 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: With the greatest respect, if the member for Kalgoorlie wanted us to consider this 
amendment, he might have let us know, but that is his call. We would have very carefully analysed his proposal 
in the same way that we have very carefully built a risk profile around the investment. I am not in a position to 
provide any comment on how this will affect the risk profile. We have just spent a couple of hours talking about 
the risk profile of the future fund. I have absolutely no idea how tying up 10 per cent or $400 million of the 
future fund in gold over 20 years will affect that risk profile. I am trying to set up a government framework for a 
long-term investment for the people of Western Australia. 
Mr E.S. Ripper: Does gold have a credit rating? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have no idea, member for Belmont. Do you? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: No, I don’t. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The point I am trying to make is that this is a serious piece of legislation. I simply refuse 
to consider this on the basis of having it dumped on the table two hours into debate. It is a very inappropriate 
way to try to deliver an outcome. I do not say that to be disrespectful but we are actually trying — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: We are dealing here, member for Girrawheen, with billions of dollars of taxpayers’ 
money. For the record, we have the Gold Corporation in WA, which is one of the largest handlers of gold in the 
world. I do not know how many millions or billions of dollars’ worth of gold is currently sitting in the reserves 
of the Gold Corporation. I do not know how many millions or billions of dollars’ worth of gold is traded by the 
Gold Corporation. It may well be that it is one of the largest holders of gold on the planet; I do not know. I will 
get that advice because I think we need to have an informed debate about this. As I said, I would not have 
minded some notice so that I could have provided that information to the house a little earlier and to the member 
for Kalgoorlie himself. But I do caution against a knee-jerk reaction. We will therefore be adjourning this debate 
when I finish this contribution so that we can consider those matters. I think this is a serious piece of legislation. 
We are talking about at least $4 billion of money that is being invested by this government and by future 
governments — 
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Mr E.S. Ripper: As far as I’m concerned, one gimmick deserves another. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is very interesting, member for Belmont. I do not think the member for Kalgoorlie 
means this as a gimmick, member for Belmont. You may; I do not. I think the member for Kalgoorlie has a 
genuine interest in supporting the gold industry. 

Mr M. McGowan: He does. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am not disputing that at all. The member for Belmont obviously is. That is his choice. I 
am saying that I now need time to consider this proposal that has been put on the table, and I will do that in good 
conscience and I will get good advice around that. We have just spent two hours talking about matters associated 
with risk and a desire to deliver a rate of return that is greater than the cost of funds and a whole range of factors, 
and I have absolutely no idea how this amendment impacts on that. There will be no speakers after this, Leader 
of the Opposition, and we will come back with that advice and provide that advice to the house. Clearly that will 
be in a couple of weeks.  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler: Mr Treasurer, I apologise. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No, no. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler: I should have let you know before so that you could consider it. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am heartbroken! What I will probably do is when we get that information—we will be 
having a break now—I will make sure the member for Kalgoorlie gets a full briefing on that. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: If you’re going to get a briefing, will you make sure the opposition can go? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will consider that, and I probably will. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: If you’re going to be serious about it — 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I said I will consider it. What is wrong with that? 

Mr M. McGowan: The member for Kalgoorlie can give us a copy. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: There will also be a briefing on the activity of the Gold Corporation. I think it is 
important that we in this house understand the role that the government plays through the Gold Corporation in 
supporting the gold industry in WA. Again, I am not pre-supposing the outcome of our investigations. However, 
on some of the objectives the member for Kalgoorlie is seeking to obtain—I am not dismissing those at all, 
unlike the member for Belmont, very rudely I should add—it may well be that we are already delivering them. I 
just cannot comment on that. So my proposal is to sit down; the member for Kalgoorlie’s amendment will stay 
on the table; the Leader of the House will rise very promptly as I return to my position; and we will adjourn the 
debate and come back and have an informed discussion about this in a couple of weeks. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Dr K.D. Hames (Leader of the House). 
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