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TREASURER’S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2010 
Declaration as Urgent 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [11.40 am]: In accordance with standing order 168(2), 
I move — 

That the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2010 be considered an urgent bill. 

I am assuming that the opposition will agree with the motion; there is obviously very limited time for members 
to speak on the bill, and I assume that we do not want to waste time debating whether it be declared an urgent 
bill, rather than getting on to the substantive debate. It is quite normal for the government to declare a bill as 
urgent when there is a time frame involved. At the moment we have this bill, and when we come back after 
Easter we will have other financial bills, including the main appropriation bills. These bills really need to pass 
through Parliament by the end of this financial year. That is the reason we are declaring it an urgent bill, and I 
assume that the opposition will want to get on with it as well. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [11.41 am]: The opposition will agree to this legislation being declared 
urgent, but I do not think it is unreasonable for me to comment on it briefly. The Leader of the House advised me 
last Wednesday or Thursday that it would be brought on as an urgent bill, but the opposition received a copy of 
the legislation only yesterday, and we are expected to debate it today. I think it is reasonable for me to comment 
on that. We will agree to being cooperative and, in a parliamentary sense, helpful in agreeing to the legislation 
being declared urgent, but I do not think that the explanation given by the Leader of the House quite does it. I 
request that the Treasurer, considering that it is his legislation, explain to the house why it is necessary for the 
legislation to be declared urgent; the time frame within which the legislation is expected to be passed, because 
there will be a range of speakers and that might determine the number of speakers we have; and what the 
consequence would be of the legislation’s passage being delayed. Will there be people whose pay is not paid, or 
people who expect to have a job who will not have a job, if the legislation is delayed? Are there projects that will 
not be commenced? We need to know all these things. The bill itself is very bare; the second reading speech is 
two pages of very large print, yet the bill asks for the authorisation of $680.8 million of additional expenditure 
above that already authorised under existing laws. I ask the Treasurer to provide us with a greater breakdown of 
the expenditure contained within the bill before we commence debating it, otherwise all we will have to discuss 
about $1.2 billion of expenditure will be one flimsy page of legislation with two clauses and two pages of a 
second reading speech in large print. The second reading speech does not actually tell us anything, apart from in 
broad parameters; for instance, there is $130 million of extra expenditure in health. We need to know what that 
actually amounts to. It would be very helpful if the Treasurer were to distribute to us—as I think he did last 
year—a copy of what is contained in the breakdown. I have said that the opposition will agree to this bill being 
declared urgent, but those are the three or four questions I have for the Treasurer. It would be polite, courteous 
and, I think, responsible for the Treasurer to answer those three or four questions before this legislation is 
declared urgent.  

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Treasurer) [11.44 am]: It is the government’s intention to get this bill through 
this place by the end of next week. The Leader of the House would like it done today but I suspect that will not 
happen. We have left ourselves some time. We want to get it into the other place in April. I will not give an exact 
date by which the funds of the state will come under stress in terms of money that has been appropriated and 
money that needs to be approved under the Treasurer’s advance authorisation. I can provide that detail when my 
official comes to the table. I will not get into a sensationalist argument about when we have to stop paying 
people; we will save that debate for when the bill gets caught up in the upper house. That is usually a good time 
to wheel out those sorts of arguments.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: When does it have to go through the upper house by?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will get those details from the official when he comes down later. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Don’t you have to have it through by early June?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I suspect it will have to be in place earlier than that, Treasurer; sorry, Leader of the 
Opposition. Every now and then I wander back! The Leader of the Opposition would not want to swap positions 
at the moment. He should stay right there. I am happy to try to provide a date. As the Leader of the Opposition 
knows, we indicated at the time of the Mid-year Review of Public Sector Finances that there was a range of 
pressures on the Treasurer’s advance. At the time of the midyear review we highlighted that we would ask 
Parliament for additional funding, which is what we are doing now. The amounts that were indicated at the time 
of the midyear review pretty much absorbed the Treasurer’s advance as it is approved automatically under the 
Financial Management Act. I can provide that detail. Suffice to say, we are keen to get it through this place as 
quickly as we can so that we can deal with it.  
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Mr E.S. Ripper: Have you already made and announced decisions that can’t be implemented unless this bill is 
passed?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am not sure it is quite that simple. We can work through that in detail. 

The Leader of the Opposition and the member for Balcatta asked me for more detailed information. I gave an 
indication that I would provide that. I have it here. I am happy to circulate that. I have had it printed so it is in the 
appropriate order, unlike the other day. I have that breakdown. It goes down to hundreds of thousands of dollars. 
In fact, I think there is an entry for $19 000. It is a normal detailed breakdown that we would have been provided 
with when we were in opposition. It is the same data. I am happy to provide that. It is stapled in packs. I am sure 
the Clerks will distribute that as required.  

It is important that we get this bill through long before we adjourn next week. It is important to get it into the 
upper house. The level of scrutiny and examination in the upper house is something that we have a lot more 
difficulty controlling. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: It needs to go through as quickly as possible by the early part of next week because we then 
rise for four weeks. It needs to go to the upper house because it has to sit on their table for one week.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have the information, and we will be dealing with it today.  

Question put and passed.  

Second Reading 

Resumed from 10 March. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [11.48 am]: As the Treasurer seeks an additional 
$680.8 million to take the Treasurer’s advance to $1.15 billion, this gives us an opportunity to discuss the overall 
state of the Treasurer’s budget. I have a very simple question for the Treasurer and the government: what is good 
about the state budget? I would like the Treasurer to name one financial aspect of the state budget that is actually 
positive. Let us look at services, for example. I notice that the Minister for Mental Health is in the chamber. We 
have mental health clinics closing as a result of this government’s budget. We have hospital waiting lists 
blowing out as a result of this government’s budget. Today we have revealed in the house a very disturbing set of 
figures on the provision of services to very vulnerable children. I refer to the report of the Standing Committee 
on Education and Health, which states — 

As at January 2010 there were a total of 6,405 children in the metropolitan area waiting for services.  

Those services are child development services. At page xviii of the report there is a very interesting table. It is 
headed “Table ES.1 — Changes in waiting times for child development services, 2008–09”. That table shows 
that the waiting times for speech pathology have blown out by 108 per cent since October 2008. In October 
2008, a child who needed speech pathology had to wait for eight months between referral and assessment. That 
is bad enough. However, by December 2009, a child had to wait for 16.6 months for a speech pathology 
assessment following referral. For occupational therapy, the waiting time between referral and assessment has 
blown out to 13 months, an increase of 62 per cent. For physiotherapy, the waiting time has blown out from six 
months to 11 months, an increase of 83 per cent. Other figures in that table indicate that vulnerable children 
waiting for very important services that are critical to their development are having to wait longer and longer as a 
result of this government’s budget. This government is failing in the provision of services. 

I turn now to some of the more traditional figures that must be taken into account when a budget is assessed. The 
first is whether the budget will be in surplus or in deficit. The Premier has declared that he will not lead a 
government that plans for a budget deficit. However, the midyear review shows that the government is planning 
for a budget deficit of $336 million next financial year and $125 million the following financial year. So the 
Premier is already leading a government that is planning for budget deficits. That is in the government’s own 
financial plan as revealed in the midyear review. That leaves open the question of whether there will be a budget 
deficit this year. It is clear from the Premier’s recent media comments that he seems to be backing away from his 
confident assertion that this year’s budget will be in surplus. The surplus will be very, very slim, and it will be 
subject to significant pressure, including from the government’s own decision-making processes. No-one can say 
that the budget picture, from the point of view of the operating balance, surplus or deficit, is a pretty one.  

The next figure that must be taken into account when a budget is assessed is state debt. In the case of this budget, 
the government is not doing well when it comes to state debt. This government inherited the lowest level of net 
state debt on record. The government will now be taking, on its own forecast, net state debt to $19.7 billion. That 
is where debt will be heading by the middle of 2013. Some amount of state debt might be justifiable, on the basis 
that the government is investing in income-generating assets. However, much of the debt that this government is 
running up is not being invested in income-generating assets. It is being invested in the general government 
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sector in things which, by definition, do not achieve a commercial return for the government. It is worth looking 
at what is happening with general government sector debt. This government inherited a general government 
sector with no debt whatsoever. There was no debt on our schools, on our hospitals or on our roads. In fact, when 
this government came to power, the general government sector had positive financial assets of $2.4 billion. 
Where is this government taking the general government sector—that is, the traditional public service; the non-
income earning areas of government? This government is proposing to take general government sector debt to 
$6.1 billion. It is taking positive financial assets of $2.4 billion and turning them into negative financial assets—
that is, a debt, non-income earning of $6.1 billion.  

Is the government doing anything useful on spending? The Treasurer and his colleagues spoke a lot about 
spending when Labor was in power during a period of economic boom. This government, through this Treasurer, 
has delivered the highest rate of spending growth in Western Australia’s financial history; the highest rate of 
spending growth on record. The rate of expenditure growth in the last financial year was 13.5 per cent. Is the 
government getting it under control this year? It has forecast 6.6 per cent spending growth in the budget. It has 
already blown out to nine per cent in the midyear review. On the basis of my experience in dealing with the 
finances of this state, I can predict that the spending growth figure will be even higher when the budget is 
brought down in May. The figure for this financial year is likely to be even higher than the nine per cent already 
forecast when the budget is brought down in May. The government is failing on one of the Treasurer’s pet 
obsessions when he was in opposition; that is, spending control.  

What about the question of family bills? An amount of $1 500 a year has been removed from family living 
standards in Western Australia as a result of this government’s decisions. I include in that figure both the 
withdrawal of family support and increases in utility bills. For example, a family with children at school loses 
the It Pays to Learn allowance, loses the subsidy for government high school fees, pays increased electricity and 
water costs, pays increased public transport fares and pays the new landfill levy. In all sorts of ways, that family 
pays. When we add it up, it is $1 500 a year out of a family’s living standards. That is what this Treasurer and 
this government have delivered to Western Australian families.  

There is worse to come. The government’s midyear review, with all those bad figures on debts and deficit, 
contains underlying assumptions that electricity prices will increase by a further 50 per cent between now and 
2013. This government is forecasting a further 50 per cent increase. In other words, what it is forecasting—I am 
sure the Deputy Speaker’s electors will be concerned about this—is another $700 a year on top of the increases 
that it has announced already; that is, 26 per cent last year and 18.25 per cent for this financial year. That is 
family bills.  

Is there anything positive to say about what the government has done on taxation? What it has done on taxation 
is take away more than half a billion dollars worth of tax concessions that Labor put into the financial plan to 
assist small and medium businesses. This government has abolished, or deferred for three years, Labor’s plan to 
remove non-real property from the stamp duty base for business transactions. That will mean when one business 
buys another, goodwill, licences, and all those other things, will be included in the stamp duty base. That three-
year deferral will cost those businesses $355 million. That is $355 million in tax that businesses would not have 
paid under the Labor government that they now have to pay under this Treasurer.  

The government has also deferred for three years the previous Labor government’s plan to harmonise our 
grouping arrangements for the payment of payroll tax with arrangements that apply in other states. As a result of 
that three-year deferral, small and medium businesses in Western Australia will pay another $156 million in tax 
that they would not have paid if the Labor plan had been implemented and if the arrangements in other states had 
been mirrored in Western Australia. Perhaps I need to explain exactly what that means. There might be a family 
running a number of different businesses in different industries. It might be that the family runs panelbeating 
shops and hairdressing salons. They are completely independent businesses in different industries. They are now 
grouped together for the purposes of payroll tax. That is not the situation in the other states. Therefore, they get 
only one tax-free threshold of $750 000. Under Labor’s plan to harmonise our arrangements with the other 
states, those businesses would have been de-grouped for the purposes of payroll tax and each of the businesses 
would have had access to the $750 000 payroll tax exemption threshold. As a result of the government’s 
decision, small and medium-sized businesses, as well as family businesses, will pay $156 million more in 
taxation over the next three years. 

The absence of debate in our community on these taxation measures is quite remarkable. At a recent function, 
someone asked me when the last time anyone had called for a tax cut was and said that it must have been when 
Labor was in power. The business community has gone absolutely silent on the matter of tax cuts. It has been 
missing in action, having campaigned three, four, five or six times a month for tax cuts when Labor was in 
power. Under this government, not only is the business community not getting tax cuts, but also the government 
has withdrawn the tax cuts that Labor had agreed to provide and had funded by putting them into the forward 
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estimates. Where is the commentary in our media about the taxation position that this Treasurer has delivered to 
small and medium-sized businesses in Western Australia? It is not there, as it was when Labor was in power, 
when we had a better plan than the one that the Treasurer has delivered so far. 

We can look at various ways to judge a budget. Is the budget succeeding on services? No. Is it succeeding on the 
operating balance and is it likely to deliver sustainable surpluses? No. Is it succeeding on debt? No. Is it 
succeeding on spending control? No. Is it succeeding on family bills? No. Is it succeeding on taxation? No. 
Every way we look at it, we can see that the budget is failing. When we were in power, we used the net-debt-to-
revenue ratio to measure the overall financial sustainability of our budgets. We received very strong advice from 
the Department of Treasury and Finance that it was necessary to maintain the net-debt-to-revenue ratio at below 
47 per cent to ensure that the state retained its AAA credit rating. Guess where the net-debt-to-revenue ratio has 
gone in two short years under this government? By 2011–12 it will be 63.4 per cent. That is an extraordinary 
figure in just two short years. I would be surprised if the advice from the Department of Treasury and Finance 
has changed so radically since we were in power. We were very careful at planning to keep the net-debt-to-
revenue ratio below 47 per cent. My colleagues who were involved in the decision making know that we had to 
make some very tough decisions to stay under that self-imposed net-debt-to-revenue ratio cap. It is appalling to 
see what this government has done with the finances and to watch the risks it has taken to the sustainability of 
our finances and the threat that poses to the state’s AAA credit rating. 

Some members may believe that these matters are interesting to economic and financial commentators but are 
not of great interest to the general public. Nothing could be further from the truth. Financial mismanagement has 
real consequences for Western Australian families by way of reduced services and higher family bills. That is 
why we will continue to campaign on financial mismanagement and highlight the deficiencies in the way in 
which this Treasurer is managing the state’s finances. This is not just an esoteric matter for specialist 
commentators; this is something that will come back to bite ordinary Western Australian families as their 
services come under threat and their family bills skyrocket.  

I now go to some observations the Treasurer made about applications for increases in the Treasurer’s advance 
limits. I cannot do better than the Treasurer himself in criticising the bill that has been brought before the house. 
I refer to what he said on 10 May 2006, when Labor sought a Treasurer’s advance totalling $500 million. 
Remember that the current Treasurer is seeking a Treasurer’s advance totalling $1.15 billion. The press release 
was headed “Labor to overspend budget by $500 million” and states —  

Shadow Treasurer Troy Buswell said the move was just another example of Labor’s inability to manage 
the finances of Western Australia.  

He then went on to say that the government’s — 

… request today for an extra $200 million — 

He has requested $680 million — 

seemed to indicate the Government had a budget blackhole that it was desperate to fill.  

That is what the now Treasurer said about our request for a Treasurer’s advance of $500 million in May 2006. 
Had he changed his tune by 2007? I will quote from an article in The West Australian of 19 December 2007 in 
which he again attacked the previous government for its Treasurer’s advance account requests — 

Shadow treasurer Troy Buswell said Mr Ripper’s raid on the Treasurer’s Advance Account showed the 
Treasurer had lost control of the State’s finances, primarily because the Premier had gone on a spending 
spree with a string of recent funding announcements.  

That is a very accurate description of what is occurring under this government! I refer now to March 2008 and 
will quote from Hansard. At that stage, the government was seeking an additional $300 million to take the 
Treasurer’s advance limit to $750 million. Bear in mind that this government is seeking an additional 
$680 million to take the Treasurer’s advance to $1.15 billion. This is what the now Treasurer said about the 
request to take the Treasurer’s advance limit to $750 million — 

As the member for Churchlands rightly pointed out, when we debate this urgent bill that has been 
brought in by the Treasurer, all we are doing is acknowledging his incompetence and the government’s 
incapacity to manage the finances of this state properly. The member for Churchlands is absolutely 
right—if the Treasurer worked for a private sector business, he would have been sacked a long time 
ago. 

I do not need to criticise the advance that the Treasurer is seeking; all I need do is quote the Treasurer from 2006, 
2007 and 2008. He condemns his own legislation out of his own mouth.  

Apart from the fun of quoting the Treasurer when he was in opposition, we need to look at the reasons that 
governments seek increases in the Treasurer’s advance limits and whether those reasons are justified. What are 
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the reasons for a government coming to the Parliament to seek an increase in the Treasurer’s advance 
requirement? The first reason might be an unrealistic budget estimate for a key portfolio. The second reason 
might be a failure to control spending. The third reason might be that a plethora of decisions were made outside 
the normal budget process between budgets. I refer to the first reason—unrealistic budgets—and contend that the 
government has a serious problem. It produced a budget in May last year that stated that health expenditure 
would grow by 3.1 per cent. That was a totally unrealistic figure. Nobody in this house would believe that health 
expenditure could be curtailed to 3.1 per cent growth in one financial year without savage effects on the services 
available to Western Australian families. The government provided false and misleading information in last 
year’s state budget. It did so to produce a better looking set of budget figures than was realistically the case.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke: A week or two back the Treasurer indicated in this house that health expenditure had 
increased by 12 per cent last year and that it would increase by 12 per cent this year. He used those figures and 
wrote 3.1 per cent into the budget.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: That demonstrates the appalling irresponsibility, lack of credibility and dishonesty of the 
budget introduced by the Treasurer in May last year. That sums it up. I thank the member for Balcatta for that 
information.  

Unrealistic budgets and a failure to control expenditure between budget decision making could result in a 
government seeking an enhanced Treasurer’s advance limit. Those factors apply to this government. The health 
budget was unrealistic. The government has failed to control spending, which is reflected by record spending 
growth. When he was in opposition, the Treasurer was extremely critical of the Labor government’s nine per 
cent expense growth. In his first budget he delivered 13.5 per cent expense growth. He can talk the talk, but he 
cannot walk to walk. He cannot deliver in government what he said he would deliver when he was in opposition.  

There are some positive reasons for governments to seek Treasurer’s advance limit increases. The Treasurer’s 
advance exists to provide for unforeseen and extraordinary events. Unforseen and extraordinary events occur, 
including, but not limited to, natural disasters. Increasingly, political events are occurring. It is perfectly 
reasonable for a government to use the Treasurer’s advance to provide more services to the people of Western 
Australia if the government has the money available. If the government has the money available and there is a 
need to provide more services to the people of Western Australia, it is not unreasonable for the government to 
decide, between budgets, to improve services and to provide funds for that through an increase in the Treasurer’s 
advance limit. We would want to know that the government has made its decision properly, bearing in mind all 
the other demands on the state’s budget, through a rigorous process. We would not want to see a Premier’s press 
release being the basis for such a decision. If a government has the money, if there is a social need and if 
spending is already under control, it is not necessarily a bad thing to use the Treasurer’s advance to improve 
services for the people of Western Australia. It is not necessarily a bad thing to increase the limit to provide 
those improved services. However, the government is not in that position. It has no money. The budget is 
heading into deficit and the government’s spending is already out of control. It has not satisfied the requirements 
that I say are necessary to justify an increase in the Treasurer advance limit. The money is not available for this 
extra spending that the government wants to embark upon. The budget is sliding into deficit. The government 
has not got its spending under control. As a result of the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2010 going 
through Parliament, yet more increases will occur in the rate of expenditure growth, which is way beyond 
anything that has ever been delivered in this state in the past. 

I return to my arguments about why this matters. It matters because it is not just something for the pages of The 
Australian Financial Review or economics professors or financial commentators writing opinion pieces in other 
newspapers; it matters because, in the end, it bears on the services that Western Australians will receive from 
this government and on the bills that Western Australians will pay. If we are sliding into deficit, if spending and 
debt are out of control, and if the debt-to-revenue ratio threatens the AAA credit rating, the experiences that WA 
families are now having of service cuts and skyrocketing family bills will be only the beginning of the pain they 
will experience from the Barnett government. 

I have just delivered a speech that would lead members to think that the opposition will oppose this bill. It will 
not oppose this bill because this is a budget bill and its passage is necessary to ensure that public servants will be 
paid and that the financial obligations already entered into by the government will be met. But the opposition 
will continue to campaign on the appalling financial mismanagement engaged in by this government and point 
out the serious deficiencies in the state budget. Opposition members will do that because there will be serious 
consequences for the people we represent if this Treasurer and this government do not get their act together on 
financial management. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [12.16 pm]: I join the Leader of the Opposition in engaging in this debate. 
To start with, during a large part of the Leader of the Opposition’s speech on this matter, there was 
one government member in this chamber—the member for Geraldton, who had the courtesy to remain in the 
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chamber—and, of course, Madam Acting Speaker (Mrs L.M. Harvey) was also in this place. This government 
has engaged in nearly $1.2 billion worth of additional expenditure, which demonstrates that the government 
cannot manage its spending, and not one minister, including the minister responsible, the Treasurer, is in the 
house.  

Yesterday or the day before, I was lectured by the Premier because I pronounced Mr Colin Edwardes’ name 
incorrectly. He lectured me in this house about how rude and shocking it was to pronounce his name in the way 
it is spelt. Well, we do not even have the Premier or the Treasurer in the house for such an important debate as 
this.  

Mr D.A. Templeman: They’re all in the restaurant eating food! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I challenge the press to find out where they actually are! Where are they at the moment? 
Why are they not in this place for this debate? If they do not come in, I will start referring to Mr Edwardes as 
“Mr Colon Edwardes”! Let us see how the Premier likes that if he is not prepared to come into this house! That 
is what I will call him and that will offend him, but I am offended by the actions of the Premier and the Treasurer 
in not being present for such an important debate. 

This is the second shocking year for the Treasurer’s advance. Last year we had a record; this year we have a new 
record! Last year we had $1.2 billion requested; this year we have $1.15 billion worth of expenditure in the 
Treasurer’s advance. That is not only a record, it is disastrous, and it is a day of infamy in the budget processes 
of this state. It is amazing! I think it bears comment that the legislation was introduced yesterday, on the same 
day as the Auditor General’s report on Perth Arena. The Treasurer went out very heavily on the Auditor 
General’s report; he did not go out so heavily on this matter. He introduced both on the same day. He knew when 
the Auditor General’s report was to be handed down, and he introduced the legislation yesterday to hide a 
$1.2 billion blow-out in expenditure behind the Auditor General’s report. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: That’s an outrageous thing to say! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: And here he is being mirthful about it, which confirms the truth of what I have just said. 

It is a piece of spin unparalleled in modern history. The Treasurer in his mirthful way thinks it is a joke that he is 
pushing through Parliament an endorsement of shocking financial management. He introduced this bill on the 
same day as the Auditor General’s report to try to hide the matter. For the uninitiated and for the new members 
of the house, this bill is designed to authorise expenditure of the remainder of the financial year above that 
budgeted for. A government passes its budget, works out what it wants to spend and then introduces this bill to 
authorise expenditure above and beyond what it has budgeted for. Every government does that. The government 
is entitled to have an automatic expenditure growth of three per cent. An automatic growth of three per cent 
above the government’s budgeted expenditure is endorsed by existing laws, but this is — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: It is three per cent less than last year’s. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is right—three per cent less than the last year. In this case, the government is entitled 
to $469 million; however, this bill adds another $680 million-plus above that. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Is that more than last year? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is nearly more than last year’s. Therefore, the Treasurer says he is doing really well 
because he is not above the record, most embarrassing increase in budget blow-outs, which was last year’s; that 
was his effort! The Treasurer’s effort last year was the worst ever, but he is saying he is doing really well 
because he is just below that. 

Mr P. Papalia: He has the gold and silver! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: At the Olympics, the Treasurer would be on top of the podium and also in second place! 
He has broken all records. I used to sit in this place and listen to the exaggerated rhetoric of the now Treasurer 
when he would carry on about how he ran a business and that he knows how to budget. He would say that people 
who are former schoolteachers or who do not know how to run a business would not understand how to do it, but 
he would because he ran a business. What we have seen is the worst set of accounts, the worst budgeting process 
and the worst expenditure above that expected that this state has ever seen. Therefore, the Treasurer has broken 
records, which shows that the exaggerated rhetoric that he carried on with was meaningless, and the Leader of 
the Opposition quoted some of that in his contribution earlier. 

If we look back at the last year of the previous government, the Treasurer’s advance was minuscule compared 
with this one; it was less than half the additional expenditure that we have before us today. I can already hear, I 
can already sense, I have resonances coming through of what the Treasurer will say in his response—the 
morphic resonances are coming through. The Treasurer will say that there are all these demand pressures that 
were unforeseen. He will ask: Does the opposition expect the government not to pay schoolteachers? Does the 
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opposition expect the government not to do this and that? He will say that the government could not have 
expected all this. Does the Treasurer actually think that he is the first Treasurer to experience unexpected 
expense pressures over the course of a year? Does the Treasurer think that he is on his own? Does he think that 
he is the first person ever to have additional expenses that he could not have foreseen? The Treasurer thinks that 
he is alone: “Poor old me! I’m the only one this has ever happened to.” That is what the Treasurer is thinking to 
himself. He thinks that he is the only Treasurer to whom this has ever happened. The Treasurer thinks that there 
were no expense pressures during the boom—how could there have been? When there is a boom and wage 
pressures are increasing, demands for additional housing are increasing and demands for additional expenditure 
all over the state are increasing. Of course there were no expense pressures then! There are only expense 
pressures now when the Premier says there is no boom. Therefore, the Treasurer thinks that he is on his own, 
because there is now not a boom, during which he thinks there are no expense pressures; so there were no 
expense pressures when we were in office, and, of course, the economy was going well and unemployment was 
less than half what it is now. How ridiculous! It is absolutely preposterous that the Treasurer will actually run 
that argument but I know he will. He will run the argument that the demand pressures are completely beyond 
what anyone else could have possibly expected. 

I am pleased to say that in all good courtesy the Treasurer has handed out to us an explanation of the expenditure 
that is being authorised by this legislation. That list of the expenditure that is being authorised is much more 
detailed than the very sparse bill that he introduced. However it is a revelation in many respects. I am happy to 
refer to a few of the points contained within it. I suppose the standout—although there are a number of 
standouts—is on page 4 of the document where members will find under the Department of Transport that this 
legislation authorises a $2.5 million increase in advertising. I urge every member of the press who is no doubt 
listening intently to my every word to note that there is $2.5 million for the reinstatement of advertising by the 
Department of Transport. That is a lot of money. We heard from the Leader of the Opposition that the number of 
people on the waiting list for speech pathology services has doubled during the course of the Barnett 
government; but there is $2.5 million for additional advertising by the Department of Transport. 

Further through this document that the Treasurer has kindly given to us as an explanation for the bill are a few 
other revelations. One on the first page is an allocation of $7.36 million for the Oakajee project. That, of course, 
was the project that was going to be paid for by the private sector, but not now due to the Premier’s dramatic 
intervention. He flew to Japan and went into the boardroom of a company that was going to pay for the project. 
He said to them that he was going to drive a harder bargain with that company to make sure that he really got the 
very best out of the company in Japan in return for the exploitation of Western Australian resources. He said that 
instead of the company paying for a port that it would have built and then handed to us, he would make the 
taxpayers of Western Australia pay. 

Members can imagine the Japanese business people sitting there thinking: “This guy, he is tough.” As Kerry 
Packer once said, “You only get one Alan Bond in a lifetime.” I suppose the people at Mitsubishi must have 
been thinking: “You only get one Colin Barnett in your lifetime; a bloke who is going to walk in here and say to 
us, ‘We’ll spend three quarter of a billion dollars on a project that you were going to pay for and give to us.’ My 
God!” 

So it has all started. Here we have a component of the Treasurer’s advance of $7.3 million under the Department 
of State Development that would otherwise have been spent by Mitsubishi now being picked up by the mums 
and dads of Rockingham, Mindarie, Warnbro, West Swan and the Kimberley. They have all got to pay for that 
component now, which otherwise would have been picked up by a Japanese multinational. 

Under the Department of Fisheries there is $1.4 million for additional revised recreational fishing 
arrangements—another expenditure. I thought that the government was taxing everyone on that one. However in 
addition to taxing everyone, the government is also putting in some money there. 

Under the Department of Education and Training there is the much vaunted—I recall the Treasurer actually 
saying it—three per cent efficiency dividend that is in the budget. He said, when he was asked, that the three per 
cent efficiency dividend was delivered and was in place. Under the Department of Education and Training there 
is a three per cent efficiency dividend realisation shortfall of $51.9 million. I heard from the Treasurer’s own lips 
in this place that the three per cent efficiency dividend was all delivered and was all in the budget. There it is in 
black and white that what the Treasurer said to this house was not the truth. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: It was in the budget.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is here in black and white: $51.9 million for a three per cent efficiency dividend 
realisation shortfall, despite the fact that the Treasurer assured us that it was all in place and all delivered. 
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Then there is the $2.5 million for additional advertising by the Department of Transport from this government 
that was going to crack down on advertising consultants. We know that there are almost 200 additional 
committees, reviews and inquiries at a cost of greater than $10 million. I might add that the last time I asked a 
question on this on the last day of Parliament I expected an answer on the first day of Parliament.  

The Premier has declined to answer the question about how many additional committees, inquiries and reviews 
he has put in place since the last time I asked. It was up to 170 the last time I asked, at a cost of greater than 
$10 million. I asked him the question again, and he has declined to answer it. He said that he will table the 
information in due course. I only gave him from late November to late February to tally the information, but he 
has declined to provide it to me, so I have asked the question again. However, we can see why there might be 
some embarrassment with these matters. The amount for advertising reinstatement under the Department of 
Transport is $2.5 million. 

If we go to the royalties for regions fund, there is $60 million. I understand that is a transferral from capital to 
recurrent. I might say about royalties for regions that I support additional spending in the regions. However, 
when there are all sorts of pressures in core delivery areas around the regions, I find it difficult to understand that 
those pressures are not being met. We heard the member for Pilbara talk about one this morning, and that was 
the closure of an Aboriginal community school in a remote community. A pressure such as that is not being met. 
We know about the member for Albany’s hospital, and a pressure like that is not being met. Nevertheless, 
$60 million is being transferred from capital to recurrent, yet all these capital demands around Western Australia 
are unmet. In my new role, I will compile a list in due course of all the demands around Western Australia not 
being met. But that is extraordinary. 

If we go on even further, we see the landfill levy, reinstatement of appropriation. We know that that was a tax 
impost on ordinary families around Western Australia because of the additional landfill levy that the government 
is introducing. However, the government failed to pass it through the Parliament in the way that it intended, so 
now we have a reinstatement of $30 million. I think the government said originally that it would be less than 
that, but we have $30 million there that is incorporated as part of this document. We need some answers 
regarding some of those matters that are contained within the Treasurer’s advance. 

Of course, major business tax cuts were committed to and put in place, in fact, by the former government—
$500 million worth that the Treasurer has ripped away. So the guy who ran a business, knows how to manage the 
budget and is a low-taxing person is the man who cancels the tax cuts and raises the spending here in Western 
Australia. One need only go to the December 2008 report by the Institute of Public Affairs—another one has 
come out recently that is similar—which is hardly a Labor Party front organisation. The Institute of Public 
Affairs did a calculation of the tax imposed on small business by the various state governments to analyse which 
state was doing well. It analysed Western Australia at the conclusion of the former government’s term. What did 
it find? The Institute of Public Affairs state business tax calculator shows that Western Australia had the lowest 
business taxes in Australia. Therefore, for all of the cant and humbug around the place and for all of the bluff and 
bluster about these issues, the Institute of Public Affairs state business tax calculator shows that Western 
Australia had the lowest business taxes in Australia at the conclusion of the Labor government’s term. The 
institute said, as part of that — 

• … WA should look to reduce its taxes further. Queensland and Victoria in particular have been 
reducing some of their major taxes in recent years, and could pose a threat to WA’s enviable tax 
status. 

• WA announced land tax and duty relief in the 2008–09 Budget, as well as a state tax review. There 
is scope to do more, …  

However, it has actually incorporated into its report the measures that were going to be taken to cut taxes but 
were abolished by the Treasurer. The report is saying that Western Australia was the best of all the states at the 
conclusion of Labor’s period in office and that the tax relief that we had contained within the budget was very 
good. What will now be discovered when an analysis is done of Western Australia is that the Treasurer cancelled 
tax cuts worth half a billion dollars that the previous government had in the budget. I look forward to the next 
report so that the Institute of Public Affairs can comment on this issue, and we can see what it is really like; 
whether it has the courage of its convictions. Its motto is “Free people, free society”; we will see what it has to 
say about the Treasurer’s cancellation of tax cuts. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We will see what it has to say, but if it is at all unbiased it will observe the highest growth 
in spending in history; the worst two Treasurer’s advances covering increases in spending in history; and a 
Treasurer who cancelled the tax cuts put in place by the previous government, which the Institute of Public 
Affairs had said, in its report of last year, were very good. 
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I turn to other threats. I commenced my speech by indicating that the Treasurer brought out this legislation 
yesterday and it is the second worst result in history. He used the Auditor General’s report as cover. The Auditor 
General’s report deals with expense growth or cost blow-outs in public sector projects. I mentioned the Oakajee 
development, and how the Premier must have gone into that room in Japan with all those business people, told 
them that Western Australia would pick up a cost of nearly three quarters of a billion dollars, and somehow 
thought that that was a smart move.  

We have also learnt that we do not actually know the final cost of the Oakajee port; the director general of the 
Department of State Development has told us that. Anne Nolan went before the Public Accounts Committee and 
told the truth, despite the Premier’s efforts to gag public servants. I saw him on television recently saying that he 
might need to develop guidelines for what public servants can and cannot say before parliamentary committees. 
Maybe he should also develop guidelines for where and when people can tell the truth. His efforts to head off 
public servants and prevent them from saying what they should say before parliamentary committees have 
perhaps been successful; perhaps Ms Nolan would have said more than she said, but she said enough the other 
day. She said that we do not have final figures for the Treasurer’s recklessness in respect of Oakajee. 

The budgeted figure is $678 million; half commonwealth, half state. However, we do not actually know if that is 
right, and we will not know if it is right until the end of this month, when the final figures for the true budget are 
supposed to come in. I say to the Treasurer that he may have shot his bolt a little too early yesterday; he may 
have gone public with his remarks about Perth Arena a little too early. At the end of this month, we expect to 
find out the true position of Oakajee. When we find out the truth about the Premier’s recklessness in relation to 
the Oakajee port, there might be some very unfortunate information for the taxpayers of this state and for the 
government. I look forward to hearing that information and finding out the true position. In the case of Perth 
Arena, the former government originally tried to get the majority of the obligations dealt with and managed by 
the private sector. That proved to be impossible, but in the case of Oakajee, we succeeded in getting the private 
sector to take up the slack. The current Premier, in his recklessness, has taken back that responsibility, and that 
may bring all sorts of other problems to the taxpayers of Western Australia. We will wait to see the final 
outcome of that.  

In conclusion, this document has been a revelation. I would ask that everyone have a close look at what the 
Treasurer has handed out because it contains some very disturbing figures. The overall amount that the Treasurer 
is seeking under this bill is disturbing and it is frightening. Taxpayers need to be worried and future generations 
need to be worried. This is a bloke who thinks he is the only one who has ever had to deal with a difficult 
situation but his solution to the issue is to keep blowing the budget. The former government had eight surpluses 
in eight years and the government before that had five deficits in eight years. This government has had the worst 
Treasurer’s advance, and the worst expenditure outside the budget in history, for two consecutive years. The 
Treasurer needs to be held to account for that. He needs to read what he said when he was on this side of the 
house and to be held to account for what he said versus what he does in Parliament. I think the Premier should 
also be in here being held to account for this. I will remember his absence and I will remember the absence of 
ministers next time the Treasurer seeks to lecture me about matters of courtesy.  

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [12.41 pm]: I would like to follow on from comments made by the Leader of 
the Opposition and the acting shadow Treasurer about the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2010 that is 
before us. Again, this is a record spend—$1.15 billion in extra spending for the 2009–10 financial year. This 
follows a $1.2 billion Treasurer’s advance amount for 2008–09. This basically makes a mockery of everything 
the Treasurer said since he came into government. The government has no strategy and no plan to control the 
finances of the state. That impacts on all Western Australians through higher bills and projects that are needed in 
their suburbs. There is a need to pay off higher debt over the next five to 10 years. All Western Australians will 
have to pay off the debt being created by this reckless cowboy of a Treasurer.  

In December we were told in the midyear review that the government would be requesting $445 million in 
additional spending. That has now blown out to $1.15 billion. In just a few months we have seen a deterioration 
of over $700 million in the expenditure of this government. It means that key aggregates produced in the 2009–
10 budget and updated in the 2009–10 midyear review are now under severe question, and that is putting it 
mildly. The operating surplus was predicted to be $51 million. If expenditure has deteriorated by $700 million, 
one has to question whether that surplus will be achieved. Net debt was predicted to be $11.9 billion. Again, with 
the deterioration of $700 million in the government’s spending, we have to question whether that target net debt 
figure of $11.9 billion will be achieved. We also have to question whether expense growth, which was predicted 
to be nine per cent, will be achieved. It shows that this government has absolutely no financial strategy. As has 
been said by the Leader of the Opposition and the acting shadow Treasurer, there is no plan and all Western 
Australians will suffer.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 11 March 2010] 

 p622b-631a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Eric Ripper; Ms Rita Saffioti 

 [10] 

I want to go through some of the key areas that this government does not seem to be able to manage. The first is 
health. Health is a very difficult area to manage, both operationally and also in a fiscal sense. The midyear 
review shows that a $126.2 million efficiency dividend was applied to the Department of Health in this financial 
year, 2009–10. The midyear review states that that efficiency dividend is being implemented, yet while the 
government is cutting in one area, it is basically injecting additional funding in another area, so we have to 
question whether the efficiency dividend was implemented or achieved. The midyear review shows that a cash 
injection of $130.5 million had been made to the Department of Health before December. In addition, 
$143 million has been injected post the midyear review. So, $270 million in additional funding has gone to the 
Department of Health. It is clear, therefore, that the efficiency dividend that was applied to Health was applied 
recklessly and did not achieve the results that the government had aimed to achieve. 

This can be contrasted with what we have heard from the tough-talking Treasurer. The Treasurer said that he was 
going to get the health budget under control. He said that he would slap the hand of anyone from the Department 
of Health if they came to see him to get more money from the state’s coffers. Well, what has happened? The 
health budget has blown out by another $270 million since that time. What that means is that in 2010–11, at least 
another $200 million will need to be injected into the health budget to ensure that there is some growth in 
funding for this key agency. This is an issue not just for the 2009–10 financial year but for the whole of the 
forward estimates period. 

The other question that must be asked is: Will this funding be enough? The additional funding that was provided 
by the Treasurer in 2008–09 was not enough. In fact, the then Director General of Health had to take money out 
of restricted accounts to try to supplement the funding for the Department of Health. The question is: will this 
$270 million be enough to help the Department of Health get through this financial year and to ensure it will not 
need to access restricted accounts yet again? 

The tough-talking Treasurer said also that the efficiency dividend would be applied to the Department of 
Education. However, an additional $63 million has had to be injected into the Department of Education funding 
bucket. That shows that the strategy of the Treasurer is not working. The efficiency dividend has not been 
delivered. Key areas of government expenditure are out of control. The government has had to increase taxes and 
charges for all Western Australians to try to cover up, and pay for, its inadequate control of the state budget. The 
Treasurer said also that a $27 million efficiency dividend would be applied to the police department in 2009–10. 
However, that department has had to come back to the government for additional funding. So, again, the 
government’s strategy is not working. There is also a contingency amount in the budget of $159 million. The 
question is: Will that be enough to cover the months of March, April, May and June as the Treasurer heads to the 
end of this financial year?  

What this means for all Western Australians is increased taxes and charges. The government recently made an 
announcement about the increases in electricity prices. That means that Western Australian households will be 
paying hundreds of extra dollars, and, over time, thousands of extra dollars, for their electricity. However, at the 
same time as these increased charges are being imposed by the government, there has been an increase in the 
revenue that comes to the government from public corporations. This increased revenue to state Treasury is 
helping the government to cover its balance sheet. The midyear review shows also that in 2009–10, the revenue 
that comes to the government from dividends increased from $466 million to $592 million. Tax equivalent 
payments increased from $355 million to $387 million. That is a $158 million increase in revenue from public 
corporations to the general government sector. This is money that is going from the pockets of Western 
Australian families to the consolidated fund to help the government to cover up its failure in managing the state’s 
finances. 

I want to talk now about some of the capital projects that the government is proposing to undertake. These 
projects also create a lot of risk and uncertainty for the state’s finances in the future. We heard yesterday about 
the Perth Arena project and the increase in costs for that project. I would like to know from the Treasurer what 
he believes the total cost of the Oakajee project will be. The midyear review shows that $339 million has been 
set aside by the state government in 2012–13 for the state’s contribution to the Oakajee project. The question is: 
will that be enough? What is the current estimated cost that the Treasurer has before him for the Oakajee project? 
The Treasurer believes that the previous government did not have accurate tabs on the cost of projects that it was 
undertaking. The Treasurer should inform the house what he knows to be the total cost of the Oakajee project at 
this point in time. This goes to the hub project as well—the Northbridge Link project.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 644.] 
 


