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LOAN BILL 2017 
Committee 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
Clause 1: Short title — 
Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Before we broke for question time, Hon Dr Steve Thomas asked me a question about 
the net-debt-to-revenue ratio. My wonderful advisers have sought some information and I am happy to provide 
further information to the house. 

The government will be working to improve the state’s debt and associated debt metrics, including the 
net-debt-to-revenue ratio, as it brings together its budget for presentation in September. The Pre-election Financial 
Projections Statement forecast showed that the net-debt-to-revenue ratio was expected to increase from 
69.8 per cent in 2015–16, the last actual outcome, to around 91 per cent by 2019–20. These levels are well above 
the previous government’s 55 per cent target limit and will require a reduction in borrowings and a massive 
$17.9 billion reduction in net debt by 2019–20 to get to 55 per cent. Clearly, we will not be expecting rapid 
reductions in this ratio, which will obviously take years to address. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I thank the minister for those comments and the effort the staff has obviously gone 
to to deliver them in a fairly short time. 
I will go back to the intent of the Committee of the Whole, which is to look at how the bill might be improved. 
Unfortunately for the minister, I will leave him with a set of questions—not a huge list; we do not want to be here 
all night—that at the end of the process the minister may have to take on notice and deliver at some future point. 
I preface this by saying that accompanying data, which might be in the form of a statement of risk, would probably 
be useful in a loan bill. I accept historically that this has not occurred and is something for the future rather than 
something that is necessarily missing in this bill. When most budgets come out, particularly government budgets, 
they are generally accompanied by a statement of risk that suggests the budget’s intent and where it is thought the 
budget is going but that some variations will come in. A similar sort of process in a loan bill is probably quite 
useful, because there will be some things that impact on the borrowings and the state’s capacity to borrow in the 
future. 
One of the first of those is probably the state’s credit rating. Obviously, the credit rating has declined. As the credit 
rating declines, the interest level goes up. That interest impacts on not only the recurrent budget of the government 
of the day, but also the interest payments and therefore the recurrent budgets of future governments. It also impacts 
on the capacity of any future government to borrow more. A comment on these potential impacts—at some point, 
not necessarily here tonight—would be fantastic. I guess these are comments that might be reflected to the 
Treasurer at the appropriate time. Knowing the potential impacts would enhance the Legislative Council’s capacity 
to have a full debate—let us call it an economically literate debate—on all these money bills. A statement on the 
capacity of the credit rating to impact, in particular, on the interest rates that will be hit by this government and 
future governments would assist the chamber in a full disclosure of the impacts of additional borrowings. In the 
same way, the price of iron ore, for example, will have a significant impact on the state’s capacity to make 
repayments. It will impact on the capacity of the state to have further borrowings as well. As we discussed in detail 
during the second reading debate on the Loan Bill, it will impact on GST returns in a very similar way. There is 
a balancing act here. This is not a criticism of the government, one way or another; this is simply a discussion 
about how a loan bill might be improved so that it is clearer for both houses, in the end, to make a good decision. 
There is a balance in that process, but a statement of risk, in effect, would look at such things as the iron ore price 
and, at the end of that process, the reflected GST component that might come back to the state. As we said during 
the second reading debate on the Loan Bill, the GST return is based on not just iron ore royalties but also payroll 
taxes and all the other forms of revenue that the state government has. In the same way, population growth has 
a significant impact on costs, revenue and the GST return, so it might be interesting to include that in a statement 
of risk as well. As we said, the GST return is significantly based on population growth and economic development, 
which is based very much on per capita consumption. Statements of risk in those forms would be particularly 
interesting. Interest rates may move in the future, irrespective of the credit rating the state has. Obviously, interest 
rates are at a very long-term low. There are some question marks. It looks like the United States will push up 
interest rates. Australia’s interest rates, I suspect, will stay fairly low but, again, some form of statement of risk 
with future loan bills over time—this government might be in a position to establish a new trend of additional 
information—will make consideration of that better. 

I could ask the minister each individual question, but unless he has a specific answer on any of those individual 
questions, I am happy to return to them at some other time because there will be plenty of opportunities for 
economic debate in the future. The Supply Bill is not too far away, and I suspect, given the financial situation of 
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the state, the minister, for his troubles, will be listening to me a lot over the next couple of years. He has my 
commiserations—and probably those of my wife as well! The key questions are about the statement of risk and 
the impacts. We can pull them out from the previous budget, but then there is the government direction to consider. 
I will let the minister finish it. 
I am trying to get this all out at once so that I do not have to stand up again and say anything further. Before I sit 
down, the other key question that has not been addressed by the government in any of its responses is how it fits 
its election commitments into the loan profile and the expenditure profile going forward—that is, approximately 
$5 billion worth of election commitments. I have to say that the government was extremely generous in the south 
west, through my patch; some of those seats had hundreds of millions of dollars of investments. I think that the 
government might just struggle to deliver some of those commitments, but that is not the issue for us today. The 
issue is that those commitments will have an impact. I am interested in whether any of the Loan Bill expenditure 
is likely to be required to meet election commitments going forward. Some of those commitments are short term, 
but some of them are much longer term, but they will mostly come out of general government expenditure and are 
not in any budget to date. Do we assume that government election commitments—this would have applied to any 
other government that was successful in the election—will almost by default have to come from borrowings 
because in effect there is no additional revenue for them to come from? We need to find out whether those election 
commitments are unfunded at this point, whether it is the government’s intent for them to be funded from savings 
yet to be found, or whether these commitments need to be considered as potential additional expenditure, which, 
as we accept, may well have to come from additional borrowings.  
If the Loan Bill is to cover the full extent of the forward estimates, as promulgated during the second reading 
debate, we must ask where the funding for the government’s $5 billion worth of election commitments is going to 
come from. We are particularly interested in hearing about that, because it will give us some confidence about 
whether we will be back in a few years’ time to meet that process. The minister may tell us that the expectation is 
that its election commitments will be funded out of savings that will be made in the future. I would happily accept 
him at his word if that is what he tells us, but I think to progress this debate to its ultimate, to work out where we 
are going in a fiscal sense, the minister needs to make some remarks now or in the near future about how the 
government intends managing that process. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I say at the outset that I enjoy listening to the honourable member and the 
contributions he makes, so he should not hesitate to continue to ask questions. He makes a very good contribution, 
so I have no problem with that. 
A comprehensive statement of risks is available in the budget papers and the midyear review, the most recent of 
which is this year’s Pre-election Financial Projections Statement. Interest sensitivities and other assumptions are 
shown in the statement of risks. Economic and financial assumptions, such as interest rate forecasts, are also 
available in those publications. I draw the member’s attention to pages 23, 24 and 25 of the Pre-election Financial 
Projections Statement published in February this year, which actually touch on iron ore royalties. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: Based on the circumstances at the time. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Absolutely, but this is the document I am talking about at the moment. It is our 
intention to minimise the impact of our election commitments on state finances. I think the member answered his 
own question: as part of the budget process, we intend to create more savings to pay for our commitments. The 
timing, funding source and expenditure profile are all being considered as part of the budget. I think I have 
answered everything. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: I will be watching to see how it all works out. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Indeed, I look forward to further conversations about those issues as we progress. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I am picking up on the point raised by Hon Dr Steve Thomas a moment ago and the 
answer given by the minister. I recall that much of the second reading speech and the second reading reply focused 
on the need for the government to have a borrowing limit of $11 billion to authorise the government to finance 
expenditure that had already been committed to by the previous government over the forward estimates to 2020–
21, suggesting that there is no option but to authorise the previous government’s borrowing program and to then 
work hard to ensure that the current government can slowly turn around the upward trajectory of debt, and that the 
government has the flexibility to deal with the funding requirements left behind by the previous government. If 
I understand the last answer given by the minister, there is also a component in this bill that is foreshadowed to 
fund the election commitments made by the current government while in opposition and prior to the election. We 
have heard the comment that the current government will work to minimise the impact of its election commitments 
on state finances, but am I to understand now that this borrowing is also meant to cover the government’s election 
commitments, which were estimated to be to the tune of $5 billion? Over what period of time are we looking that 
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these election commitments will require drawing down on the $11 billion borrowing limit we are providing by 
way of this Loan Bill? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The answer is no. The bill before us is seeking to address those things that have 
appeared in the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement. In relation to our election commitments, we are 
looking at other ways of creating efficiencies and making savings, including seeking funding from the 
commonwealth, which we have done already for some projects in the Perth metropolitan area; but, in short, the 
answer is no. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I do not want there to be any doubt—this is the part that concerned me during my 
second reading contribution—that none of the money that is going to be drawn down under this Loan Bill will go 
toward funding election commitments the government made during the last campaign. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Again, the advice I am given is no. This bill before us will address a variety of issues 
with the spending attached to the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 2 put and passed. 
Clause 3: Power to borrow for public purposes — 
The CHAIR: I note that the supplementary notice paper contains an amendment standing in the name of 
Hon Aaron Stonehouse. Before I call on Hon Aaron Stonehouse, the question remains that clause 3 do stand 
as printed. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: As I indicated during clause 1, it is with some sadness that the opposition cannot 
support the amendment to be moved by Hon Aaron Stonehouse simply because the number is wrong. If the 
honourable member were to propose a $4.5 billion or $5 billion limit to take the government through to the first 
year or perhaps two years of budgetary expenditure, the opposition would have been in a position to support him 
and to come back with a loan bill in the not-too-distant future. Unfortunately, the amendment on the notice paper 
refers to $1.5 billion and that will simply bring us back to this chamber in a couple of months to debate effectively 
the same bill all over again. I acknowledge the good intent of the honourable member, who I still think should sit 
over here so that we can keep a close eye on him and keep him under control, and the amendment he will put 
before the chamber tonight. Although we agree with him in many respects on government expenditure and fiscal 
responsibility, unfortunately tonight we find that our views diverge on his proposed amendment. I encourage him 
to maintain the rage and to watch government expenditure and, in particular, government waste at every 
opportunity. I am sure that he will be rewarded with plenty of opportunity in the not-too-distant future to look at 
government waste and that he will have some formidable things to say about it. 
The CHAIR: By way of information for all members, Hon Aaron Stonehouse has the call. You can address the 
question before the Chair, but you might like to move at the outset the amendment standing in your name. 
Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: I will address the issue first and then I will move my motion. It does not seem as 
though the minister has addressed my concerns or the concerns of other members in this chamber. We do not have 
much in the way of details or any plan of how the government plans to fund its election commitments or address 
the state’s debt. We have no budget yet and I do not intend to block supply. The motion that I will put in a moment 
will show that. As I told someone who asked me the other day, I do not want no government; I am not an anarchist. 
Perhaps Grover Norquist put it most eloquently when he stated, “I don’t want to abolish government. I simply 
want to reduce it to the size where I can drag it to the bathroom and drown it in the bathtub.” That sums up my 
view on the size and scope of government quite eloquently. I understand that the funds are needed to get us to 
September, when a budget can be supplied, and that we will need a couple of months’ buffer. That is why I have 
come up with the figure of $1.5 billion. Hon Stephen Dawson has said that this is not a spending bill but that it is 
merely the authorisation for a loan and that $1.5 billion is insufficient. I understand that. However, the $11 billion, 
as I understand it, is based on pre-election forward estimates for four years. I do not know why we need to approve 
four years’ worth of borrowing simply to get us through to budget time. It seems that we could approve a lesser 
amount to get us to the budget and come back if we need further loans. If there is a number that is more suitable 
than $1.5 billion, I am all ears. I would love to hear, perhaps from Treasury, the minister or the Treasurer, what 
a suitable amount would be to get us to budget time. That being said, I move — 

That the Legislative Assembly be requested to make the following amendment — 
Page 2, line 11 — To delete “$11 000 000 000”, and substitute — 

$1 500 000 000 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I thank Hon Aaron Stonehouse for his interest in this bill. I hope that he was not 
suggesting that he wanted to drown me as he was drowning the government! However, I will not take it offensively. 
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The intention is to find ways not to draw down on the full amount, if possible, but the majority of the $11 billion 
is expected to be needed in the next two years. Going on the figures attached to the Pre-election Financial 
Projections Statement, there will be a need for $4.4 billion in 2017–18 and $4.2 billion in 2018–19. That is about 
$8.6 billion out of the $11 billion that will be needed in the next two years. The Treasurer has already noted on the 
public record that the reduction in revenue since we came to government has already been $2.6 billion. That is 
$2.6 billion in three months and is based on money that we had expected to get from federal health and federal 
education agreements. I think that the iron ore price and a range of other variables have impacted on revenue too. 
We are already $2.6 billion behind the eight ball since we came to government. We have started responding with 
the revenue and expenditure announcements that we have made already but this task will need to continue and 
a great deal more work needs be done. Meanwhile, government needs flexibility across the coming four years to 
respond to the volatility in our revenue base. We also need time to implement changes to expenditure while 
ensuring adequate access to funds to keep the essential business of government going, and we believe that the 
$11 billion in borrowing authorisation will do that. The magnitude of borrowings needed over the next two years 
will require careful engagement with the financial markets and some certainty about timing and authenticity to 
contract with investors. Again, we believe that the $11 billion in borrowing authorisation will do that. I appreciate 
Hon Aaron Stonehouse’s amendment this afternoon. However, I indicate that the government does not support it. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: The minister just gave us a breakdown across the forward estimates of the amount 
of borrowings to be required. Could he repeat which financial years they were? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: According to the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement, which includes 
forecasts for the period up to and including 2019–20, consolidated account borrowings will total $4.4 billion in 
2017–18, $4.2 billion in 2018–19 and $2.3 billion in 2019–20. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I will not delay this. I make the point, though, that when the minister referred to the 
change in profile over the last two months, he said that revenue had dropped by $2.6 billion. That is the sort of 
thing that we are talking about when we suggest that the statement of risk needs to be updated with the loan bill as 
it comes through. That is the sort of information that should accompany this bill as we have the debate. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I thank the honourable member for that contribution. I will raise that issue with the 
Treasurer for him to consider in future loan bills. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The minister just said that there had been a decline in income from mineral royalties. 
Can he attach a figure to that? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I thank the honourable member for the question. I am advised that mining revenue 
is likely to be down by approximately $882 million over the forward estimates. Of that, $750 million is linked to 
the price of iron ore. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Obviously, we are still producing 27 per cent of the world’s iron ore. We have done 
that consistently. The average price of iron ore has always been $50 to $60 a tonne. We currently have an assistance 
package for CITIC Pacific. I understand that last year CITIC Pacific made $9.5 billion worth of profit. Will we 
still continue with that assistance package? If we did not continue with the assistance package, what would the net 
value of that be to the state? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Unfortunately, I do not have the information about the second part of the question 
with me or available this afternoon. The first part of the question is not quite within the ambit of this bill but I am 
happy to go away and ask questions of the respective ministers and provide that information to Hon Robin Chapple 
at a subsequent time. Unfortunately, my advisers do not have information about what it might cost or the details 
of the CITIC Pacific deal. I am happy to give the member an undertaking that at a future date I will give him 
a briefing or provide that information to the house. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I rise to respond briefly to Hon Aaron Stonehouse’s amendment to the bill and put 
on record that the National Party will not support the amendment. I reiterate our position that was put in the other 
place, when the National Party sought to amend the amount of borrowings to $3.8 billion, which was ultimately 
defeated. That figure was based upon the policy that we took to the election, which was an increase in special lease 
rental on the iron ore sector that, according to Treasury, would have raised $7.2 billion across the forward 
estimates. Likewise, I think the Liberal Party proposed an amendment to reduce borrowings by $5 billion, if I am 
not incorrect — 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas: In the other place. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Yes, in the other place, and it was also defeated. I have some sympathy for the 
position put by Hon Aaron Stonehouse. Many of the arguments that he put relating to this place currently do not 
have a budget for the financial year, which starts on Saturday, so it is very hard for us to make informed decisions. 
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I am not blaming the government for that because the election process itself significantly disrupts budget 
preparation and planning, so delivering a budget on schedule is not achievable and was not achievable after the 
2013 election either, when there was not a change of government. That is an immense task. I understand the 
challenges associated with that. 

Having said that, we cannot support this amendment because reducing borrowings to $1.5 billion will only offer 
short-term relief and we will be back here almost immediately after the winter recess dealing with another loan 
bill to increase borrowings probably before we even have a state budget. As the minister outlined, $4.4 billion in 
borrowings is required for the 2017–18 financial year. 

It was interesting to hear the minister reflect on some of the changing circumstances in the state’s finances. He 
referred to changes in national partnership agreements, fluctuations in iron ore pricing and a range of other things. 
I am sure if we were on that side and the government were on this side, we would have been told that that was 
poor financial management. Now that Hon Stephen Dawson is on that side of the chamber, these are the realities 
that the government must face. 

Unfortunately, the National Party will not be supporting the amendment put by Hon Aaron Stonehouse. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I appreciate the input from Hon Robin Chapple about iron ore prices. He is exactly 
right. The iron ore price, as we discussed earlier, sat in that $US40 to $US60 a tonne price zone for effectively 110 
years of the last 125 years. My point is simply that we need to have a better measure of iron ore into the future. 
I go back to something that I said previously; that is, whoever in Treasury is suggesting that the price of iron ore 
is going to stay at $US80 to $US100 a tonne or more is messing with the Western Australian budget. If we pick 
a high price and determine that we are going to have higher revenues in the future, the automatic response of 
government is to spend that. If we start to think based on a higher iron ore price, we start to spend that money. If 
we are conservative with our estimates of the iron ore price, we will assume that our revenue will be lower and we 
might spend a bit less. I know that there is not much that the minister can do about this at the moment but I suggest 
that whoever is suggesting that the iron ore price will stay at historically unreasonable levels should be removed 
from Treasury. Maybe that might save at least one wage! 
Hon DIANE EVERS: Given the significant budget deficits that we will have over the next few years, I am 
interested to know whether the government is looking at increasing the revenue that can be raised from industry, 
such as the mining industry. Will it consider reducing some of the subsidies to the mining industry? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: That is a good question. All options are on the table. Everything is being considered. 
We are going through some very difficult financial times at the moment. As part of the budget process, ministers 
have been asked to suggest savings right across their portfolios or look for a reduction in spending but certainly 
everything is on the table at this stage. We are keen to get the budget back on track as quickly as possible. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: I am pleased to hear that answer because there are a lot of good suggestions and 
possibilities for that. I just want to say that we will not be able to support the amendment as $1.5 billion would not 
be enough to get us far enough into the term. 

Division 
Amendment put and a division taken, the Chair casting his vote with the noes, with the following result — 

Ayes (2) 

Hon Colin Tincknell Hon Aaron Stonehouse (Teller)  
 

Noes (29) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Colin de Grussa Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Sue Ellery Hon Michael Mischin Hon Darren West 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Diane Evers Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Pierre Yang 
Hon Tim Clifford Hon Adele Farina Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Nick Goiran Hon Robin Scott  
Hon Peter Collier Hon Laurie Graham Hon Tjorn Sibma  
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Rick Mazza Hon Matthew Swinbourn  

Amendment thus negatived.  
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I have just a couple of questions on clause 3 more generally. I note again the 
remarks made and the assurances given that the purpose of the Loan Bill 2017 is to cover forward estimates through 
the next four years until and, indeed, past the next election date of March 2021. Although the assurances have been 
that it is to cover only the expenditure included in the forward estimates, plainly, as time goes on, the need to draw 
down that amount will diminish. But I note that no such restriction is placed in clause 3, or any other clause of the 
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bill, that entitles the Treasurer to borrow for public purposes sums of money not exceeding $11 billion in the 
aggregate over an indefinite time. I ask whether any particular reason has been determined for not placing 
a temporal limit on the period of time authorising the Treasurer to borrow these sums of money. It leaves open the 
prospect that in the last financial year of this government, it could be used to fund election commitments—
notwithstanding the assurances that we have been given that the bill is not intended for those purposes and will 
not be used for those purposes—promises and expenditure in the lead-up to the 2021 March election. I seek the 
information from the minister as to why no limit has been placed, given the extraordinary nature of the bill and the 
extraordinary nature of the amount that is being sought as the borrowing limit under this bill. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I thank the honourable member for his comments and his questions. It has not been 
standard practice to limit or to put an end date on any loan bill we have dealt with in this Parliament before. Over 
the life of the last government there were four bills that equalled approximately $23 billion, but there was never 
an end date in any of those loan bills. It was never stated that “You have to spend it by a date, or else you can’t”, 
so it certainly was not standard practice. I have to say that it is the appropriation bills that allow us to spend, and 
we will get an opportunity at some stage later this year to debate the appropriation bills and seek approval from 
the Parliament for how the money is spent. The bill we are debating this evening is not seeking approval to spend 
the money; it is simply seeking approval to borrow. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: That is, of course, quite right, but I maintain my concerns about the extent of the 
borrowing enabled by the bill and the lack of a limit on it, because previously with loan bills, large amounts were 
borrowed, but successive bills were brought before Parliament to extend the borrowing limit. In this case we have 
a substantial amount that is not covered by any cap in time, other than $11 billion over the next four years, and it 
can extend beyond that, of course, if not all that sum is drawn down within that time. As to the borrowings, the 
clause states — 

The Treasurer may borrow for public purposes, from the Western Australian Treasury Corporation or 
elsewhere, sums of money not exceeding $11 000 000 000 in the aggregate. 

I ask: apart from the Western Australian Treasury Corporation, where does the Treasurer borrow the money from? 
Are any sources of funds being considered other than the traditional sources of funds that have been used in the 
past? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that we have previously borrowed from the commonwealth 
government, but at this stage there is no intention to borrow from it. This allows us some flexibility. With regard 
to the member’s comments about previous loan bills, we had more loan bills in the last Parliament because money 
was exhausted before the previous government intended. Parliament has previously approved big loan bill 
amounts, in the order of $8 billion, $8.3 billion, $5 billion and $1.7 billion, but we had so many of them because 
the money was spent a lot sooner than we anticipated. I said earlier that the intention is to find ways not to draw 
down on the full amount, but it is $11 billion to give us some flexibility to deal with issues as they arise. As I said, 
some significant issues that have caused us some strife have arisen since the election already. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: In the same vein, the minister has advised us that the government potentially has the 
option of using alternative sources of borrowings, including the issuing of bonds. Can the minister indicate whether 
any of those borrowings are likely to be taken up by foreign investors and whether it is likely that foreign 
investment may be a part of the $11 billion that will be borrowed as part of this bill? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I thank the member for the question. It is not anticipated at this stage. We get our 
loans through the Western Australian Treasury Corporation and that is the process we plan to continue using.  
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Just to pick up on that point. I appreciate that the minister is not the Treasurer and is 
acting on advice on this bill, but I appreciate his efforts to answer the questions that have been posed to him during 
the life of this Parliament and his respect for the parliamentary process. Part of my question, of course, was: what 
have been the sources of borrowings in the past? The minister indicated, as I understand it, that the commonwealth 
government was at least one source of borrowings but that the government does not intend, at this stage, to avail 
itself of that as a source of funds. The Western Australian Treasury Corporation was specifically mentioned as 
a source of funds, but the “elsewhere” has not been ascertained. I am just interested in what other sources of funds 
have been utilised over the last several years—we will make it simple and limit it to the previous government’s two 
terms. Secondly, what alternative sources of funds are being contemplated or explored? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that no other sources have been used in the past, other than the 
commonwealth government and the Western Australian Treasury Corporation. 
Hon Michael Mischin: All right. Are any being contemplated or explored? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised no, not immediately, but we never know what opportunity might arise 
in future to access funds that are needed. 
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Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 4 and 5 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 

Report 
Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm  
Third Reading 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Environment) [7.30 pm]: I move — 
That the bill be now read a third time. 

HON Dr STEVE THOMAS (South West) [7.31 pm]: I want to thank every member of the chamber for their 
contributions to debate on the Loan Bill 2017. I like to think it has been an economically literate debate, and I have 
to say that we do not get many of those. The chamber can be particularly proud of the way it has gone through the 
process. I thank all members who have contributed to debate, particularly the Pauline Hanson’s One Nation group. 
I hope the minister has taken some notice of, and passes on, the range of issues raised by all members on all sides. 
Obviously, Western Australia faces a large increase in its debt burden but, as the minister has rightly said, we do 
not necessarily have to increase our debt to match our credit limit. Most of us have credit cards that allow us to 
borrow far more than is wise. Members who were around in the 2000s will recall that it was usual to get a letter 
every couple of years asking them to increase their debt levels and offering them the capacity to borrow a little 
more each time. Just because a person got a letter did not mean they should increase their debt. That is the message 
the opposition passes back to the government. I know the minister is aware of this, and he said on numerous 
occasions that just because we allow him and the government to borrow an extra $11 billion does not mean it 
would encourage the government to do that. We still encourage the government to come forward with alternatives. 
We will be particularly interested in how it might reduce or manage expenditure over time. We note that the 
government has made some efforts in this area. We think they are very small to date, and the government will tell 
us there are announcements coming of far larger efforts. We expect that, and we expect to scrutinise them in this 
chamber in great detail. I am sure that all members who contributed to this debate so far will be back to speak on 
the supply and appropriations bills, and all the other bills that will come up. The minister can expect to have a very 
difficult time every time he presents a Treasury bill to this house, I suspect. We look forward to debating those 
bills. I am not sure the minister does, but we wish him the best all the same. 

I encourage members to maintain the rage to some degree in watching expenditure and debt levels, and making 
sure that every part of that is scrutinised as much as possible. It is with some trepidation and no small amount of 
fear that we accept that the additional debt is required at this point, but we will watch to make sure that the 
government does not exceed the capacity of the state of Western Australia to repay it. 

HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [7.35 pm]: I thank Hon Stephen Dawson for attempting 
to address some of the concerns of members in this chamber. Unfortunately, all my concerns have not been 
addressed. Namely, I note that that the figure of $11 billion is based on the forward estimates over four years; 
however, we have been told those numbers are out of date and that we have lost $2.6 billion in three months and 
we are expected to spend $8.5 billion in the next two years alone. Based on that, I think a different figure should 
have been brought before us in this Loan Bill 2017, and not $11 billion, which was based on the 
Pre-election Financial Projections Statement. The figure of $11 billion may be too much or it may not be enough, 
but based on what we heard earlier it is certainly not the right amount. Given that, I understand the government is 
in a tough position. I sympathise. I would not want to be in its position, but as my amendment was not passed 
I cannot in good conscience support the bill and I will be voting against it. 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Environment) [7.37 pm] — in reply: I too 
thank all members for their contributions to the debate on the Loan Bill 2017. As I have undertaken, I will pass on 
to the Treasurer the comments, contributions and suggestions made by members so that he can take those on board 
as we move forward in this term of government. I am disappointed I was not able to answer 
Hon Aaron Stonehouse’s questions or give him comfort; however, I look forward to more conversations and 
debate with him as we progress through this term of government. 

We have some hard work ahead of us and some difficult decisions to make. We are working through those. The 
house will get an opportunity to debate like issues again as we work towards the September budget. Thank you, 
members. 

Division 
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Question put and a division taken, the Acting President (Hon Robin Chapple) casting his vote with the ayes, with 
the following result — 

Ayes (30) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Matthew Swinbourn 
Hon Ken Baston Hon Colin de Grussa Hon Rick Mazza Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Sue Ellery Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Darren West 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Diane Evers Hon Michael Mischin Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Pierre Yang 
Hon Tim Clifford Hon Adele Farina Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Martin Pritchard (Teller) 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Nick Goiran Hon Robin Scott  
Hon Peter Collier Hon Laurie Graham Hon Tjorn Sibma  

 

Noes (3) 

Hon Charles Smith Hon Colin Tincknell Hon Aaron Stonehouse (Teller)  

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a third time and passed.  
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