
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 18 June 2015] 

 p4602b-4618a 
Hon Ken Travers; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Kate Doust 

LOAN BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 17 June. 
HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [2.30 pm]: I forgot to say last night when I started my 
contribution on the Loan Bill 2015—I hope you will indulge me for a moment, Mr Acting President—that, as 
members will recall, the last time I was on my feet speaking in this place, I was speaking about the massive 
increases in payroll tax that the Barnett government had imposed. 
Hon Helen Morton: And what happened? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Midway through my speech, I was not able to continue my remarks. Firstly, I thank 
government members for granting me leave to continue my remarks, although, sadly, the bill passed before I was 
able to return to the chamber. However, I am confident that the government will bring on another payroll tax bill 
or another tax increase so I will be able to continue my speech at that time. I also thank all the members who 
took the time to send me their best wishes when I was out of the chamber; I very much appreciate it. It came 
from both sides of the chamber—so I will not out those members on the other side who have compassion and 
heart—and I did appreciate it. 
Hon Phil Edman: It does exist on our side. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: If you want to seek leave now, you can continue your remarks when we deal with the next 
loan bill! 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am sure that it will not be that far away, Hon Simon O’Brien. I am sure that between 
now and the next election, I probably will get a chance to speak on another loan bill, with the history of this 
government, Mr O’Brien—or should I say “Sir Les”! 

I am being distracted. These days my speeches on these bills are time limited. I know that members in this 
chamber, including me, want to get into some questions about the Loan Bill. I think it is important that we go 
through and fully understand the real impact of the third loan bill from the Barnett government. This Loan Bill 
will take the borrowing capacity of the Barnett government to almost $22 billion in the general government 
sector. Why do I say $22 billion with emphasis on the general government sector? I say that because the state’s 
finances are broken up fundamentally into three different sectors. There is the general government sector, which 
is the agencies and departments that operate, and they traditionally get funded from consolidated revenue. 
There  is the non-financial public sector, which is often the government trading enterprises, port authorities and 
power utilities. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order, members! There are  a number of conversations going 
on around the chamber and I must admit that I am finding it hard to concentrate on Hon Ken Travers’ speech, 
and I suspect it is probably hard for Hansard as well. 
Hon Peter Katsambanis: If it was more interesting, we’d listen. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: There are some members whose vessels are so empty that they do not want to hear or 
understand. They are part of a government that has so quickly deserted the traditional conservative Liberal 
principles about financial management that they do not want to hear it. That is why Hon Peter Katsambanis does 
not find it interesting; it is an embarrassment to him, as someone who prides himself on holding traditional 
conservative Liberal values, being in a government that has so trashed that Liberal tradition in 
Western  Australia. 
Let us think about the circumstances in which we find ourselves with the state’s finances. There is the general 
government sector, the non-financial public corporations and the public finance corporations. For the benefit of 
members, I track these things and have been following them since I arrived in Parliament. I have a nice graph, 
which I am more than happy to table, that will help members understand, and Hon Peter Katsambanis might 
learn something. If he cannot understand the words and figures in the budget, maybe by giving him a graphic 
example, he will be able to understand the complete damage being done by the government of which he is an 
integral part, previously as a chief of staff and today as a humble backbencher. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: He is not humble! 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Let us look at the history of debt under the Barnett government going back to the late 
1990s, when Hon Simon O’Brien first became a humble member. The grey line on this graph represents the 
general government sector. In the later years of the Gallop and Carpenter Labor governments, in which 
Eric Ripper was Treasurer, we developed a surplus in the general government sector. We had some good years 
and we put those surpluses into the bank and then we decided what we would do to spend that money. It was 
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sound, responsible financial management. We did not predict a surplus and then spend that predicted surplus 
before we got it in the bank. 
Hon Jim Chown: But you didn’t do anything with it! 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is not right, Hon Jim Chown. Show me a state seat that had as many new schools 
built in it as were built in the state seat of Wanneroo, which was the fastest growing electorate in the state during 
the time of the last Labor government. We funded the Fiona Stanley Hospital development. We built the 
Mandurah railway line debt free. We built the Perth–Bunbury highway debt free. We built police stations 
across — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The general government sector — 
Hon Peter Katsambanis: Warning: just because you say it doesn’t mean it’s true. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The figures are all there in the budget papers. I can bring them all in and stack them up 
for the member to look at. 
Hon Jim Chown: What about the promise to build Albany Hospital? What happened with that? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Hon Jim Chown can go back to writing about toll roads. That is what he is good at—
talking about the benefits of toll roads. That will be his one success. When he retires as parliamentary secretary, 
he can say — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! I think we have had far too much interjection and we need to get 
back to the subject. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: When Hon Jim Chown retires as the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for 
Transport, he will be able to say to the people, “I went into Parliament after visiting Greece and said that toll 
roads were good and I made sure that the government delivered them, only for trucks in the first instance, but I 
will continue to fight for them to be made for all vehicles.” That will be Hon Jim Chown’s record as 
parliamentary secretary. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! A good debate does not mean the loudest debate. I think we 
need to bring the tone down a bit, and that applies to Hon Ken Travers as well, even though he has the call. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I assure the house that I will always be the loudest voice when I have the call. I can 
understand why there are screams from those on the other side—the truth hurts. The truth makes them squirm in 
their seats. What do they do when the truth hurts? They start interjecting, because they want to distract the 
speaker from making the point about the damage being done by their government. I would feel the same if I were 
in their shoes. They must feel embarrassed knowing that their children and grandchildren will be living with the 
legacy of a government of which they were a part but did nothing to stop it. 
Let us go back to the facts. The general government sector went into surplus. That is why, interestingly, both the 
total non-financial public sector and the total public sector sit below the non-financial public sector debt level. 
We had surpluses in both the general government sector and the public finance corporations. Members will note 
that there was a trend there, and there is a bit of a jump in the yellow line, which represents the non-financial 
public sector. Why is there a jump? There is a jump because the Labor Party commissioned and built a 
desalination plant. Do members remember the days when Colin Barnett said we should not build a desalination 
plant? Today we heard the National Party Minister for Water proclaim that the government had made sure that 
Western Australia was protected from the climate by providing for water. 
A government member interjected. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, the Labor Party did that when it put in place the desalination plants for Perth. 
We  therefore did see a jump in non-financial corporations debt because of borrowings by the Water Corporation 
for a project like that. That is not a bad piece of debt to have because we know that the water will be paid for by 
the users. When we build a port, it will last for 100 years. That is not a bad piece of debt to have, as long as we 
have a sound business case. But, of course, the real crime of the Barnett Liberal government is the way in which 
the government has increased the general government sector debt. To make it clearer for members, I have this 
lovely graph with me that I am holding up to show members. The blocks at the bottom refer to the debt in the 
general government sector and the red line is the total debt of the public sector. 
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Hon Jim Chown: How much of that money was spent on new hospitals and new roads? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will get to that, Hon Jim Chown. I will get to his poor behaviour. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Ken Travers. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: This graph makes it clear more than anything else that total debt in Western Australia 
has been climbing sharply under the Barnett government because of its borrowing in the general government 
sector. As I said, projects such as a port, a power station or a desalination plant create an income stream and 
borrowings are paid back over the life of the asset. In the general government sector, we build things such as 
schools—fair enough! 
Hon Alyssa Hayden: We did that. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is right, but so has every government before this one and so will every government 
into the future. This government has built no more schools on a year-by-year basis than we built when we were 
in government. Every year in this state the government builds between four and six new primary schools and a 
new high school and often has to rebuild some of the older high schools. That will not change either today, 
tomorrow or the next year when Western Australia has a long-term average population growth of around two per 
cent. Therefore, when the government is building schools, it should be able to pay for them out of the operating 
surplus without going into debt. That is the bottom line. As far as railcars are concerned, every government has 
to buy railcars. Every government pays for them when it gets them; it does not use debt to finance them. 
However, that is what this government has done. This bill is not just about health services; it is about the money 
that the government has borrowed to build Elizabeth Quay. My view about Elizabeth Quay as a planning project 
is that it should have been able to fully fund itself. Of course, it will not; we know that. Many other projects, 
such as the stadium, are luxury projects. If the government had been careful with its recurrent expenditure and 
had a bit of money in the bank, it could go and treat itself to a stadium. No, the government has not gone and 
treated itself to a stadium; it has just gone and borrowed the money. It has borrowed money that means it will be 
harder for future education ministers to build the basic schools that they have to build year in, year out. 
New  roads will need to be built. It is not as though the roads the government is building today will set the state 
up for the next 100 years. Another lot of roads will need to be built tomorrow, the year after that and the year 
after that, just as they have been built every year before. That sort of expenditure in the general government 
sector should not be coming out of debt, because the moment it is taken out of debt the government rips off 
future generations. All government members should feel completely ashamed about that. That is what the graph I 
showed members tells us. What an absolute disgrace! 
Of course, the Barnett government has got itself into so much trouble that it is getting hard to borrow money 
now, so what are we seeing? The government has gone beyond going to the bank for a mortgage; it has started to 
go to credit cards and hire purchase. It has cancelled financial counselling. The people who need financial 
counselling the most are those in the cabinet, because the government is now turning to the credit card and to the 
hire purchase plan for finance. What is the government doing about the stadium? No longer is it an asset 
investment program in that the government saves the money in the bank and builds itself a stadium. It is now 
going into fancy new approaches to fund its assets. It is in my view the equivalent of going to a hire purchase 
company and buying luxury items. It is now using up-front finance lease valuations as a way of funding projects 
such as the stadium. That is again about trying to hide from the people of Western Australia the true picture of 
the state’s finances. The government will turn to vendor financing for railcars. Instead of buying them outright, 
as we have always done in the past for new railcars, the government will get vendor finance to provide them on a 
hire purchase basis, which is something that has never happened in this state. The government has screamed and 
squirmed about trying to hide that fact from the people of Western Australia. When the first expression of 
interest went out from the Public Transport Authority to ask for people interested in building the next generation 
of railcars, the government specifically excluded them from being able to offer finance as part of that expression 
of interest, yet it is now saying that it will get the manufacturers to provide and finance those railcars and it will 
pay them off with ongoing payments. Those ongoing payments will come out of the general government sector 
and will remove the capacity of the state government in future generations to do the things that state 
governments have to do.  
The government is doing the same thing with schools. It has gone to a public–private partnership arrangement 
that will transfer the payment for schools to future generations. Future generations will still have to build six new 
schools a year, but the government has chosen to leave payment for this year’s generation of new schools to 
future generations. Government members should be ashamed of themselves for doing that. I cannot imagine that 
members opposite as parents would be running up debt that they intend to leave to their children. I suspect that 
most of them are trying to leave some form of small inheritance to their children. However, as members of 
Parliament, they are making sure that none of their children gets an inheritance from the government and that 
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they will end up paying for their luxury items, such as their travel. Their attitude is to go on an overseas holiday, 
put it on the credit card and leave it for the kids to pay off. That is the equivalent of what members opposite are 
doing. Their attitude is to build a new Taj Mahal for themselves, a new sports room down the back of the house, 
put it on the credit card and leave the debt for the kids to pay off. It will not even be an asset that they can sell; it 
will be just a debt that they will have to pay off. Before they can build their own house and send their own kids 
to school, they will have to pay off a debt that this government will have left them. What a disgrace! 
Government members should hang their heads in shame—the whole damned lot of them! I cannot believe that 
not one of them is prepared to stand up and challenge any of the seven deadly Treasurers or the Premier, as they 
have been doing this. I know that some government members are quite good businesspeople; not many but a 
couple of them on the other side are quite good. 
Hon Alyssa Hayden interjected. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Alyssa Hayden is not one of the good businesspeople, so she should please stop 
interjecting with her ridiculous comments. 
I cannot believe that one single member on the other side of the chamber who is a good businessperson would 
run their business in this way. They have sat quietly in the cabinet room and in the back of the party room 
watching Mr Barnett run up this debt. I reckon Hon Phil Edman runs a very successful business. He would not 
borrow to put grog in the fridge for his staff at the end of the week, but he might borrow to buy a new piece of 
machinery. 
Hon Phil Edman interjected. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Exactly! He would borrow to buy a new piece of machinery, such as a desalination plant 
or that sort of thing, but he would not borrow to pay for the fuel in his car unless he had a very strong business 
case that shows that over time he would get more coming back. 
The problem we now have today is the debt we are faced with. Everyone in Western Australia knows and 
understands that the problem has been created by this government, and this bill will contribute further to that 
debt. What is the solution? There is only one solution left for Western Australia. We have to make sure that we 
rebuild the economy. We have to create jobs and get a prosperous economy going in the future so that people are 
employed, build new homes, and pay their taxes—whether it is payroll tax, land tax, stamp duty or the like. 
We  do not need to increase those taxes, but stimulate the economy. We need to make sure that we have 
economic infrastructure so the state of Western Australia can move forward by creating jobs in a vibrant 
economy for the future. What is the Barnett government doing? It is now deferring essential economic 
infrastructure because of its total debt picture. Moody’s rating agency is smart enough to understand this. 
When  it assesses debt, it assesses the government’s general debt, and it also has what it calls the government’s 
self-supporting debt. If we built a new port, which is essential to the economic survival of Western Australia, and 
a sound business case underpins it, Moody’s would recognise that as self-supporting debt and it would not 
necessarily downgrade the credit rating because of it. It will downgrade a credit rating for all of the little luxury 
monuments that the government has built for the Premier’s supposed legacy, which is reducing the capacity of 
future generations to build schools. We can ask people in the Treasury why the state government cannot build a 
new port in Cockburn Sound. It is essential to the economic growth of Western Australia and essential for 
producing those jobs we will need over the next five to 10 years as the mining industry declines with its job 
creation role in Western Australia.  

Treasury say that there is no money available because people look at the headline debt figure. That has been 
blown out because of the bit down the bottom of the graph showing the general government sector’s wastage and 
misappropriation. We cannot even build the economic infrastructure that we need in the state of Western 
Australia. The government is going for the very expensive option of building the Perth Freight Link, which is 
only half a plan. It will not deal with how we will actually get the freight into the port. The government will try 
to extend the port of Fremantle to two million containers, which it will be able to do only if it spends another 
$3 billion or $4 billion on roads at some point in the future, including Stephenson Highway. If any members 
opposite have mates out in the western suburbs, I look forward to when members tell them their beloved 
Wembley Golf Course will have a freeway through the middle of it because the government is now trying to 
extend the port of Fremantle to two million containers a year. The government will not be successful in 
achieving that because the money it spends on roads will be far more than if it had got on and built a new port in 
Cockburn Sound with good road and rail access into it. The government cannot do that because it has now 
stuffed up the finances so much that it is worried about borrowing more money for economic infrastructure. As a 
result of the Barnett government’s incompetence and mismanagement, within the next five years, Fremantle port 
will reach capacity—not at the wharf space level, but at the supply chain into and out of that harbour. That will 
be the effect and the legacy of this government. Members opposite try to deny it. They will not answer questions 
about the volume of containers going into and out of Fremantle port. The simple fact is that by 2021, based on 
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the long-term average growth figures of containers into and out of Fremantle port, it will reach capacity even 
with the Perth Freight Link being built into it. We will not be able to get beyond that capacity without significant 
sums of money, or without having massive congestion on roads such as Leach Highway when trucks try to use 
that to get in and out of Fremantle port. That is the legacy. It is a legacy that will stop job creation in the future in 
Western Australia. Imagine what will happen when the port of Fremantle is no longer able to bring more 
containers into it and the supply chain into and out of it has reached capacity. The WA economy will stop 
growing and grind to a halt, and there will be even fewer jobs at a time when we need to be creating jobs—at a 
time when we need to be investing in infrastructure that will create jobs in the future. 

It all comes back to one reason, and one reason only. This government took a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to 
make a complete mess of the state’s finances. That is the once-in-a-lifetime opportunity it took, not this mythical 
belief that the Premier has that he took a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to build things. It took a once-in-a-
lifetime opportunity to stuff up the state finances by leaving debt for monuments and luxury items. It was not for 
essential infrastructure, but for nice-to-have infrastructure; nice-to-have infrastructure should be paid for out of 
savings, not out of debt. That is the government’s legacy. Hon Helen Morton can sit there looking all smug; 
I  doubt people will remember her time as a minister but they will long remember the Barnett government and 
the legacy it left them when they are unemployed and cannot get a job because we cannot, as a trading state, 
allow the State of Western Australia to prosper. 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minster will get a right of reply; I am time-limited these days! 

Hon Helen Morton: I was feeling sad that you are not the shadow Minister for Transport any more. I am 
actually feeling really sad for you. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am not; I am really happy. Has the minister not seen how smiley and happy I am? 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Do not worry about me, minister. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members. Hon Ken Travers has the call. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister should not worry about me; she should worry about getting her portfolios 
sorted out because they are an embarrassment to her backbench. 
Hon Nick Goiran: How is your cookie monster outfit going? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: What was Mumble saying? What was that, Mutley? 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members. There is too much interjection. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: As I said to Steve Mills when the Liberal Party rang up his show and told the rumour 
mill that I was angry about the debt monster, angry was not the right word for it; I was furious about the debt 
monster! I could never understand why we would not use Big Bird. Why would we go for Cookie Monster when 
we could have had the Big Bird debt of Mr Barnett. That is what we should have done! What is the Cookie 
Monster’s height-ist approach when we could have Big Bird out there pointing out how big Mr Barnett’s debt is? 
That is what I was furious about. I am really happy where I am at the moment as a humble backbencher. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister forgets, I am not like poor old Hon Simon O’Brien who was a good 
minister who was sacked; or Hon Robyn McSweeney who was a good minister who was sacked to make way for 
an incompetent one. I chose to stand aside. My situation is very different from how the minister came to be in the 
ministry. Poor old Hon Robyn McSweeney was doing a fantastic job and came to be outside of the ministry. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do not like talking about that because I feel sorry—I know it probably hurts every time 
we raise these matters. However, clearly Hon Helen Morton wants to continue to embarrass 
Hon Robyn McSweeney. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members. The volume is getting up again. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Let the record show that those of us on this side believe that Hon Robyn McSweeney 
should be in the ministry, and should not have been kicked out for Hon Helen Morton. 
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Let us get back to the problems of the Barnett government and the legacy of damage that it has left to the future 
of Western Australia and the Western Australian economy. Can the minister advise us whether or not the Loan 
Bill 2015, as it is presented to the house, covers the leasing finance arrangements for the new stadium? Is that 
included among the figures for the $8 billion that this bill seeks permission to borrow? Does it include the full 
financial component for the capital cost, including the ongoing finance payments, for the stadium? Does this bill 
include the vendor finance arrangements that will be required for the next generation of railcars that will be 
purchased towards the end of the forward estimates in this budget? Does this loan bill cover the effective 
borrowings that will be put in place as a result of the public–private partnership for schools that the government 
is buying as part of a PPP? Does this bill cover, or are we making provision for, the debt the government is 
leaving for future generations in the public–private partnership for the schools, the vendor financing for the rail 
cars, and the lease financing arrangements for the stadium? That is what I want to know. Is this a full picture of 
the true debt legacy of the Barnett government for the people of Western Australia? 
I want to talk now about the problems we face with the Barnett government. The Government Financial 
Responsibility Act 2000 has a section that requires every government to have a financial strategy statement. 
I  know that members might find this hard to believe, but even the Barnett government has a financial 
management statement that sets out the financial management strategy of the government. Under the laws of this 
state, the government is supposed to explain how the targets of that strategy are to be achieved and, if there is 
any deviation from that strategy, indicate the time frames proposed for achieving the targets. That provision is 
contained in section 11(2)(e) of the Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000. If a government has a 
strategy of achieving a target of a total public sector net debt to revenue ratio at or below 55 per cent, and it is 
exceeding that 55 per cent, which this government’s net debt to revenue ratio is doing, it should explain a 
strategy for achieving that target. The explanation on page 70 of budget paper No 3 reveals that the government 
cannot tell us. It says that it will flog off some assets in a fire sale, but when we challenged Treasury on Monday 
in the estimates hearing, the officials could not tell us whether that would get us back to below 55 per cent. 
Let us think about how the government is going to sell off those assets. The government intends to sell off the 
Fremantle port in a fire sale, and when it does so it will compare the sale price of the port with a business-as-
usual model of fees and charges for using that port. Everywhere else in Australia, there has been a 600 to 800 per 
cent increase in the cost of port fees after the ports have been sold. Would we not think that the government 
would do a comparison between keeping the port and increasing the fees by 600 to 800 per cent and selling it 
off? In which way are we better off—selling it or keeping it? One of the problems about the sale is that in a 
trading state like Western Australia the port is an important part of trade facilitation. It should not be about 
profit; it should be about facilitating trade, and facilitating the private sector to prosper and grow the economy of 
Western Australia, and create the jobs of the future. But no, the Barnett government is going to do what no other 
person in the world would do in my view; that is, look at what it currently gets, and then look at a sale price, but 
not do any comparison. It would be like saying that I am going to get my land rezoned by the local council to a 
higher value use, and then go and sell the land at the lower value prior to rezoning. What is the private sector 
going to do with that port, and should we not do a comparison between what the private sector might do and 
what we would do, and then make a decision about whether it is really in the interests of the state to increase port 
fees by 600 to 800 per cent? What impact will that have on the broader economy of Western Australia? 
It amazes me that we have not heard a word about the sale of Fremantle port from the National Party. 
National  members might think that the port sits in the metropolitan area of Perth, but look at the importance of 
Fremantle port to the agricultural community in Western Australia. 
Hon Dave Grills: We’ve got Esperance. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is a good point. Whatever happened to the Esperance port upgrade that was 
promised by Hon Simon O’Brien? How long ago did Hon Simon O’Brien go there and say it was going to 
happen? It was so long ago that I had just about forgotten about it. I am glad that one of the government 
backbenchers reminded me of the proposal to upgrade the Esperance port that never happened. I thank members 
opposite for that prompt; I appreciate it. I am going to tell the agricultural industry, when the fees and charges go 
up at the Fremantle port, if they live in the Kwinana zone of Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd, not to worry; they 
can truck their grain down to Esperance, because that will not be a privatised port. I will be able to tell the people 
who currently use Cockburn Sound and the Kwinana grain terminal to export their grain from Western Australia 
not to worry about the 600 to 800 per cent increase in shipping fees that will come off their bottom line, because 
there is still the Esperance port. They will love that explanation. Let us remember that Fremantle is the only port 
at the moment that we export live sheep from. I will tell the people exporting live sheep that it is all right, 
because Hon Dave Grills said that they can go to the Esperance port. They can truck all their sheep down there. 
That is okay, truck them all down there. It will probably even be a good business to have an overnight stop 
somewhere along the way to take the sheep out of the trucks and give them a bit of a rest. We could have a sheep 
motel at Lake Grace as part of the solution to the privatisation of Fremantle port. 
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This is the economic nonsense we get from members on the other side of the chamber, because they have not 
done their analysis. What will be the impact on the farming sector in Western Australia of the Barnett 
government’s decision to privatise Fremantle port? I reckon that the government will tell us not to worry about 
that because it will be looked at before the port is sold. If the government backbench does not start screaming 
now, the port will be sold before they have woken up from their next slumber. Government members will come 
in one day and find that the papers have already been signed, and someone else is running that port and the fees 
and charges are going up, and the agricultural industry is going to be slugged once again. Farmers are going to 
be slugged as they drive down from Muchea to Fremantle on the toll road that Hon Jim Chown brought to the 
state of Western Australia. Hon Jim Chown’s personal legacy to the people of Western Australia is the toll road 
from Muchea to Fremantle. Members of his community trucking sheep from the saleyards down to the holding 
pens, and then back up to the port will pay their tolls on the road and then when they get to the port they will pay 
a little bit extra to get their sheep onto the ship, because the shipping charges will go up. They are price takers, so 
if they say that they need a higher price, the world market will say that is nice, but they are not getting it. It just 
comes off the bottom line. But that is okay; we can use efficient grain transportation. No, we cannot, because if 
we live in Kulin we have to pay more because the grain rail lines have been closed. It is a great effort by the 
Barnett government. It is a job destroying strategy. It is a legacy of debt and a legacy of job destruction with no 
plan for jobs in the future. 
That summary encapsulates this latest bill from the Barnett government, giving effect to its need to borrow—its 
love of and need for debt. I reiterate that not one member on the other side of this chamber who has successfully 
run a business would ever contemplate running their business in the same way that the Barnett government has 
run this state over the past seven years. The Barnett government will be long remembered. Its members will not 
be remembered as individuals—no-one will ever remember them as individuals—but people will remember this 
period of office and what it did to the capacity of future generations to borrow for economic infrastructure, and 
to build the essential infrastructure such as schools and police stations and to fund financial counsellors. 
What  was the figure on the loss of financial counsellors? How much is the government saving by getting rid of 
financial counsellors? 
Hon Stephen Dawson: It is $1.5 million. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is 10 per cent of the increase we are paying now on our interest payments, at record 
low levels. The loss of financial counsellors is directly attributable to the fact that we lost our AAA credit rating 
because we ran around the country building monuments to the Premier’s ego. The government has built the 
palace and it is building Elizabeth Quay and instead of making it a property development that self-funds, it has 
borrowed money and poured it into a big hole. The government could have connected the city to the river 
without the big hole, but it is building the big hole because that is what the Premier wanted. Not only is the 
government building the stadium, but it is a gold-plated stadium that will leave a lot of legacy issues to sort out, 
such as transport issues. It borrowed the money for the stadium—every last cent of it. There are hundreds of such 
legacy projects that are nice to have. Every day my partner Jodie and I think about the things we would love to 
have and we always come back to the reality of what we can afford. We do not borrow for luxury items. Yes, we 
borrow for our house—that is good—but we do not borrow for luxury items. That is the simple fact of the 
matter. That is what the Barnett government has done and it should be held in complete and utter contempt. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Are you going to the football? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was happy to go to the football at Subiaco. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Will you go to the new stadium? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do not know; maybe. 

Hon Nick Goiran: I’ll see you there. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What does that prove? 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order, members! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will tell the member what I would do. If I were to go to the football at the stadium, 
I  would be happy to pay the price that should be charged because of its true cost. But if the football is at the new 
stadium, it is there because this government made that decision. It is still a luxury item. Would the member’s 
kids eat ice-cream if he borrowed the money to buy it? Of course, they would. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! The member’s time has expired. What an outrageous macho 
display across the chamber by members from both parties. It was quite outrageous. 
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HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [3.11 pm] — in reply: I thank 
all honourable members for their contribution to the debate on the Loan Bill 2015, which seeks a new loan act 
authorisation of $8 billion in borrowings for planned public purposes to 30 June 2017. That money will be 
sufficient to cover the two years to the end of this parliamentary term. Most members have talked about the 
reasons for the bill, but I will comment on a few significant issues that were raised. Obviously I will not cover 
every single issue that members opposite raised. We will go into committee during which time they will have a 
chance to ask their questions. 

First of all, I will correct a common misunderstanding throughout the debate—the Loan Bill 2015 is not a loan as 
members described it. A loan bill authorises consolidated account borrowing to a certain level. It is akin to 
people being told that they have a line of credit available. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! I know that this is the last day before a long break and that 
members are getting a bit anxious, but we are still in the second reading stage of the bill. We have not reached 
the committee phase. If members want to reach that phase, I suggest that they listen to the minister in silence so 
that we can get there a lot quicker. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Given that Hon Kate Doust does not know the difference between a loan and a line of 
credit, I will provide a very simple explanation. I once had a line of credit. Occasionally, I would borrow money 
against that line of credit and then pay it off. I would borrow some more against that line of credit and again I 
would pay it off. The line of credit had a limit so at any time if I wanted to borrow, I could not go beyond that 
limit. A line of credit is different from an individual loan. 

Hon Ken Travers: Based on the government’s forward estimates, the government will fully draw down on that 
line of credit. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Hon Ken Travers will be able to ask questions during the committee stage. 

With the passage of this bill, Parliament will approve the drawing of borrowings to the amount of $8 billion, 
including a $1.5 billion buffer for any unexpected cash flow events, such as a further deterioration in revenue. 
This bill provides no loan as such and whether the full $8 billion limit is reached over the expected period to 
30  June 2017 will depend on many variables, such as the timing of works and whether the consolidated account 
is accessed to a higher or lower operating revenue as things such as taxes and royalty income move around. I 
also point out that the borrowings that the Loan Bill 2015 will authorise have been reflected in the underlying 
forward estimates for some time; that is, the government has been forecasting increases in public sector 
borrowings in recent budgets and midyear reviews. 

I will spend some time talking about the reasons that we need the Loan Bill 2015. Western Australia is facing the 
most challenging economic and fiscal environment it has faced in the last three decades. It is first of all about 
commodity prices, which have dropped significantly. Since the 2014–15 budget, iron ore and oil are down 
$8.4 billion over the forward estimates and tax revenue is down $500 million. These lower commodity prices 
flow through to the domestic economy through a decline in the terms of trade and are evident in weaker 
corporate and household increases. Further, our share of goods and services tax has been driven to record lows. 
Instead of helping to stabilise the goods and services tax, the way that the Commonwealth Grants Commission 
operates exacerbates revenue volatility. The Commonwealth Grants Commission relies on lagged data, which is 
the problem. In 2015-16, Western Australia will redistribute more than 100 per cent of its royalty revenue to 
other states. If there were no lags in the GST distribution, Western Australia would receive an additional 
$2 billion in 2015–16. The third issue I want to talk about is the softening economic conditions that have directly 
slowed growth in the major sources of state tax revenue. Actually, I will skip across that for the time being and 
talk about Western Australia’s unprecedented population growth. 
Since 2007–08, an average of 1 300 people—this includes the birth rate—have come to Western Australia each 
week. Western Australia has the fastest rate of growth. Indeed, it is double the national rate of growth. That is 
the environment in which we are providing additional services. Every one of those people requires housing, 
schooling, health services and access to public utilities. It is phenomenal growth and it is unprecedented in this 
state. Since the 2014–15 budget, and excluding government revenue measures given in response to the issues 
that I have talked about, a total of $10.2 billion has been written out of the revenue forecast over the period to 
2017-18. That is akin to losing all GST over the same period or having to fund the cash needs of a second WA 
Police, Disability Services Commission and Department for Child Protection and Family Support every year for 
four years. The primary purpose of the consolidated account borrowings is to support infrastructure spending by 
general government sector agencies and the Public Transport Authority. Infrastructure funding for most state 
agencies is generally appropriated by Parliament as capital equity contributions. However, the unprecedented 
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nature of the revenue writedowns this year means that a cash operating shortfall is expected in 2015–16. 
This  unusual and temporary outcome is expected to be an issue in only 2015-16. 
Hon Sally Talbot referred to her love of quizzes. I have a quiz for her. How many opposition members 
complained about a cut in services? The answer is every one of them. How many opposition members 
complained that we are not doing enough to bring down expenditure? The answer is all of them. How many 
opposition members have said that they have not seen anything the government is doing? Most of them said that, 
so as I go through the list of things that the government is doing, I will take that as a compliment because it is 
obvious that the things that the government is doing are not impacting negatively on frontline services. 
Another  quiz question to be asked is: what happened to the debt monster? Did the Labor Party breach copyright 
rules by using the music from the Game of Thrones and did it backfire in such a way that the community 
generally saw it as very juvenile? If members opposite love quizzes, they are some questions for them. 
The Loan Bill 2015 is, of course, inextricably linked to the 2015–16 budget that contains details of recurrent and 
capital expenditure forecasts for the next four years. In recognition of the challenging fiscal environment, the 
2015–16 budget is focussed on consolidation as the government continues to implement key service delivery 
forms, tightly manage expenses and deliver existing commitments. The budget also includes new revenue and 
savings measures, totalling $1.3 billion in net-debt terms over the budget period, and builds on previous savings 
and reform measures already implemented. The government has also expanded its asset sales program. 
At the same time, additional expenditure has been targeted to key service priorities in areas such as health, child 
protection, mental health, and social housing. Expense growth has been contained to an average of just 
2.5 per cent per annum over the period 2015–16 to 2018–19. The infrastructure investment, together with the 
substantial reduction in revenue, will see net debt increase from an estimated $25.5 billion at 30 June 2015 to a 
forecast peak of $36.3 billion by 30 June 2018, before it declines to $35.8 billion by the end of the forward 
estimates period. 
There have been references in the debate to the increase in general government revenue since the government 
came to office and, yes, revenue has increased by over 40 per cent over the period 2008–09 to 2014–15. 
However, over that same period, as I have already indicated, Western Australia has also had an amazing increase 
in population, averaging three per cent per year, or 19.1 per cent in total. That equates to 4 010 extra people 
looking to use government services over that period. 
Our economy has also been growing, increasing by 31.1 per cent over the same period, and that has required 
investment in government infrastructure. The state’s economic and demographic expansion has placed huge 
pressure on government services and revenue growth has not kept pace with that demand. Also, a $10.2 billion 
revenue writedown in the space of a year has exacerbated that issue. I would also like to point out that some 
members have suggested that the cost of borrowing today for future generations is somehow inequitable and 
means that future taxpayers will have to pay for tomorrow’s investment. We are essentially borrowing to meet 
the future requirements of infrastructure spending—that is, borrowings that will fund schools, roads, hospitals, 
police stations and so on. These assets will be used by generations of taxpayers. It is appropriate to spread the 
cost of infrastructure over the generation of future users. It would be far more inequitable for this government to 
provide infrastructure for future generations and expect that today’s taxpayers would foot the bill. 
Borrowings  are required to spread the cost equitably across the life of assets and the generations of users. 
Hon Ken Travers: What were they: schools, hospitals, roads? What were the others you mentioned? 
Hon HELEN MORTON: They include schools, roads, hospitals, police stations and so on, and I will talk about 
that a little bit more in a moment. 
Had Labor been in government, it would have been dealt a similar set of cards, but it is not in government, and it 
is very good it is not. Remember the 2008 election and “Carps the builder”. He promised a museum, Dubai on 
Swan, a stadium and seven hospitals. I cannot remember whether it was during that particular election or the 
next, but there was also the promise of Metronet, the $5 million to $6 billion spend on railway infrastructure that 
had no funding. Had Labor formed government and met the majority of its election commitments, it too would 
have faced the perfect storm. It would have faced the decline in commodity prices, the fall to record lows in the 
GST and the slow growth in the major source of finance, and it would have had to either pull back on some of its 
election commitments or it would have had to borrow. 
Western Australia’s economy was valued at $256.2 billion in real terms in 2013–14. That equals 16.4 per cent of 
the national economy and indicates that, again, WA is punching way above its weight, given that WA has only a 
9.10 per cent share of the national population. This is obviously a most vibrant and dynamic state, with record 
population growth, record levels of asset investment and $47 billion in government infrastructure built since 
2008–09, all of the areas around things such as Elizabeth Quay—which some people do not like—the Riverside 
project, the new Perth Stadium, the new WA Museum, Perth Children’s Hospital, Midland Public Hospital, the 
proposed Busselton health campus, Perth Freight Link, NorthLink WA, the proposed Karratha health campus, 
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Gateway WA, the Forrestfield–Airport Link, Eastern Goldfields Regional Prison, public schools under the 
public–private partnership, and so it goes on. The opposition can never question where the money from the boom 
has been spent—it is right in front of our eyes and we would be blind if we could not see it. 
Since 2007–08, not only has the government made such an amazing investment in infrastructure, but also there 
has been strong investment and maintained strong investment in key services. Since 2008–09, the three 
portfolios that have received the highest percentage of growth in funding in budgets are: disability, 
122.1 per cent; child protection, 82.4 per cent; and mental health, 77.7 per cent. I do not believe that has 
anything specifically to do with me; I believe it is because this government has recognised that those are the 
services that have to keep receiving extra growth funding in terms of demand, and, of course, WA Health is way 
below that—and that is another good reason that the Mental Health Commission should not be under the 
Department of Health. I would love to hear what the opposition thinks about that. Those investment levels have 
occurred despite the impact of various corrective measures. There has been massive investment in the regions 
and the creation of the future fund to ensure that future generations benefit from the strong period of mining 
royalties, which in that time has created more than 22 000 jobs for Western Australians. It is very difficult to 
complain about that sort of progress. 
Let me now turn to some of the expenditure that has been curtailed and how the government has worked hard to 
control expenditure growth. In 2014–15 expenditure increased by four per cent. In 2015–18 expenditure 
increases were forecast to be an average 2.5 per cent per annum, down from 3.8 per cent at the time of the 2014–
15 budget, well below the average of the previous 10 years, which was 7.9 per cent. Opposition members have 
said that they cannot see what the government has done to rein in that expenditure. Here it is in front of us—
percentage expenditure growth has been so small in comparison to what it has been over the past 10 years. It is 
an absolute compliment if the opposition cannot see where that expenditure growth has been contained, because 
that will mean that that growth has occurred in the right areas and is not affecting frontline services. That is 
despite the legacy of wage increases under the former Labor government and the high staffing ratios that saw the 
cost of WA services exceed those of most other states and territories. When this government came to office in 
2008, general government sector salaries expenditure growth was 12 per cent per annum. It is very clear where 
people want the money to be spent. Salaries growth in 2013–14 was just 5.2 per cent—the lowest rate of growth 
in 13 years. That has continued into the first half of 2014–15, with growth in general government salaries 
expenditure of just 2.1 per cent compared with the same period last year. It is amazing. Over the five successive 
voluntary severance separation programs since the government came to office in 2008, a total of 3 700 surplus 
full-time equivalent staff have left the sector. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: This is called expenditure control—oh dear! There have been revenue and 
expenditure measures. It is amazing that the opposition cannot see anything. I love it when opposition members 
say, “I can’t see what you’re doing” because it is so clear that we have targeted the right things to constrain. 
Two  lots of five per cent efficiency targets and they cannot see the problem! 

Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! 
Hon HELEN MORTON: Two lots of five per cent efficiency savings and members opposite cannot see 
anything happening—saving over $1 billion up to 2017–18. There is deferred infrastructure spending; as I have 
said, salaries policies around capping the total wages growth at CPI; the new wages policy; voluntary separation 
schemes; and the new workforce renewal policy. There has been some fantastic innovation in delivery, not least 
of which will be the financial counselling services. The new metropolitan-wide financial counselling services 
will be an example of more efficient services — 
Hon Stephen Dawson interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! This shouting across the chamber really has to stop. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: The best comment I heard from the other side was, “We support the bill”! Fantastic. 
Of course, the second best is the complaint that nothing has changed: “I cannot see anything that the government 
is doing to reduce expenditure.” I just indicated that despite accommodating 1 300 people a week, the drop in 
commodity prices, our lowest ever GST share, a massive drop in expenditure growth and all the corrective 
measures that have been put in place, the opposition is demonstrating to the government that it has done a 
fantastic job in trying to bring this budget in to the extent that it has. 
I thank members opposite for their support and for the fact that they have said they will support the bill. I look 
forward to any more detailed and technical questions they want to ask during the committee stage. 
Question put and passed. 
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Bill read a second time. 
Committee 

The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Liz Behjat) in the chair; Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental Health) 
in charge of the bill. 
Clause 1: Short title — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: In response to the second reading debate, the minister made reference to the fact that the 
government had contained expenditure growth. I am a little confused about that because it was predicted in the 
budget papers for the 2014–15 year that expenditure growth would grow by 2.6 per cent, but in fact, according to 
this year’s budget papers, four per cent expenditure growth was achieved. When did the government actually 
achieve this reduction in expenditure growth compared with what it predicted? 
Hon HELEN MORTON: Four per cent is incredibly low, according to historical levels. 
Hon Ken Travers: It is above what was predicted. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: It is very low in terms of historical levels. It was even lower than that towards the end 
of that financial period. The March report is already showing that 2014–15 is well below four per cent. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The government’s financial strategy outlined in the recent budget paper No 3 states that 
the government’s strategy is to maintain the total non-financial public sector net-debt-to-revenue ratio at or 
below 55 per cent. As I mentioned in my speech, the Government Financial Responsibility Act requires the 
government to indicate the time frames proposed for achieving the target. Obviously, as a result of the passage of 
this bill, that will not assist in meeting that target. Can the minister advise us when the government expects to 
reach a TNPS net-debt-to-revenue ratio at or below 55 per cent? 
Hon HELEN MORTON: No, I cannot advise that. That is outside the forward estimates. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The act does not say, “Tell us what is going to happen over the forward estimates.” 
The  act says, “Tell us the time frame for achieving your target.” Can the minister tell us when the government is 
going to achieve its target? Do not give weasel words; comply with the laws of this state and tell us when the 
government will achieve it. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: No; I understand. Unfortunately, as appears to be customary at this stage, the 
estimates hearings take place while cabinet is meeting. For the last few years the Treasury estimates hearings 
have always occurred at the same time that cabinet is meeting. As a result, I have not been able to get to it. As an 
aside, if in future Hon Ken Travers has a role in determining which hearings occur at a particular time, it would 
be really helpful for Treasury hearings to be scheduled so as not to coincide with cabinet so that a minister could 
be present.  
I am told that the opposition was provided with all of that information. The explanation around this was provided 
to the opposition by the Treasurer during the estimates hearings. The outcome is that the opposition cannot be 
given that clarity because the decisions are still related to future governments. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will answer the first part, and my apologies for the Monday hearing. I am not trying to 
make excuses, but I was away from the meeting that signed off on that. Originally it was to be on the Monday 
afternoon so that it would not clash. My recollection is that there was actually a request from the government 
side to have it at 10.00 am. 

Hon Helen Morton: It certainly would not have been from me. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It may be a matter of communication. I accept the point made by the minister. I was 
away from the meeting that signed off on it. I am not trying to make excuses; I do not know the full details of 
who the request came from. A request came from the government side to shift it from the afternoon, which 
would have avoided cabinet, to the morning. Obviously, there has been some communication breakdown 
between the agency, the committee and the minister’s office and, as chair of the committee, I apologise for that. 
As the minister knows, we try to fit in the times. It is quite common to try to work with ministerial offices. 
Some  do not care about turning up. I acknowledge that the minister is one who does, so I do not know how that 
came to be. Please accept my apologies on behalf of the committee, and I note the comments she has made. 

The minister is right; on Monday I asked a similar question of the bureaucracy. My view—I will continue to 
hold this view—is that if the government is going to ignore the Government Financial Responsibility Act and not 
provide Parliament with details about the government strategy, maybe we need to send the matter to the Auditor 
General so that he can look into whether the government is complying with the act. Any reasonable reading of 
the Government Financial Responsibility Act, although it refers to the need for forward estimates, would indicate 
that it does not in any way limit those sections that relate to when that target has been reached. 
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We have approved the policy of the bill, which is obviously the policy to approve the capacity to borrow money 
for the purposes of the consolidated account. Obviously, when we get into the detail, a debate could be had about 
whether we should cross out a couple of the nine zeros that come after the number “8”. This is a really important 
issue. We could potentially move to amend the commencement date of the bill to prevent the proclamation 
before a certain date. There are all these options to be considered in the detail of the bill, just so that one can 
understand why it is important to have this debate on the short title. A range of issues go to the way in which the 
different clauses interact with each other. 

I think it is absolutely crucial that the government explains to the chamber during the debate on clause 1 how it 
intends to meet its target. What is the strategy to get us back below 55 per cent? It may be a 10-year strategy. 
I  accept that the damage that has been done will not be fixed in four years. It is not physically possible. 
The  damage is so catastrophic that it cannot be fixed in four years. If the government tries to increase taxes, the 
economy will be strangled and it will cause even more job losses than its current fiscal plans are causing. 
There  has to be a strategy, and the government is required by law to develop that strategy. I understand that it 
may have become complacent because it got itself into this mess by not having a strategy, but Parliament has a 
right, before it ticks off on the detail of the bill and leaves the nine zeros after the “8” to make it $8 billion, to 
have an explanation of how the government is going to comply with the Government Financial Responsibility 
Act. It is simply unacceptable to use some nonsensical argument that the forward estimates are for only four 
years. The strategy does not have to comply with the forward estimates. It can include the period of the forward 
estimates and the period beyond the forward estimates. That is what the act provides for—a strategy. We deserve 
an answer before we go further with the passage of this bill. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The first thing I would like to say is that, at an officer level, it has been confirmed 
that the Auditor General is happy with the level of disclosure around the financial information that the member 
has referred to. The member may wish to get a parliamentary inquiry going to ask the Auditor General to get 
involved or whatever, but that work has already been done at an officer level. Treasury has received unqualified 
audit opinion on all the government financial responsibilities under that act and all the disclosures, including 
those in previous years when the government did not meet the financial targets. Those things that the member is 
feeling concerned about are in hand. 

The strategy is outlined on various pages in the budget papers. They refer to the constraints on expenditure, 
which I have already indicated are significantly down, and expenditure growth is projected at about 2.5 per cent 
until 2017–18. The asset sales are already listed, and the member knows about those, but more will probably 
come on if we can find some more that are worth doing that with. 

Hon Ken Travers: Are you searching the back cupboard for anything to sell? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I would always keep my mind open to it. As a good businessperson, I am sure that 
the member would too, if he were in that position. Equally, there is a return to revenue. There are tables in the 
budget papers that show the return of revenue, in particular the return of GST two years out. I talked about the 
lag time that the Commonwealth Grants Commission uses, which will play out in our favour in the coming years 
so that we will see the return of GST. There is a graph on page 108 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook that 
shows how that will come back and really improve the revenue situation. Of course, the member will note that 
even at this stage, we have an incredibly strong economy and a strengthening economy. The strategies that he is 
looking for are covered in the budget papers and also in the conversations that we have had on this issue. 

Hon KATE DOUST: When did the government know that it would need to bring the Loan Bill to this place? 
Given that the midyear review came out in late December and we have had other issues with the drop in 
commodity prices, I want to know why it has left it so late. When did it know it was having these significant 
problems and why has it left it to this point to bring in this bill? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The intention initially was to bring this bill in at the same time as the budget bills 
were brought in but, as the member knows, the budget bills got pushed out by a week so that they did not 
coincide with the commonwealth budget. Of course, we will continue with the progress of the appropriation bills 
when we sit again, so the requirement to get this bill through in advance of the budget bills means that we need 
to get this bill through by August. We will not sit again until then. 

Hon Kate Doust: So you don’t need it through today? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, we do not need it through today. If we do not pass it today, we will just stay here 
all night! If we do not get it through tonight, we still have to get it through before we sit again, so we will have to 
come back tomorrow or stay all night or something like that. Whatever it is, we have to get it through before we 
sit again. That is the issue. 

Several members interjected. 
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The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! One at a time. If members have a question or want to make a 
contribution, they can do that when I give them the call. At the moment the minister has the call. If the minister 
has sat down, I will give Hon Kate Doust the call. 

Hon Helen Morton: Yes. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am so pleased that the minister wants her colleagues to sit longer and Labor to deal with 
the spill. I did not realise that we would have an extended period. I am sure that was news to her leader. 

The minister in her second reading reply made reference to what these moneys would be allocated. I must say 
that it was a very vague reference. I note in the second reading speech and other documents attached to this — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: If members are not contributing to this part of the debate, they can leave the chamber. 
Hon Kate Doust has the call. 

Hon KATE DOUST: As I was saying, there was no reference in the second reading speech or in the explanatory 
memorandum about how these moneys attached to this Loan Bill would be expended. In the minister’s reply 
today, the minister said that it would be used for—the order is probably wrong—schools, roads, hospitals, police 
stations and so on. Eight billion dollars is a significant amount of money. In fact, I watched Donald Trump last 
night on The Project when he talked about his own net worth. Donald Trump is worth $9 billion. I thought that 
we are only asking for $8 billion, so we could actually have Donald for less than that! 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Or we could trump him! 

Hon KATE DOUST: Or we could trump him, yes! That is a massive amount of money that we would expect to 
buy a significant amount of — 

Hon Ken Travers: Maybe we could change the title to the “Trump Bill” minus a billion. 

Hon KATE DOUST: The “Trump Bill”; we could move to do that. It might take a bit of time, but we could 
move to do that. 

I really want to know, given that a significant amount of money will be expended, whether there is a list. 
Exactly  on what will this amount of money be expended, in particular the “so on” part of the minister’s reply? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I seriously did not mean to be facetious. 

Hon Kate Doust: Don’t say it then. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is actually written in three volumes of the budget papers. Here in my hand are the 
budget papers that tell the member on what the money will be spent. Seriously, I do not want to go through those 
budget papers page by page, line by line in answer to the member’s question. The information on what the 
money will be spent is fully covered in these documents; it is there. However, we do not allocate borrowing to 
any individual project or agency at the time of the bill. These borrowings, therefore, are required to bridge the 
gap between the revenue and the expenditure. They form part of the total pool of funds available to government; 
and the total pool of funds available to government is covered off in those documents. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: As I understand it, the minister said that the bill covers only the borrowings for those 
things up to the next election; is that right? This $8 billion will get us only from today to March 2017; is that 
correct? 
Hon HELEN MORTON: I said to June 2017, with a buffer. Remember the buffer. Do not forget the buffer. 
Hon Kate Doust: Where is that buffer? 
Hon HELEN MORTON: It is $1.5 billion. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think the Treasurer was trying to keep the buffer a secret from the Premier so that he 
does not spend it, but I think the minister has just blown it. There is a buffer that takes the government to after 
30 June. Therefore, to cover all the expenditure in those budget papers, we will still have to maintain a 
$1.5 billion buffer. Before the end of the forward estimates we will need another Loan Bill; is that correct? 
To  complete the forward estimates as they are outlined, we will need another Loan Bill for the 2017–18 and 
2018–19 financial years. Are we up to the 2019–20 financial year yet? I think we are getting pretty close, but it 
will certainly be needed up to the 2018–19 financial year; is that correct. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: It has been deemed appropriate that this bill covers only the forward estimates for this 
term of government. That is the time frame we are looking at. It does not take into account things such as asset 
sales and increased revenue et cetera. 
Hon Ken Travers: Yes, because you then have to net off the loss of revenue as well. 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: It does not take those things into account. However, in answer to how far it takes us, 
it takes us to the next election. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I understand that, but I am asking how this bill will operate. The minister has made 
reference to the forward estimates throughout today, so I would have thought she would be able to tell us 
whether, to complete the forward estimates as currently determined, the government will require another 
Loan  Bill before the end of the forward estimates in 2019. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: As I said, this bill takes us through to the election, and as a result the forward 
estimates go beyond that. I think that is what the member is getting at; is that right? 
Hon Ken Travers: Yes. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: I am saying that it is possible but it is not necessarily known because it depends on so 
many variables such as asset sales, revenue and all those sorts of things. Heaven forbid if there will be a change 
of government. The Labor Party would blow that budget, which would be terrible, and would have to go and 
borrow something. However, we do not contemplate that that is likely to happen. We cannot therefore account at 
this stage for what will happen post the election. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: We have had a good explanation for why we have got ourselves into the financial mess 
we are in. It is because we actually do not worry about budgets; we just live on a wing and a prayer and even 
though we have budget papers, we ignore them. I asked that because I imagine the money we are predominantly 
approving, with the exception of the buffer, in the government’s line of credit, as the minister calls it, is the full 
line of credit that the government clearly expects to draw down by June 2017. I assume that the majority of this 
money will finally be shown on the balance sheet as spent, and the debt will be shown as a net debt on the 
general government sector because most of the borrowings in the non-financial public sector and the public 
financial corporations will be approved by their own acts of Parliament. Am I correct in assuming that all of this 
money will be applied to the general government sector; and, if not, how much will be applied to the other two 
sectors of government? 
Hon HELEN MORTON: It covers only consolidated account borrowings, and that includes of course the 
Public Transport Authority. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That covers the general government sector plus the accounting change we did a couple 
of years ago to try to make the books look better. I thought there was only the one example where that would be 
the case. Then if we look at page 218 of the budget papers, we can make a rough assumption that by the end of 
the 2018 financial year without a new Loan Bill we will have exhausted and taken out the buffer. If we want to 
maintain a $1.5 billion buffer, one of the first actions of the party that is in government after 11 March 2017 will 
need to bring in a Loan Bill pretty quick smart; that is, assuming that this government will not have increased 
debt, because one of the things we have noticed is that debt keeps going up in each financial year. 
During my second reading contribution, to which I did not hear the minister respond, I asked whether this 
authorisation to borrow includes the finance lease for Perth Stadium or whether it sits outside this process. 
Does  it include the public–private partnership for the new schools that the minister is paying for on the credit 
card? Is  it not expected to be in this Loan Bill; and, if not, will we need a Loan Bill to appropriate the vendor 
finance that will be required for the C-series railcars?  
Hon HELEN MORTON: For the finance lease, no; for the capital contribution for the stadium, yes. The 
public–private partnership is currently reflected as a traditional build in the forward estimates, so that is yes; and 
the vendor for the railcars, no. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So in actual fact, for the structure of the stadium deal the 60 per cent that is an up-front 
capital payment will be covered under this line of credit. But the government has actually constructed a separate 
line of credit that sits outside of the Loan Bill that I assume will still be covered under the net financial liabilities. 
Am I correct that we are now structuring government deals to try to minimise the net debt figure in the hope that 
people do not realise they might have to start looking at the net financial liabilities figure? 
Hon HELEN MORTON: What is being proposed here is not unique; for example, it is how the Central Law 
Courts were accommodated. It is also all still in net debt, so it is not like it is outside of that overall debt process 
that we are considering. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I wanted the minister to explain something. The minister said the lease finance of the 
stadium is not included; the capital component is. But the PPP for the schools is included and will be 
accommodated under this Loan Bill; is that right? Because I thought they were treated, in an accounting sense 
and in the terms of the budget papers, the same way as a finance lease, rather than as a capital appropriation. The 
minister also suggested the vendor finance for the railcars does not get covered. 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: The capital of the PPP is covered, but when we get to the contract close of the PPP it 
is not included. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: My understanding of the PPP schools—it is a shame the Leader of the House had to 
leave on urgent parliamentary business—is that we are not making an up-front capital contribution; the capital is 
being carried by the provider that will get—is that correct?—an ongoing payment that covers both the capital 
cost and the operational costs over a 25-year arrangement. So, we are not making an up-front capital payment for 
those schools; we are making ongoing annual payments, which I would have thought is a finance lease 
arrangement in the same way as the stadium is, and therefore I am intrigued as to why one would be in the Loan 
Bill and one would not be covered by the Loan Bill.  
Hon HELEN MORTON: It is a pity Hon Ken Travers was not able to ask these questions during estimates; he 
would have been able to get it much more succinctly. 
Hon Ken Travers: But I note your request for us to have a three-hour hearing next year. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: I do not mind. What I am saying is that as long as I am there, I do not mind. 
Hon Ken Travers: I will make sure you are there for a three-hour hearing, not just a two-hour hearing!  
Hon HELEN MORTON: Absolutely! 
Hon Ken Travers: We are always happy to accommodate ministers when we can. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: This is the best way I can explain it, but Hon Ken Travers might ask me to clarify this 
a little further if I do not get it quite right. Until we finalise the arrangements, the budget papers treat PPPs as 
traditional government spending until the contract is finalised. The resulting PPP is treated as net debt. This 
treatment ensures that the budget discloses these costs in the net debt. The PPP is net debt, but is not 
consolidated account; the debt is held elsewhere in the sector. I do not know whether I have covered the query of 
Hon Ken Travers about that, but I understand that it moves out of the investment program and into the finance 
lease at the time that that takes place.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I appreciate that the minister has clarified that; I now understand. In the current budget 
papers, it is included under the asset investment program, and therefore it is treated as capital investment in the 
normal way, but once we actually reach an agreement, that will never materialise and it will then become leased 
finance and then will not be drawn down. 
Hon Helen Morton: So it has the same impact on net debt. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. I am intrigued. That, effectively, avoids the requirements to use a loan bill to 
borrow those funds, but, as the minister pointed out, this is not the actual mortgage document; this is just a line 
of credit. On what basis under the state’s Constitution do we actually arrive at the permission to fund the finance 
leases if it is not through a loan bill, because we are still, effectively, borrowing money and applying that to 
future Parliaments?  
Hon HELEN MORTON: I really am pleased that Hon Ken Travers asked such a simple question! 
Hon Ken Travers: I am just a simple backbencher seeking to understand how the finances work, minister. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: That is right. The cash flows of the finance and the principal lease payments are 
approved by Parliament. The way in which that occurs is obviously through the appropriations through the bills. 
That is the mechanism by which it is given the authority under the Constitution.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Since this bill was introduced into this place, Moody’s has downgraded the state financial 
status from AA+ to AA-. What type of impact does that have on the state’s capacity to borrow?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I wish I could write shorthand, Madam Deputy Chair. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Liz Behjat): You can speak it. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes. 

For a start I would say that we have not been downgraded. 

Hon Kate Doust: We have. We have been downgraded to AA–. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: We have been put on — 

Hon Kate Doust: A watch—how different is that? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Our credit rating has not been downgraded. We have been put on negative outlook. 
Hon Kate Doust should be careful what she says, because her information there was not quite right. The markets 
have factored that in. There is no problem. We have a really strong credit rating and we are not having any 
problems at all. The market is very accommodating of our needs in this respect. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister mentioned that this bill goes towards the funding of schools, roads, 
hospitals, police and so on. 

Hon Helen Morton: It is all in the budget. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is all in the budget. I know how much the minister likes quizzes, and so here is my 
quiz question: Who said that the government needs to shift the financing of non–income generating assets away 
from debt finance into finance from current revenues? Do we know who said that? 

Hon Alyssa Hayden: Is that in relation to the Loan Bill? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, it is really important, but Hon Alyssa Hayden need not worry herself about it. 

Hon Alyssa Hayden: Do not be so rude. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The member should not wade in with trite comments such as that when we are trying to 
have a good discussion. 

Who said that? I will give a clue. It was either the current Premier, the Minister for Education in the 
Court  government, who never listened to Treasury, or a former head of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
of Western Australia. 

Hon Peter Collier: I know; I know! Pick me! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Who was it, Hon Peter Collier? 

Hon Peter Collier: Colin Barnett. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Very good. That is who said it, when he first arrived in Parliament. I think that members 
would accept that schools, roads, hospitals, police and so on are part of those non–income generating assets, and 
so we should not be debt-financing them. Of course, Colin Barnett was saying at the time that the Richard Court 
government was debt-financing some of these things, unlike in the Ripper period of government in this state. 
The  only explanation that can possibly be argued for that is there has been a rapid increase in population 
compared with the long-term average, which is around the 1.8 per cent to two per cent mark. Can the minister 
tell us how many schools, roads, hospitals or police stations the government has been building above the long-
term average? I would have thought that that would be the only sort of borrowings that could be justified in the 
general government sector, such as the standard day-to-day four or six schools a year that need to be built. 
I  think the government has recently released a document that states that it wants to get to a population of 
3.5 million in Perth, so we can assume that every year, on that long-term average, we will be building new 
schools, new roads, new hospitals and new police stations. I will give credit to the fact that once a hospital is 
built, it becomes a long-term asset, although, having built a brand-new hospital, we still do not seem to have 
enough beds, having just watched my father get shifted around from ward to ward to try to make room for it all. 
I  am trying to work out how much we are actually building in the way of schools, hospitals, roads and police 
stations that is above the long-term average for capital infrastructure. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am not going to go through and identify all the individual schools, hospitals or 
whatever. 

Hon Ken Travers: I just asked for the averages. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I do not have those figures at my fingertips, as the member knows. However, he does 
acknowledge that there has been a much greater than average growth in population. 

Hon Ken Travers: It is not significant, compared with the Labor years, and we funded it all from revenue. 
Population growth was above average in the Labor years. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It was not as great as we have seen in the past few years. The member is aware that 
there is a record $47 billion growth in asset investment in this state. If the member wants me to identify 
precisely — 

Hon Ken Travers: If you are not going to answer, sit down and I will ask you one more question. Do you want 
to get the bill through today? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I do not mind. I do not mind how long we stay here for it. I do not have anything else 
that I am desperately trying to get to. 

Hon Ken Travers: You’ll get a talking to during question time, I assure you. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am sure I will. All I am saying is that there has been a record level of asset 
investment, but I cannot tell the member precisely how many schools et cetera over and above the average that 
has been. 

 [16] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 18 June 2015] 

 p4602b-4618a 
Hon Ken Travers; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Kate Doust 

Committee interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 4635.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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