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TREASURER’S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2010 

Second Reading 
Resumed from 23 March. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [3.09 pm]: The opposition will support this bill, although 
opposition members have many questions to ask and we are deeply concerned about the state of the state’s 
finances under the administration of the current government. We are dealing with a bill to authorise the 
expenditure this financial year of payments for extraordinary or unforeseen matters, or to make advances for 
certain purposes. The bill will allow expenditure in that area to increase over and above what has already been 
provided for under the Financial Management Act 2006, which is three per cent of the original budget brought 
before the house last year; an additional $681 million in rounded terms, contributing to a total Treasurer’s 
advance this year of some $1.15 billion over and above the amount budgeted for when the budget came before 
the house. 

This is the second highest Treasurer’s advance amount in this Parliament’s history; the largest was the one we 
dealt with in this chamber last year. They were both brought before this chamber on behalf of the current 
Treasurer, Hon Troy Buswell, at a time when the government is consistently telling us that it is dealing with 
tough economic times and reduced revenue. I will return to that later in my speech, because we are not facing 
reduced revenue to the extent that the Treasurer would have us believe. I accept that revenue is not growing as 
fast as it did a few years ago, but it is nonetheless not declining to the extent that some would have the general 
community believe. This is record, unbudgeted, out-of-control expenditure by a Treasurer who is not in control 
of his portfolios or the budget. We see this Treasurer make both little and big errors on a daily basis, and this 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill sums up the biggest error of the lot, and reveals that the Treasurer for 
two years has been unable to control the government’s expenditure. 

The current government has both the gold medal and the silver medal for budget blow-outs. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Where did you borrow that phrase from? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I just made it up myself, actually. Members opposite can treat this as a humorous debate, 
and they are welcome to do that; I suspect that they are led by a Treasurer who sees everything as a joke—a 
Treasurer who does not understand his responsibilities in managing the state’s finances the way he should. 

I will briefly touch upon the comment I made about the state’s revenue streams. I want to look at the budget 
aggregates at the time of the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement and compare it to the revenue streams 
listed in the midyear review, which is the most recent document Parliament has available by which to judge the 
income of the state. At the time of the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement for the 2009–10 financial 
year, revenue was expected to be $20.86 billion. According to the midyear review, the revenue in 2009–10 will 
be $20.884 billion. There has been an increase in the revenue predicted at the last election. Why is this 
government facing such difficult circumstances? Because of its uncontrolled expenditure growth. It has brought 
the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2010 before us and asked for authority to spend this additional 
money because it has not been able to manage its budget properly. As everybody knows, the Liberal Party 
entered into an agreement with the National Party to form a coalition government. It can call it whatever it likes, 
but it is a coalition because both parties have representatives in the cabinet, and they have an obligation to follow 
cabinet solidarity, despite whatever fancy terms it uses.  

Hon Max Trenorden interjected.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It can use fancy terms, Hon Max Trenorden, but it is a Liberal–National coalition 
government.  

I respect this government’s right to have agreed to the royalties for regions program. I expect that one day we 
will find that there has not been a net increase in expenditure in regional Western Australia, but we will wait to 
see how that pans out over time. 

Hon Max Trenorden: You never go there! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I went there twice during the recent recess. If Hon Max Trenorden asks Hon Philip 
Gardiner, he will tell Hon Max Trenorden that I did, because he saw me there, as did Hon Max Trenorden’s mate 
Hon Terry Waldron, MLA. I can list the councils that I visited in the Wheatbelt.  

Hon Max Trenorden: That’s who it was! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I would be curious about whether I visited more places in the member’s electorate than 
he did during the break! 

Hon Sue Ellery: You did, because he was in Thailand! 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: There we go! So I probably did visit more places than Hon Max Trenorden over the last 
couple of weeks!  

Hon Nick Goiran interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Governments have to manage and make savings in their expenditure, and this 
government has been unable, unwilling or incapable of doing that. I am not sure which of those it is, but it is 
one of them because the end result is that it has requested the second highest ever Treasurer’s advance. 

The intent of the Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000 and the Financial Management Act 2006 was 
that the budget would be set at the start of the year, and that at that time we would be told what the expected full-
year impact of that budget and the forward estimates would be on the state’s finances. After that, the midyear 
review occurs, which shows how the budget is tracking after the first few months of its operation, and whether it 
is tracking correctly or whether budget blow-outs will be expected. After the midyear review, we are then 
provided with an update on the state’s finances just before the middle of the financial year. When we received 
that update in December, it showed that there would be a surplus of $51 million this year. That amount is very 
close to the borderline, considering that the Premier has stated that the government will never budget for a 
deficit. Does it come as any surprise that, weeks later, we are presented with a Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill that will lead to a deficit budget this year? Were the figures presented to us now included in 
the midyear review? No, they were not. Some were but others were not. I hope that the Treasurer’s 
representative in this house will table the document that outlines where the government expects this Treasurer’s 
advance to be expended. I hope that document will give us a bit more detail. Last year, members of the 
Legislative Council were lucky enough to be given some detail—certainly a lot more than was given to the bear 
pit that normally occupies this chamber—so I hope that document will give us a breakdown of those items of 
expenditure.  

I believe that document will show that an interesting new phenomenon is developing in the way this government 
is managing its budget. The government is complaining that revenue is not growing fast enough. However, as I 
have demonstrated, government revenue this financial year is slightly higher than what the government expected 
it to be when it came into office. That document will show also that some decisions were made before the 
midyear review, and some decisions were held back. We will probably never know, but I suspect that cabinet 
engaged in a deliberate strategy to not incorporate those expenditure blow-outs in the midyear review, because 
that would have meant that the budget would be in deficit. I challenge the ministers of this government to tell me 
whether they still expect the government to produce a budget surplus this year; and whether they will be bold 
enough to put their jobs on the line and resign their commissions if the government does not produce a budget 
surplus but instead produces a budget deficit. I believe that the passage of this bill will result in this state budget 
going into deficit. I believe that the ministers know that and the government knows that. I believe that the 
government has deliberately tried to hide that from the people as part of this midyear review. 

During the committee stage we will go into more detail about the items in this document that are described as 
“Decisions made” and “Issues under consideration”. One of the “Issues under consideration” is the additional 
$210 million for the health budget. That item was originally left out of the document by the Treasurer, in one of 
his supposedly “careless moments”. We can wonder about whether it was a deliberate act, but we will take the 
Treasurer’s word for it and accept that it was done in a careless moment. Over the next couple of days, we will 
demonstrate that that additional $210 million for the health budget was not “unforeseen and/or extraordinary”. 
The reason that the Department of Health needs this additional funding is because of the poor management by 
this government of the health budget. When the head of the Department of Health was called before a 
parliamentary committee and was put on oath and was required to answer questions truthfully, he said that the 
Department of Health would need between $200 million and $250 million in additional funding. However, the 
government listed that additional funding as an issue under consideration. It did that for two reasons—so that it 
did not need to incorporate that additional amount into the midyear review, and so that it could continue with its 
facade and say in September of this year, when the state’s finances are finally reported, that it had not budgeted 
for a deficit. The problem is that even though the government may have chosen to leave an item out of its 
budget, that does not mean that it has not budgeted for that item. The government may have dishonestly 
budgeted for that item, but it has nonetheless budgeted for it.  

The same situation is occurring not just in health but in many other areas of government expenditure. The 
government is telling us that these are extraordinary and/or unforeseen items of expenditure. The agencies knew 
about these items of expenditure before the midyear review was brought down. However, these items of 
expenditure were not brought before cabinet. These items will now be considered as part of the cabinet process 
for next year’s budget. In the meantime, the agencies have been given a wink and a nod and have been told that 
they can spend that money. That is what we will see as we go through the detail of this bill. That is an 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 30 March 2010] 

 p1078d-1089a 
Hon Ken Travers; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Sue Ellery 

 [3] 

extraordinary situation, and all those members of the government who have taken the oath as ministers—starting 
with the Treasurer—should be hanging their heads in shame. 

Hon Jim Chown: What about your administration of the Perth Arena project? That was three times over cost—
on your watch! 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Members, you see, if I allow one interjection, it spreads like a disease; so we will not 
have any interjections.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Jim Chown will have the smile wiped off his face when he talks about the issue, as 
the smile was wiped off the face of the Treasurer last week when he started to run around this chamber cock-a-
hoop, trying to refer back — 

Hon Nick Goiran: We were here last week. You were not in last week. Who knows what you were doing! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Two weeks ago the Treasurer was running round cock-a-hoop about that report, but the 
smile was wiped off his face very quickly when the real problem with the state’s finances and the blow-outs that 
are occurring in the government’s budget started to be refocused on. If I were sitting on the government side, I 
would be clinging to whatever I could find to try to make out that the former Labor government members were 
bad financial managers and that these government members are good financial managers. They are sitting in a 
government that holds the record for the two biggest expenditure blow-outs ever by a state government. When 
we brought in the Financial Management Act 2006, we believed that a three per cent advance would be enough. 
For the first couple of years the state was in a booming economy, which we are now in once again, but this 
government does not have the money for hospitals or for library books. This is again the richest state in the 
nation, yet the government does not have the money for that. It can try to cling to one project and try to hang all 
its issues off that, but when we look at the totality of this government’s budget management, we see that it is a 
complete disgrace. We will go through it all. We have a couple of days here to spend on this bill. We will go 
through each and every one of the line items. We will see where this money is being wasted. Government 
members ask us as an opposition where we would make savings. I have put it on the record before and I will put 
it on again: we would get rid of Roe Highway stage 8. I tell Hon Max Trenorden that I would get rid of it so that 
I could put some money into planning for the York bypass and the construction of the Toodyay bypass—both 
important areas in his electorate. That is what I would be doing, and they would represent a smidgen of the 
money that is going into the Roe Highway stage 8 project. A lot of money would still be saved. The government 
of Hon Max Trenorden has completely ignored both those important projects. 

Hon Max Trenorden: Why did your minister damn the Toodyay one? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy to have that debate, but it is probably for another time. If Hon Max 
Trenorden recalls, the community did not agree on the location. I have met with the council on this matter. It 
agreed that at the time it was appropriate to defer it. It was deferred and it was coming back on. 

Hon Max Trenorden: It was not deferred by the council; it was deferred by the minister. 

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It was deferred because there was no community agreement on the route. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I know the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill is concerned with the state’s 
finances, but I do not think it extends to a discussion of every project of the state, otherwise we will be here for 
some time. Hon Ken Travers knows the rules. He has the floor. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Mr President, I agree with you, although when we look at the breadth of the blow-outs 
across this government, it does allow us to pretty much cover every item, because there are not too many 
portfolios in which the government does not have a blow-out. That is the problem we face today, because there is 
not a minister sitting below the Treasurer who is able to manage and control the expenditure in his or her 
portfolios. 

There is no doubt in my view that the proposals were not put forward and were not considered as part of the 
midyear review. They were deferred to artificially enhance the state’s figures; each and every one of those 
cabinet members knew that the figures they brought before us as the midyear review were inaccurate. They were 
not going to be the final figures for the financial year. In fairness to the Treasury officials, I remember the 
honourable Tim Marney—who is an honourable man but not “the honourable”—coming before the upper house 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations and saying that he did the right thing and he did not 
cook the books. I agree with that. He did not cook the books, because he can rely only on the figures that he is 
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given by cabinet. It is at the cabinet level that this charade has occurred, and this facade has been made around 
this state’s budget figures. The true circumstances have not been allowed to be put forward through the cabinet 
process. Everybody knows that. It was not a surprise or an unforeseen or extraordinary circumstance that health 
needed an additional $210 million. Every man, woman and child in Western Australia knew that that was the 
case because the former head of the Department of Health told them. However, he was run out of that position 
because, before a parliamentary committee at which he is required to answer questions truthfully, he had the 
decency to tell the truth. For that, the Treasurer ran him out of that position. It is funny that that was the very 
same amount that the Treasurer managed to leave out of the document that he put to the other place to explain 
the Treasurer’s advance bill. It is the same amount of expenditure over which he got rid of Mr Flett. I believe 
that Mr Flett was doing a very good job controlling the health expenditure. I do not know anything about 
Mr Snowball. I have not had much to do with him. However, I know that it will probably take him another six to 
12 months to get to the point at which Mr Flett was at in managing that cost pressure within government. Health 
is not the only area in which this sort of thing is occurring. 

Another interesting thing about the document that I will go through is that a range of offsets have been allocated 
to agencies. The agencies are expected to make the offsets either in grant savings, fleet savings or procurement 
savings. I look forward to hearing whether the parliamentary secretary is able to answer my questions when this 
bill reaches the committee stage.  

At the time of introducing this Treasurer’s advance to Parliament, and even at the time of the midyear review, 
the government would have had some idea about whether it was on track to achieving those savings. The bottom 
line is that the government does not have that information. It has told the departments to make the savings and to 
get on with it. What happens if the departments do not make those savings? That is a question I look forward to 
the parliamentary secretary answering, either in her response to the second reading debate or during the 
Committee of the Whole.  

What will happen if those savings factored into the calculations for the money required under this Treasurer’s 
advance are not made? What will happen if the grants savings, fleet savings and, most importantly, procurement 
savings cannot be made? Often people think that it is easy to aggregate up. The other side of procurement 
savings is that care must be taken, particularly in regional Western Australia, to ensure that local businesses are 
not damaged. When we aggregate up into big contracts, which is often how these procurement savings are made, 
we run the real risk of destroying local regional businesses in this state when purchasing goes into a central pool. 
I look forward to hearing from the government about the pressure testing it has done on this matter.  

I have spoken to a couple of my mates who are involved in banking. I was intrigued to ascertain how a banker 
who was managing a client who wanted the authority to borrow more money would go about it. Borrowed 
money will be required to fund this Treasurer’s advance bill. In a commercial sense, bankers look to the 
borrower’s interest tax depreciation amortisation, which is not dissimilar to the way in which the credit agencies 
look at the financial targets of the state. In the same way, the government has its financial targets, which we do 
not know. I challenge the parliamentary secretary to tell us during the passage of this bill those new financial 
targets for this state. I suspect that we will be getting very close to, or exceeding, most of those targets. If the 
health expenditure is increased by $210 million this year, next year the health budget will probably need to start 
with an amount of $210 million over and above the amount included in the forward estimates. I would love to 
know what the targets are in all our financial management. That is the first thing a banker would do and expect 
from his client and that is what I think we should expect from the government today. We would want to look at 
the underlying profitability; in our case, it is about the operating surplus. When are we going into deficit and how 
long will we stay there for? Again, that is a question I challenge the parliamentary secretary to answer before we 
pass this bill. What is our ability to service our debt? Has the government engaged in activities to try to inflate 
and to try to improve? Is it paying its debtors later? Has the government sold down its stock? Has it changed the 
way in which it goes about paying its debts? The reality is that when we look through the budget papers those are 
all the sorts of things that the government was doing.  

One issue that sits within this is the revaluation of assets. I think the government had the increased depreciation 
included in this Treasurer’s advance because it had revalued its assets, which I suspect in the totality of the 
finances of this state makes them look better, but the government has not included the expenditure growth. The 
government would be pressure testing the figures. I do not know whether this government has put any of these 
figures under pressure; it just accepts it and moves on in a process whereby ministers are proceeding to expend 
money even though no formal decision of cabinet has been made, but simply on a wink and a nod, which is not a 
good process. If members were bankers, they would be looking at the management controls. What we see here is 
that there are no controls; we have a Premier with a long history of ignoring the advice of Treasury. When the 
Premier was a minister in the last Court government, he was one of the four big spenders who used to just spend 
money without authority and we are seeing it happen again; however, the difference is that now he is the Premier 
he has no controls over him and the Treasurer is allowing that to occur. We do not have the management and at 
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the end of the day, the other thing a banker would tell us is that cash is king and now we are not operating on a 
cash basis in surplus. That is something we should be very worried about as a state because that is a downward 
spiral to losing the AAA credit rating. 

Hon Jim Chown: Like Queensland where the Labor Party has lost it and it’s selling its own assets and running 
an $80 million deficit. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon Jim Chown: A Labor Party that was actually in surplus for many years up until the global financial crisis—
is that what you’re alluding to here? Under Labor — 

The PRESIDENT: Order! This is a wide-ranging general debate and every member has the opportunity at some 
stage during the debate to make their contribution if they like, but they have to do it by substantive speech; they 
cannot do it by interjection. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If Hon Jim Chown thinks that the financial management in Queensland is bad and that it 
has an evil Labor government, I urge him to go away and have a thorough look through the books in Western 
Australia because if he is making that assessment about the Queensland government, when he makes those same 
examinations of our state’s finances he will see that this government is heading to that same position. I am not 
here to defend the Queensland government; that is its job to worry about it. I do not know the specific 
circumstances. I do know what is happening in Western Australia; that is, we have record expenditure growth. I 
also know that if we equate it with business, if our expenses are growing and we cannot control them, which the 
government cannot, we have two options to somehow increase our revenue. In business there are two ways that 
we could increase our revenue—we either increase the price that we sell our goods for or we increase the volume 
of the goods that we sell—or we can control our expenditure growth. However, this government has not been 
able to decrease its expenditure growth and it is increasing its revenue side, in this case, through taxation and 
fines. The government is increasing fines to fund it, and it is increasing the cost at which it sells goods. The 
government is now making the agriculture department operate almost completely on a cost-recovery basis; 
therefore, it is increasing prices for sales and it is increasing taxes. The government has deferred tax cuts that 
were promised to people as part of its election commitments. That is how it is doing it. Anyone will tell us that, 
in the long term, that is unsustainable for a business. It can be done for a short time but not forever. The 
government has had two years. I am not seeing any sign that, given the management structures and controls in 
place and the incompetent manner in which this bill has been introduced, we will not see the same thing repeated 
next year. That will be three years in a row. It will get to a point at which we cannot control it; it will be beyond 
the ability of this government to control it—and the Labor Party will have to come in and clean up the mess. 
That is the bottom line. As we did eight years ago, after four years in a row of deficit budgets under the Court 
government, we will return to the sort of scenario in which the government has run up the credit card and it will 
be time to pay it off.  

I listened to the federal leader of the Liberal Party on the radio this morning when he was talking about the 
Liberal Party looking to lower taxation, to provide smaller government and to do all those sorts of things. The 
Liberals like to create this mythology in this state and throughout the country, yet where is the history that 
demonstrates their capacity to fulfil their policies? Two weeks ago the same bloke who said he wanted smaller 
government was making the biggest ever possible promise about paternity leave. He cannot have it both ways. 
He is either about small government or about a big idea on paternity leave. He cannot argue for both policies at 
the same time, and that is the inherent inconsistency. Members on the other side believe their own rhetoric. They 
do not look at the figures or at the budget bottom line and ask: what is the reality of what we are doing? They 
talk the mythology and believe the mythology.  

Hon Helen Bullock: They like to dream.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: They do; they love to dream. The reality is sitting in the books. We do not have to be 
Rhodes scholars to work it out. If we add what is in this document—I have the correct one, not the one that was 
missing the health expenditure, and for the benefit of Hansard it contains the details of excesses and new items 
in the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2010—to the figure in the Government Mid-Year Financial 
Projection Statement 2009–10, we end up with a very different set of key budget aggregates from those in the 
midyear review. It is not a $51 million surplus; it is a deficit. We do not know what the deficit is. I wonder 
whether the government will have the decency to bring this before us, but there is at least more than $400 million 
in additional expenditure. We can therefore assume that we are probably looking at around a $350 million 
deficit, but I do not know. The government could tell us something to the contrary, but we know that it cannot 
fund hospitals or library books. In a state as rich as Western Australia, that is a disgrace. In the year out from 
2009–10 we are already budgeting for a $336 million deficit, and for the year after that, a $125 million deficit. If 
we add that extra $350 million this year, even if the government can get its expenditure growth under control 
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next year and has the same expenditure as it had this year, it will probably be looking at a $700 million deficit. 
The year after that, if we add the $125 million, the deficit will be close to $1 billion. That is the reality.  

I have faith in members opposite. I reckon they can add up what is in the Treasurer’s advance authorisation and 
in the midyear review. I understand it was not there at the time of the midyear review. However, we are being 
asked to pass a bill while flying blind and to go forth without the proper information that I think was intended to 
be before the house under the Government Financial Responsibility Bill 2000, as outlined when it was 
introduced, and what is expected under the Financial Management Act 2006. Members on the other side need to 
understand these things, and they need to take them up with their government. I assume members opposite want 
to stay in government. However, I am happy if they sit back and do nothing, because we will come in and fix the 
mess! 

Hon Nick Goiran: For someone who did not come into the chamber all last week, it should not be you. You are 
a disgrace.  

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I hope Hon Nick Goiran never feels like I did on Tuesday of last week. Even though he 
sits on the other side, I hope he never gets the bug that I had last week or feels the way I did. Even though 
sometimes I sit in this chamber and do not enjoy listening to members opposite, none of it was as painful as the 
pain that I went through last week. I hope that Hon Nick Goiran never faces that pain. Even though I understand 
the member took on the role of the Leader of the Opposition last week, I would prefer to have been here rather 
than where I was last Tuesday.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! Members know that this chamber is run by a set of standing orders. It is also run by a 
set of customs and conventions, and one of those conventions is that members do not refer in adverse terms to 
people outside the chamber. Quite frankly, members do not know what people are doing outside the chamber, 
and they have no right to know. We do not need a discussion on what members do outside the chamber. We need 
a discussion on the business of the house in this chamber.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: For that reason, Mr President, I did not go into graphic details about last week.  

In summary, we are being asked to approve the second largest Treasurer’s advance—some eight per cent of the 
total budget. We are going through a process in which the government expects to expend eight per cent of the 
total budget with minimal or little oversight by the Parliament, which is one of the Parliament’s primary roles. I 
remember Hon Peter Collier giving members in this house a lecture. I am not sure I completely agreed with his 
analysis of the separation of powers, but I do understand that one of the roles of Parliament under those powers 
is to approve the expenditure of the government. I would have thought that, with Hon Peter Collier’s 
background, he would understand that one of the important roles of this place is to approve expenditure. We are 
now seeing a process by which not far off 10 per cent of the state budget is operated through this Treasurer’s 
advance. At the time this Parliament passed the Financial Management Act, it thought that three per cent would 
be enough. I accept that there was a period of massive growth when revenue and costs were growing and the 
Labor government was not able to keep within that three per cent. However, this government claims we do not 
have those boom times and we do not have that growth, when in fact we do. The government claims that we do 
not have that growth, but expenditure is growing above and beyond anything we have seen before and is well 
over three per cent. It is getting up around three times that three per cent, which was provided for in the Financial 
Management Act, and that was obviously considered a reasonable amount all those years ago. It was not that 
long ago—it was only in 2006. This government is operating a process that means the midyear financial review 
does not give an accurate picture of the state’s finances just prior to the presentation of that document. This 
government is still getting the revenue which was predicted in the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement 
that was released when it was elected, and on which it should have based all its election promises. The revenue 
has not changed. However, the government has not been able to control its expenditure. Over the next couple of 
days during the committee stage, hopefully, this chamber can get some proper explanations from the 
government. I can assure Hon Nick Goiran that I will be in this chamber over the next three days helping and 
working with my colleagues to ask those questions to get those explanations so that we understand whether the 
government has added in savings that are achievable or put in savings that are not achievable. We have to act 
like bankers that have a recalcitrant borrower coming before them who is not able to control expenditure, who 
does not have the management in place to do it and who has limited ability to grow the revenue streams without 
hurting the people of Western Australia. That is what the government is doing with some of the revenue streams 
that it is growing. The government is significantly hurting ordinary working families by increasing fees and 
charges across the board. That is the end result of outrageous expenditure growth. I am more than happy—it is 
probably not for this debate—to debate this issue with members opposite, because there are areas in which I 
believe the government can save money. Government members challenge us to identify where the government 
can save money. I have provided an example of how the government can save money. I am happy to provide 
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many more examples of areas in which the opposition believes that the government can save money during 
another debate. The example I provided today would save the government $550 million. That money alone 
would go some way towards wiping out the additional capital that we are being asked to approve. There are 
other areas.  

With those words, I conclude my speech. I hope that the parliamentary secretary has the ability to provide the 
house with a more accurate picture of what the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2010 means for the 
state’s finances. That is the great challenge if this government wants to be seen as open and accountable, which 
is what it is always professing. The parliamentary secretary should provide that information during her reply or 
during the committee stage.  

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [3.54 pm]: I welcome the opportunity to comment on the 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2010, a bill that governments sometimes need. I put on the public record 
that I would like to have been able to say that the community should be alert, but not alarmed. However, I cannot 
say that because the public should be alarmed about the magnitude of money that the Treasurer’s advance seeks. 
The bill seeks to increase the Treasurer’s advance limit for the current financial year to $1 150 million, which 
represents an increase of $680 million to the current approved limit.  

Hon Ken Travers has already made mention of the interesting aspects of the bill. This is the second largest 
Treasurer’s advance, with last year’s being the largest, which is very concerning. The amount sought by the 
government reflects the abuse of the intent of a Treasurer’s advance authorisation bill. The bill exists to allow for 
the supplementary funding of annual appropriations for unseen and other extraordinary events during the 
financial year, as well as the short-term repayable advances to agencies for working capital purposes. When I 
consider the areas for which the appropriations are sought, it does not seem to me that much of what is needed 
was unforeseen or, indeed, extraordinary in any way, shape or form. What is particularly concerning is that there 
has been a massaging or a potential manipulation of the budget to leave certain appropriations out of the budget 
and to deliver a $51 million surplus, as was the case in the last budget. The government then simply sought a 
Treasurer’s advance authorisation some six months later. The way in which the Treasurer is allowing agencies to 
participate in this type of behaviour—the Treasurer himself must be complicit—is very concerning. For 
example, in the area of health, surely the Treasurer would have known that there was significant pressure on the 
health system. Hon Ken Travers and I and a number of other members, including Hon Giz Watson, who is the 
chair of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, heard from the former Director General 
of Health about some of the pressures that are currently on the health system. When we look at the information 
that was provided by the former Director General of Health, we can only conclude that there is massive pressure 
on health. For example, we know that there has been significant population growth in Western Australia. That 
has to be factored into the demand for health services. We know that the level of activity in health has increased. 
We also know that right across the whole area of services, in particular mental health and palliative care, demand 
is growing at a very rapid rate. If we have significant demands on the health system, we do not end up with an 
expense growth for health of 3.1 per cent; a 3.1 per cent expense growth would not indicate that there are these 
enormous pressures on the health system. 

When we reach the committee stage, I want to explore what has happened in health, because I think that some 
very interesting areas need to be looked at. Certainly, one of the areas that needs to be investigated is the Royal 
Perth Hospital redevelopment, and whether it is possible to operate both Fiona Stanley and Royal Perth 
Hospitals, what implications there might be for the state’s finances and whether any consideration has been 
given to these issues in the formulation of this budget. 

We also know that the clinical services framework, which has been talked about at some length by this 
government, should also be complete now. What are the implications for the health budget of the now complete 
clinical services framework? I am assuming it is complete because it was near completion in October 2009. I 
imagine that by this time we have a clinical services framework, and that would clearly have significant 
implications for this budget. We want to know why this framework has not been factored into the budget. We 
also want to know some of the detail surrounding that whole issue. 

When we look at the current appropriations and the amount of money that is being sought through an advance 
appropriation, it is quite clear that it cuts across a breadth of agencies for a variety of things. The only thing we 
can conclude is that ministers are very sloppy. They have not in fact dealt with these issues through the normal 
budgetary process but have sought funding through the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. 

Apart from those points that I have made, there is also the issue about re-cashflowed items. One of the things 
about this government is that it seems to be creating its own nomenclature on the way through as a part of how to 
deal with the problems that it is creating as it goes about delivering the budgets, the midyear reviews, the 
Treasurer’s advance authorisations and so on and so forth. This is a very interesting new concept that has been 
devised, no doubt by Treasury or perhaps even the Treasurer, and we need a sense of what it really means. I refer 
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to the concept of “re-cashflowed” items. It is not clear what is meant by that; there are different definitions for 
different items. Is this just a general term? What does it mean? Is it a deferred item, or a cut to a budget 
allocation? Can a “re-cashflowed” item disappear into the ether, never to be seen again? The opposition will 
follow this very carefully. 

I will briefly touch on the issue of inappropriate prioritisations. There has been a lot of wasteful spending by this 
government. For instance, it claims that it has revenue problems and that revenues have been down as a result of 
the global financial crisis. The global financial crisis took the wind out of the state’s sails for at least 18 months; 
some would even argue that it continues to this day. I know that in the small business sector, an area that is one 
of my shadow responsibilities, the inability to secure finance means that small businesses cannot fully get back 
on their feet, as they so desperately want to. That is creating some problems. There is therefore no doubt that the 
global financial crisis has had some impact on the state’s revenues. However, any person with a modicum of 
commonsense would think that if that was what the government was up against, it would have cut its cloth to suit 
its budget. Instead, we have rampant spending by the Treasurer; it certainly starts from the top, in any case. I 
have said numerous times in this place that a fish rots from the head. We know that the “Thought Bubble” 
Premier is very quick to make announcements on the run without having any idea about how they are going to be 
funded. There have been some incredible examples of spending. Certainly, governments might entertain the idea 
of undertaking some of these things during times of high-level economic activity, but our levels of economic 
activity have not been high; in fact, they have been very, very low. New departments are being created because 
ministers cannot get along with each other. When the creation of these new departments spans nine months and 
the ministers are still squabbling over the transfer of funds, as is the case with the departments of education and 
training, we have to ask ourselves what the government’s priorities are and why it does what it does. Why does it 
spend uncontrollably when it simply does not have revenue coming in and there are all sorts of pressures on its 
finances? 

The bill under the consideration of the house, the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2010 is, indeed, a very 
sad reflection on the way in which the finances of the state are managed by this government. I look forward to 
being able to raise some of my issues and very serious concerns during a later stage of the proceedings. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [4.04 pm]: I will make a couple of comments on the Treasurer’s 
Advance Authorisation Bill 2010. The Greens (WA) agree that it is a substantial advance, and we are quite 
concerned that it is so far above the three per cent amount that is allowed for as the default position under the 
Financial Management Act 2006. I wish to highlight a couple of areas that may be responded to during the 
second reading response, and perhaps be explored in a bit more detail during the committee stage. My first query 
is about the additional allocation of money to the Department of Environment and Conservation. As a result of 
the debate on the Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Amendment Bill 2009, and also by looking at the 
midyear review, members are aware that the government’s decision to defer the introduction of the increased 
landfill levy would have impacted on the revenue of the department unless it was topped up by consolidated 
revenue as referred to in the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2010 second reading speech. 

The second reading speech stated that at the time of the midyear review, this type of additional appropriation was 
expected to be around about $20.8 million. Since the midyear review, certain of the additional sums anticipated 
at that time have been revised in the amount now sought in this bill. No mention is made in that part of the 
second reading speech about additional funding for the Department of Environment and Conservation. 

The Treasurer has since provided details of the breakdown of the recurrent appropriations that make up the total 
amount sought in the bill, which show a different sum relating to the deferral of the increased landfill levy—that 
is; a gross amount of $30 million. A net amount of $36.5 million is referred to, which is quite different from the 
$20.8 million outlined in the second reading speech. My question to the parliamentary secretary representing the 
Treasurer will be: which is the correct sum—the $20.8 million referred to in the second reading speech, or the 
$36.5 million later detailed by the Treasurer? I will ask that question in more detail when we reach the 
committee stage. Those sums are significantly different, and it is important that the house knows which is 
correct.  

My next question will be whether that sum will mean that the Department of Environment and Conservation will 
be affected by the delayed implementation of the increased landfill levy. If DEC will be affected by the delay, 
will this bill mean that DEC will be better or worse off; and, if DEC will be worse off, why has a decision been 
made to further cut the budget of an agency that is already under significant budgetary pressure?  

I have a related question about the new appropriation of $1.15 billion that will contribute to the move from 
having an Environmental Protection Authority service unit as part of the Department of Environment and 
Conservation, as it was in the 2009–10 budget, to the creation of the new Office of the Environmental Protection 
Authority. I am specifically concerned about the possibility that the Office of the EPA may have less money 
allocated to it than the EPA service unit did under previous budget estimates. 
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The second area that the Greens (WA) are concerned about is the first home owner’s grant. The second reading 
speech refers to two different sums of additional appropriations for first home owner assistance; an amount of 
$120 million, which dates back to the midyear review, and another amount of $115 million as referred to in this 
bill. The detailed figures released by the Treasurer confirm that the $115 million figure is additional to the 
$120 million referred to in the midyear review. As I understand, this bill seeks an additional $235 million for the 
first home owner grant. I make an observation about how readily this and previous governments have allocated 
money to first home owners while severely neglecting other important housing initiatives. For example, the 
renewable energy sector has had to go cap in hand for additional funding to deal with making homes energy 
efficient and prepared for not just climate change, but things such as the very steep increase in power bills. In 
last year’s budget, a fixed amount was allocated from consolidated revenue for the government’s mishandled and 
now inferior net feed-in tariff for renewable energy. However, that amount has been dwarfed by the amount that 
has been allocated in this bill for first home owners. I am concerned about the government’s priorities in this 
area. I am concerned that the government will just continue to build more and more houses and not do anything 
to encourage people, in a serious way, with real money, to transition to renewable housing, with ultimately lower 
energy and running costs for the people who live in those houses. 

The third area I want to touch on is the additional funding that is proposed to be provided for corrective services. 
In the second reading speech, the figure is $72.3 million. However, in the tabular information provided by the 
Treasurer on 16 March, the figure is $39.5 million. There is quite a difference between those two figures. I 
would, therefore, like to get some clarification from the parliamentary secretary as to which of those figures is 
correct. A large chunk of the increased funding for corrective services will be used to cater for the increase in 
prisoner numbers. As we all know, prisoner numbers in this state are continuing to escalate. This state now has 
the highest rate of imprisonment as a proportion of the population of any state in Australia. It is interesting that 
the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill is supposed to deal with “unforeseen and/or extraordinary events 
during the financial year”. I would argue that the growth in the prisoner population is certainly not unforeseen. It 
is, in fact, entirely predictable. It is the direct result of the legislation that we—when I say “we”, some of us tried 
not to pass it—have passed in this Parliament. It is also the direct result of the changes in the practices of the 
Prisoner Review Board. Therefore, it is entirely predictable that there will be a blow-out in the funding required 
to provide basic accommodation in our prisons. 

I recently discovered some interesting information about the cost of running prisons. There is currently a very 
high level of double-bunking in our prisons. That means that the cost per prisoner is reduced. However, if 
prisoners were accommodated in the way that they arguably are entitled to be accommodated—that is, with one 
cell for each prisoner—the cost of accommodation would be even higher. I therefore believe that we are seeing 
only the tip of the iceberg when it comes to the escalating costs of incarceration. It is probably self-evident, but I 
have said in this place many times that instead of increasing the size of our prisons, we should be investing in 
rehabilitation programs within prisons so that we will reduce the number of people who re-offend and are 
returned to prison. All those programs are incredibly difficult to deliver in crowded situations. It is incredibly 
difficult for prison officers to manage the situation and for those who are providing those important services in 
prison to be able to do that when prisons are so very overcrowded. 

I think those are the main issues I wanted to raise on the Treasurer’s advance. I look forward to some more 
detailed questions and answers when we move into committee. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [4.15 pm]: I want to make a few 
comments on the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. Before I do that, at the risk of inviting further 
interjections, which I really do not want to do, some members on the other side made some interjections at the 
beginning of the debate when Hon Ken Travers put the proposition that we would be supporting the bill but 
applying a higher degree of scrutiny to it. I just wanted to make some comments about that, because the role of a 
responsible opposition, of course, with bills such as this is to ensure, as a general principle, that it does not hold 
up supply but that it does indeed apply a higher level of scrutiny. That is the role of a responsible opposition. 
Indeed, if some of the newer members opposite were not convinced of that, I would draw their attention to the 
role played very well, I think, by Hon George Cash, a former member of this place, with exactly this kind of 
legislation. He applied a higher level of forensic—on some occasions—scrutiny to bills such as this. He took the 
time that he needed to do that. But, ultimately, as responsible oppositions, those oppositions supported the 
passage of a bill. Our job is to apply that level of scrutiny. We ought not back away from it; nor should we be 
attacked for it. If the motivation behind the interjections was concern about wasting the time of the house, I will 
ask some of those members to perhaps reflect on the role of backbenchers in this place supporting government 
legislation and to perhaps reflect on the events of last week. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Well done! That is so cute. What a joke. That is the best that you can come up with to 
explain your position. 
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Hon SUE ELLERY: What? The role of a responsible opposition is to do indeed exactly what I have just 
outlined. With due respect to Hon Nick Goiran’s newness to this place, perhaps he ought just keep his mouth 
shut. 

Hon Nick Goiran interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Nick Goiran has an opportunity to make a contribution to this debate if he wants 
to. 

Hon Giz Watson: I bet he won’t! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Just in case Hansard did not pick up that interjection from Hon Giz Watson, I am happy to 
put it on the record. I bet he will not, but I invite him to do that. 

Hon Ken Travers: And to give a speech on this bill, just in case there is any doubt about it. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is correct. I invite Hon Nick Goiran to tell us about his views on this legislation. 

There is under the Financial Management Act an automatic limit on the amount that the Treasurer can spend, 
beyond which he needs to seek parliamentary approval. It is not unusual—indeed, it is common practice—to 
seek approval for additional expenditure. What is extraordinary about the global figure that is in the bill that is 
before us today is the amount and that it is in fact the second highest amount in the history of such bills seeking 
approval. If we cast our minds back to when the highest amount was sought, we recall that in fact it was last year 
and the same government. The net amount of the additional appropriation that is being sought is $1.15 billion. It 
is actually $1.279 billion of additional expenditure, but that is being offset by some $129 million worth of 
savings or deferrals.  

The midyear review, which comes at the midpoint of the financial year, told us that there was to be an estimated 
surplus of some $51 million. It also told us that from the May budget to the point of the midyear review, revenue 
was increased by about $184 million, but expenditure had increased in that same period by about $543 million. 
On top of that, we know that major projects have been promised, but full funding has not been allocated to them. 
Those projects include the Perth waterfront, the Subiaco Oval, the rectangular stadium, the Ellenbrook railway 
line, the Midland hospital, the western suburbs police complex and the capital expenditure for Western Power.  

What the second reading speech tells us about this appropriation, which we are being asked to support, is that it 
is about cost pressure. I repeat, there is nothing unusual about that. It is common practice for a government to 
come to the house and seek more money—for example, in the area of health, which is the area which seeks the 
biggest amount. However, there are other areas for which the government may seek additional funding. These 
include, in health, the cost of an increase in throughput through our public hospitals, or additional expenditure 
required for particular equipment; in child protection, extra funding to meet the costs associated with funding 
high-needs children placements; and, in education, additional funding to cater for an expected higher cohort of 
students. It can apply to a range of things for which departments can identify cost pressures, and those are the 
elements for which additional expenditure are sought.  

In the detail of the global amount that is sought in this bill there are two categories of expenditure that we are 
being asked to authorise. The first includes areas that I have outlined in respect of cost pressures. The second is a 
document that was probably tabled in the Legislative Assembly, but was provided to us in the course of our 
briefing; it is headed “Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2010: Details of Excesses and New Items for the 
2009–10 Financial Year”. I expect that a version of that document will be provided to us in the course of 
Committee of the Whole in this place.  

The category that is not referred to in the second reading speech is identified under each agency heading of the 
document to which I just referred. Under the main heading, there is a subheading, “Issues under consideration”. 
The explanation that has been given to us—I will be interested to hear the comments of the parliamentary 
secretary on this—is that some items under that heading are not cost pressures. They do not arise from a current 
budget pressure. In fact, they are not subject to any financial decision by cabinet to date. They are projects for 
which the respective ministers have been given, if you like, a nod and a wink—that is my phrase, not the 
officers’ phrase; I do not want them to be accused of using this language—that the full funding for the projects 
will be provided in the next budget. They want to start some of the preparation work on those projects, so an 
allocation of money has been sought in this bill that Parliament is being asked to authorise.  

The items that go under that heading “Issues under consideration”, but which are not existing cost pressures 
clearly linked to the existing budget, bear no relationship to the current budget. They are new items that we have 
been advised are still under consideration for the 2010–11 budget, but the ministers have been given reasonable 
comfort that they will be included in that budget. The ministers want to get on and start some of the work; 
therefore, we will be asked to authorise that kind of expenditure. This is occurring in the context of expenditure 
growth that is sitting somewhere around 13.6 per cent—the parliamentary secretary can correct me if I have this 
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figure wrong. I am advised that the lowest level of expenditure growth in any month of this government has been 
around 13 per cent and that expenditure growth continues to rise. It comes in the context of a very slim surplus, 
which we argued at the time of the midyear review was in fact a Clayton’s, or smoke and mirrors, type of 
surplus.  

I think my colleague Hon Ken Travers made the point that we understand—I am interested in whether the 
government can make some comments about this on the record—that some ministers were asked to withhold 
putting in requests for further expenditure so that the midyear review surplus figure did not in fact reflect 
anything greater than the $51 million target that the government was aiming to achieve. We have been advised 
that there has been no cabinet sign-off on the full project numbers of those items that appear under the heading 
“Issues under consideration” in the document that I have identified already. We have to wait until the next 
budget to see whether, in fact, cabinet does give approval for the full expenditure related to that budget item in 
this second category of appropriations; however, we are expected to sign off on it now. 

The other issue I wanted to comment about, and which my colleague Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich raised, is the 
introduction in the document that we were provided with of a term that I am not familiar with—namely, 
“recashflow”. It appears in a couple of — 

Hon Ken Travers: Sounds very Orwellian. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It sounds something! It appears in a couple of places in the document that I identified 
earlier. I think the first time that it appears is in a list of decisions made under the heading “South West 
Development Commission (SWDC)”, as the term “Recashflow of Election Commitments” with an amount of 
some $4.5 million. That term appears in several places in that document. I think what it means is the 
reinstatement of money that had been previously promised but then withdrawn or did not appear in the budget 
documents. It does raise some alarm bells about the level of transparency, so I think we need a detailed 
explanation from the parliamentary secretary about where in the grand scope of accounting terms “recashflow” 
fits and whether it is appropriate language to use in this document. The financial documents that we are talking 
about are serious matters. Unlike the members of the government, of course, we do not have the benefit of a 
cabinet submission giving us the details of why a precise amount of money is sought and all the details that sit 
behind each of the allocations. We have the material that is provided to us by the government. It might choose to 
give us some and not others, so we then have to use the parliamentary process to dig below that. Therefore, the 
words used in the documents given to assist us are very important and they are not words to be used lightly. It is 
not clever to use weasel words—if, in fact, that is what this term is—in a document of this nature that has this 
level of gravitas associated with it. This is from a government that has promised open and transparent 
government, but it is from a Treasurer who I think many Western Australians have formed the view is a bit 
reckless and a little sloppy around the edges perhaps with some of the elements of his Treasury portfolio. 
Therefore, I counsel that we get a very clear and unambiguous definition of what in the context of this document 
the term “recashflow” means. 

With those comments, I indicate again that we will support the bill, but, as a responsible opposition, we will 
apply a high level of scrutiny to the detail of why the government says it needs to seek approval from Parliament 
for the second highest amount for a Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill in the history of Western Australian 
government.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to temporary orders. 

[Continued on page 1100.] 
 


