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TREASURER’S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2010 

Second Reading 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON PHILIP GARDINER (Agricultural) [5.08 pm]: The issue with the Treasurer’s advance authorisation 
comes down to the matter I wish to cover, which is the Gravity Discovery Centre located at Gingin. I know it is 
not an enormous amount of money in the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill, but it relates to the unforeseen 
and extraordinary events that the government should be addressing when considering how it exercises its 
application of the appropriation of funds. I am disturbed that the judgement that is being applied, it seems, is to 
cease funding the Gravity Discovery Centre. I am advised by the chairman of the Gravity Discovery Centre that 
this unique science educational centre, which at this particular time is going very well, is to not have any further 
government support. This will affect it to the extent of $200 000. It will make a decision about whether to close 
down the centre on 31 March. If the centre is closed down its arrangement with the Graham (Polly) Farmer 
Foundation, which brings Aboriginal children to that centre, and the science camps over three years, will be in 
jeopardy. The exhibits in the Square Kilometre Array, which includes a telescope for radio astronomy onsite that 
is used to help students understand aspects of radio astronomy, will no longer be available. The centre is an 
education science centre of distinction that serves a lot of schools in the metropolitan and rural areas.  

I understand that the Gravity Discovery Centre was set up by Hendy Cowan, when he was Minister for Science, 
to be a public interface with the Australian International Gravitational Observatory to enable schoolchildren and 
the public of Western Australia to learn about gravity, astronomy and cosmology. In the past 10 years the centre 
has received over $8 million from industry and the federal government. In addition the centre has received an 
enormous amount of in-kind support to make it what it is today. The Gravity Discovery Centre now comprises 
four major buildings and over 20 000 people attended this centre last year. The centre hosts growing numbers of 
Singaporean students and this year will be putting on major programs for Indigenous students from the Pilbara 
and beyond.  

According to the chairman, John de Laeter, it is the most cost-effective science education centre in Australia. 
Scitech spends approximately $26 for each person who passes through it and the Powerhouse Discovery Centre 
in Sydney spends $40 for each person who passes through that centre. The gravity centre spends no more than 
$10 for each person who passes through it. It is one of the leanest, meanest deliverers of science education in this 
country, yet it appears that it will be closed down. I will come to the relevance of how important that is to 
Western Australia in a few minutes.  

The federal government, through the science portfolio, provided $150 000 a year for the first five years of the 
operation of the Gravity Discovery Centre. Currently the centre receives three grants, from the Australian 
Research Council, the University of Western Australia and the Graham (Polly) Farmer Foundation, whose grant 
alone totals $920 000. The federal government’s grant is about $61 000. The Wheatbelt Development 
Commission has provided $44 000.  

If the Gravity Discovery Centre is closed down, the implication is that it will erode the momentum for its 
application for $100 million that has been signalled by the United States of America to be appropriated to 
finance further research into gravity at this particular centre located at Gingin. It will also erode the possibility of 
another $1 million coming from the University of Western Australia, as well as amounts coming from the five 
leading universities that are creating a war chest to fight for federal funding for this project.  

It is possible that members are not familiar with the science this gravity centre is investigating. As we know, 
gravity is one of the four fundamental forces of nature, the others being electromagnetism and strong and weak 
nuclear forces. It is a force that structures the universe; it creates galaxies, stars and planets. It switches on the 
nuclear furnaces in stars, which give light and life to the universe, as we currently understand it. Gravity can 
accumulate indefinitely and creates black holes of the kind that we understand were the origins of our universe 
but yet we do not fully understand. 

Gravity is still shrouded in mystery and its secrets are just beginning to be discovered. Gravity waves are like 
sounds that pass through space at the speed of light, still deaf to the sounds of the universe. Gravity wave 
technology will give us the dimension to understand what is happening to the world as we investigate it. The 
discovery of electromagnetic waves, one of the other four fundamental forces of nature, in 1886 spawned 
dramatic and unforeseen revolutions as the new waves were progressively harnessed for communication, 
medicine and astronomy. The harnessing of gravity waves will unleash similar potential. As we think now, this 
is inconceivable, but it will have a similar impact upon our lives as discovery deepens. With amazing new 
technology developed through intense international collaboration, scientists predict that we will soon be capable 
of listening to the birth of the universe. But there is a threat because this little core, the Gravity Discovery Centre 
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at Gingin, is about to be closed. Outside this, unbeknownst to them, there are major international providers of 
funds to enable the deeper discovery of gravity. If the centre is closed, it will simply send all the wrong signals 
about our seriousness of the theoretical research with which we are trying to understand what gravity and its 
surrounding science is all about. 

I am told that gravity wave technology apparently has already created a surge of innovation that has significant 
practical and economic benefits for Australia. It has already been used to create enhanced radar technology and 
sapphire clocks and has contributed to developing super mirrors, gravity sensors, ocean wave monitoring and 
super-efficient air conditioners. We can now apparently detect stealth bombers as a result of the research into 
gravity wave technology. Gravity radiometers can allow rapid airborne exploration, but Australia and Western 
Australia’s involvement in it is now placing continuation of this work in jeopardy. We have the ball at our feet, 
the goal is ahead of us and it is now a matter of whether we wish to strike the ball in the direction of realising an 
enormous opportunity. Efforts have been made by Professor David Blair at the University of Western Australia 
and Professor John De Laeter at Curtin University of Technology to seek $160 million of funds for the 
Australian international gravity observation centre. So far $30 million has been spent on developing facilities at 
the site but over the past two years they have made significant progress in obtaining these additional funds. They 
have worked towards securing international partnerships in this observatory, and six other nations have proposed 
participating in the project—namely, the United States of America, Germany, France, Italy, India and China. 
Substantial funding contributions have been proposed. In December there was a major breakthrough; the United 
States International Gravity Observation Laboratory offered to contribute the complete detector valued at 
$100 million if Australia, with its international partners, contributed the rest—that is, the other $30 million. In 
February 2010—as some members may know as some may have attended, but, unfortunately, I was unable to 
attend because of a prior engagement—the world’s community came to Perth for the first Australian 
International Gravity Observation Conference. High level meetings were held to plan the project, which the US 
calls International Gravity Observation South. That is the component that we as a country can contribute to for 
this worldwide investigation into gravity waves and its application for the benefit of not just us but the whole 
world in the same way electromagnetism was investigated in 1886.  

In response to the US offer, five leading universities—the University of Western Australia, the Australian 
National University, Melbourne University, Adelaide University and Monash University—have created a war 
chest to fight for federal funding for this project. The Australian International Gravity Organisation National 
Laboratory has been formed at UWA and an interim director has been appointed. The organisation’s board is 
leading the funding bid.  

The US side will assess Australia’s response, but the US side needs to be convinced that both capital cost and 
operational funds are available for the next 10 years. If we cannot bring ourselves to continue the ongoing, small 
amount of funding that this gravity discovery centre is seeking now—$200 000—on the back of the self-help 
that this centre has already demonstrated, as it is already the hardest working, lowest government funded science 
centre of the three I have mentioned, we must ask the questions: what is self-help worth; why should we bother 
about it? In raising this issue during debate on this bill, I am drawing the attention of the house to not just the 
current operation and determination of this little centre in the way it carries out delivery of science to 
schoolchildren and at low cost, but also the implication that if funding for this kind of thing is not appropriated 
from our Treasury, we will lose the momentum and the potential for a huge opportunity to receive additional 
international funding in excess of $100 million for future research that can be undertaken by this operation at 
Gingin in this frontier field of science; namely, gravity discovery. I thank members.  

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.23 pm] — in reply: I thank all 
members for their contributions and their support for the passage of the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 
2010. It is probably not the time for me to answer in detail many of the questions that have been asked. Most 
people will seek that sort of detail during the committee stage, and that is probably the better time to deal with it. 
The other benefit of leaving it to that stage obviously is that then I will have the Treasury adviser by my side.  

Hon Ken Travers: You must know it all yourself!   

Hon HELEN MORTON: Absolutely, but if I gave all the answers right now, members opposite would ask the 
same questions again anyway. 

Hon Ken Travers: If you tell us what the deficit will be now, I will not ask you again.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: If the member can find out, let us see if I can give him enough confidence in that.  

I want to provide members with a couple of key points. The first point is that we are operating in the most 
unusual times for any government, Treasurer or budget period to deal with. These are the most extraordinary 
times and they are affecting government at the national level as well. The circumstances are very different from 
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what we have had to deal with before. Despite all that, I would rather weather the global financial crisis, and the 
other things, in Western Australia with Western Australia’s budget, resources and circumstances than in any 
other state in Australia.  

Hon Ken Travers: Absolutely; we are a rich state.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Absolutely. One of the things that the member must understand when he talks about 
Western Australia being a rich state is that a lot of those riches come from revenue from mining royalties. That is 
one of the biggest circumstances that have had to be managed through this whole budget process. Due to the 
higher exchange rate for the Australian dollar that has flowed from this whole global financial crisis, the revenue 
issues have been very volatile and have fluctuated significantly. This has created a huge issue for the Treasurer 
to manage within the budget process, and trying to find a mechanism for smoothing that out over the past six 
months has required a substantial effort on his part. 

Hon Ken Travers: The revenue figure you have now and what was predicted in the pre-election financial 
statements are almost identical.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: It might have fluctuated significantly in that time frame. WA’s AA credit rating—
sorry, the AAA credit rating — 

Hon Ken Travers: So it’s only AA now! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, it has a AAA credit rating, which has been absolutely reaffirmed by Standard and 
Poor’s and Moody’s last reviews. The member may not want to take reassurance from me, the Treasurer, or 
Treasury advisers, but perhaps he could take reassurance from Standard and Poor’s and Moody’s that WA’ 
financial circumstances are in pretty good shape.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: Has it ever dropped below AAA?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: No; never. One of the points that members need to remember is the severe impact on 
expenditure in this budget by the on-passing of commonwealth grants. Some of those things are also of some 
significance in terms of managing the budget. Members can ask more details about that when we come to the 
committee stage.  

In terms of the documents that members opposite are hoping will be tabled, a document has been circulated that 
is the same level of documentation as that tabled in the Legislative Assembly. I am advised that it is the level of 
documentation that will be tabled in the Legislative Council. There were some strange suggestions by members 
opposite that information was being manipulated in the cabinet process through withholding information. I have 
far greater faith in the role of our chief financial officers than perhaps members opposite have. These chief 
financial officers of government agencies have got to work within the legislation that is provided to them.  

Hon Ken Travers: They have to work within the decisions taken by cabinet —  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I ask Hon Ken Travers to let me finish!  

Hon Ken Travers: — and I was attacking cabinet, not the chief financial officers.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Hon Ken Travers has to be careful about what he is saying because the chief financial 
officers operate in accordance with the financial legislation—the Financial Management Act and other financial 
legislation. If they work outside of that legislation, it will be picked up by the Auditor General. I would say that 
the member is really casting aspersions on the chief financial officers if he is suggesting —  

Hon Ken Travers: I never attacked the CFOs, I attacked the cabinet; it is the cabinet that is doing it!  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Michael Mischin): Order, members! I ask the parliamentary secretary to 
direct her remarks through the Chair. The parliamentary secretary has the call.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: A number of members referred to the additional risk expenditure in the area of health. 
I know that Hon Ken Travers has read the 2009–10 Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement as 
thoroughly as I have, if not more thoroughly. He knows that that risk and the amount involved was highlighted in 
that document. He knows that additional funding for health was not requested at the time of the midyear review. 
However, the risk had already been identified by Treasury and was highlighted in that document.  

Members have asked whether the budget will go into deficit. Members must remember that the Treasurer’s 
Advance Authorisation Bill deals only with excesses and does not take into account underspends in other 
agencies. Further, it does not take into account movements in revenue. On that basis, it is not possible for 
members to draw conclusions about the impact on financial targets. Such impacts can be assessed only at the end 



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

 p1100b-1107a 
Hon Philip Gardiner; Hon Helen Morton; Deputy Chairman; Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Max 

Trenorden 

 [4] 

of the budget process. Usually the actuals for the year are not recorded until the September following a financial 
year’s end. It is not necessarily wise to suggest that we are dealing with a budget that is going into deficit.  

Hon Ken Travers: Do you guarantee it won’t?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: In what capacity does the member want me to guarantee that; in my position as 
parliamentary secretary?  

Hon Ken Travers: You can guarantee whatever you like. I will take your word for it. Give us your word, Hon 
Helen Morton!   

Hon HELEN MORTON: I have heard Hon Ken Travers ask ministers to take some kind of responsibility for 
this. With that in mind, I can say what I can say; namely, the member should not draw any conclusions — 

Hon Ken Travers: Can you guarantee that it won’t go into deficit? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! I do not think that is an appropriate demand to make of a 
parliamentary secretary.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Another comment that is worth making is that the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation 
Bill provides the government with interim authority to make decisions. Members must understand the difference 
between the role of a Treasurer’s advance bill and subsequent supplementary bills. The supplementary bills, 
which will be tabled later in the calendar year, will seek to formalise these appropriations. That is why two 
supplementary bills will be introduced after we have dealt with this bill that relate to the previous two years, 
which is —  

Hon Ken Travers: And if we defeat those bills, what happens? Is the money repaid?   

Hon HELEN MORTON: I do not know. I doubt it.  

Hon Ken Travers: No, it’s not. It’s not an interim measure. This is the approval of the expenditure. Don’t kid 
yourself!  

Hon HELEN MORTON: This is the interim authority.  

Members have expressed their uncertainty about the term “recashflow”. I am very familiar with that phrase. The 
slang word used in the financial world is “slippage”. If money and resources allocated to a certain project, 
initiative or service are not used in the time that they are provided, they are moved into the following time frame 
to enable the project, initiative or service to be picked up and carried on. Members should not be overly 
concerned about the concept of re-cashflow. It is another phrase for “slippage”. I prefer the term “recashflow” to 
“slippage”. 

Hon Ken Travers: Are you saying the government is slipping?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am not saying that at all. I am saying that some of the expenditure might be.  

Hon Ed Dermer: Will you take an interjection? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That depends on how technical the interjection is.  

Hon Ed Dermer: When explaining the term, you used “slippage” as a word with a similar meaning. When such 
slippage occurs, it has been my understanding that you would normally define the new time frame. If you’re 
passing funding on to a future time frame, you define when the actual expenditure will occur. Is that also your 
understanding?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am not sure. I would ask the honourable member to ask that question again in 
committee, and I will have some advice on that matter by then. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You’ve got no idea, have you? That’s all right. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: But I certainly understand the term “slippage” and, in particular, how it relates to 
capital works programs. 

For the benefit of Hon Philip Gardiner, I would like to talk a little about the Gravity Discovery Centre in Gingin. 
I am very familiar with the circumstances surrounding that centre. I know that the Gravity Discovery Centre in 
Gingin signed a contract when it took its last allocation of funding, indicating quite categorically—I have seen 
the contract and I have seen the signatures on it et cetera—that the centre understood that this would be the last 
amount of funding that it would receive from the science and innovation portfolio. I do not know why the centre 
has gone back to the member seeking his assistance to raise this issue, other than to promote the great work that 
the Gravity Discovery Centre does, with which I concur with the member. However, I think that the centre has 
every intention of seeking those funds elsewhere. That is the only conclusion that I can draw, because my 
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understanding is that when the centre signed off on its last contract, it was indicated that that would be the last 
amount of funds that would be forthcoming under this mechanism. I am happy to get the member a copy of that 
contract if ever he needs it. 

Hon Philip Gardiner: I haven’t seen it. I’d appreciate that. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I know that members will want to delve into the detail in the committee stage. 
Therefore, with those very general overview comments, I again thank members for their support and for their 
contributions, and I commend the second reading of the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Committee 
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Michael Mischin) in the chair; Hon Helen Morton (Parliamentary 
Secretary) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Firstly, I was going to ask the parliamentary secretary a question. I accept that a 
document has been distributed around the chamber but, for the benefit of people who may read Hansard at some 
point in the future and for the benefit of the future records of the house, I wonder whether the parliamentary 
secretary will table a document detailing the excesses and the new items. In requesting her to formally table that 
document, I indicate that in previous years a more comprehensive explanation of where the excesses were 
occurring was provided to this chamber. I certainly ask again for that more comprehensive document to be 
tabled, which will then provide for the debate in this chamber. Considering the magnitude of the expenditure and 
considering that this is the opportunity that we, as a Parliament, have to examine this expenditure, it is absolutely 
imperative that we get that document. I believe that it would progress the debate in this place in a quicker way if 
we had the document that breaks up the expenditure. Otherwise, I can assure the parliamentary secretary that we 
will go through everything line by line and ask questions, and we are going to want that break-up anyway. It can 
be provided either in written form, as it has been in the past, or verbally by way of questions, which will just take 
up the time of the house. On that basis, I have two questions for the parliamentary secretary. First, will the 
parliamentary secretary table the document? It is a government document, and it should be tabled by the 
parliamentary secretary. Secondly, will the government reconsider its refusal to provide the more comprehensive 
document to facilitate the debate? I understand that the parliamentary secretary may not be in a position to do 
that, but even if she were to give us some commitment that during the dinner break she would seek that 
information from the Treasurer and table it after the dinner break, it would facilitate and assist the progress of 
this legislation through the chamber. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I reiterate what I said during the second reading speech: the level of documentation 
that has been circulated in this chamber is the same level of documentation that was provided in the other place. 
That is the level of documentation that I have been authorised to circulate to members. At this stage, I am not of 
a mind to seek any additional information. I am quite happy for Hon Ken Travers or any other member to ask 
questions about any of these items on a line-by-line basis. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Michael Mischin): The question was whether the parliamentary secretary 
would table the document, as opposed to simply circulating it. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am more than happy to table this document. It is entitled, “Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill 2010 — Details of Excesses and New Items for the 2009–10 Financial Year”. The document 
has also been circulated to members of the Legislative Council. I seek leave to table the document. 

Leave granted. [See paper 1883.] 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have with me copies of the two documents that were provided to the chamber last year. 
One of them is in a reasonably similar format to that which we have just received; the other is a more 
comprehensive document. The exact same thing happened last year: in the lower house, a very general document 
was provided, while a more comprehensive and detailed document was provided in the Legislative Council. I 
would like to know why a government that professes to want to be more open and accountable is taking the 
policy decision to deny this chamber a level of detail that it has provided in previous years. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That level of information will not be denied; it is possible for members to ask me 
about every line item in this document, and I am very happy to provide a response with the assistance of the 
advice that I get. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am speechless that the government has changed its policy on the level of detail it will 
provide compared with last year, and that it does not seem to want to progress this legislation quickly through 
the house. The provision of that additional information would have allowed that to happen, but if that is the 
government’s choice, we will move on. I am very disappointed that the government has changed its policy on the 
provision of information; perhaps it is because we are sitting in this chamber rather than our own that the 
government is behaving more and more as it does in the lower house. It will prolong the debate if the 
government will not provide that information to us, but so be it. It is disrespectful to both the chamber and the 
people of Western Australia for a government that has presided over an almost $1.2 billion growth in 
expenditure since the last budget to not provide that detail. It is an absolute disgrace.  

The other two points I want to make —  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Michael Mischin): With respect, I think you should be asking questions 
about the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2010 — 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No; on the short title clause I can give a speech, with all due respect, Mr Deputy 
Chairman. I can make a speech on every clause, in fact, during the committee stage.  

Hon Norman Moore: A moment ago you were speechless, so why have you changed your mind? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: The situation has deteriorated a lot! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will make a couple of points, the first of which is that I have never made allegations 
about how financial officers do their job. It was absolutely disgraceful that Hon Helen Morton suggested in her 
second reading reply that I had impugned the integrity of the chief financial officers, and I think it was an 
attempt to try to deflect from the real people I was attacking—namely, cabinet ministers. I was saying that the 
cabinet, not the chief financial officers, had deferred decisions, which is a big difference. Members who listened 
to my contribution to the second reading debate heard me state that I accepted that the Under Treasurer had 
included all the decisions made and provided to him in the midyear review. On the same day, the Under 
Treasurer reminded us that a minister’s press release is not a government decision, which is the most fascinating 
comment I have ever heard. The Premier can make public announcements—the Premier is the worst culprit, but 
other ministers also do it—about which there is no underpinning government decision, and therefore those 
decisions are not included in the midyear review and the budget. The public might think that a government 
decision has been made because a press release has been issued about it, but that does not mean that it will be 
included in the midyear review. I accept that if a decision had been made, the Under Treasurer would have done 
his job and included it in the budget. My point is that the government, at cabinet level, decided not to progress 
decisions on those matters—even though it knew the pressures on its departments—thereby preventing the true 
representation of the state’s finances being included in the snapshot that is the midyear review. The midyear 
review, released in December, was a snapshot of the state’s finances, but it has turned out to be inaccurate, and 
today we will get a more accurate snapshot of government expenditure. But we will not be able to find out how 
the snapshot would have looked and how it would have impacted on the state’s finances had this extra 
expenditure been included in the midyear review that was released in December. I want to ask the parliamentary 
secretary about the expenditure, but would the Leader of the Opposition like to pursue a matter first?  

Hon Sue Ellery: I just want to put some comments on the record.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Leader of the Opposition will make her comments, and then I will ask my 
questions.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I will make some comments on the information provided by the parliamentary secretary 
about the government’s decision not to supply us with the same level of detail it provided last year. I will refer to 
a couple of the line items in the information that has been provided to make the point that this process may have 
been perhaps more efficient than it is going to be if that level of detail had been provided. For example, some 
descriptors of line items in the document provided are fairly straightforward, and we can ask questions about 
those reasonably easily and be provided the kind of information we are seeking. A pretty good example appears 
on page 6 of the document, under the heading “Western Australian Sports Centre Trust”. Under “Decisions 
made”, one of the matters is the operating cost of the new athletics and basketball stadiums. That is fairly 
straightforward; I do not know whether anybody has issues about that. 

Hon Ken Travers: I do actually! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: But the descriptor is pretty straightforward, and it will be pretty easy to ask a series of 
questions about that in a fairly efficient manner. But the first item on page 1 of that document, under the heading 
“Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations”, states, under “Decisions made”, “Escalation of 
Core business”. It is fairly difficult to devise a set of efficient questions for something as broad as that.  
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Over the page, under “Indigenous Affairs”, there is a heading “Supplementary Funding Deferral”, about which 
we will have to ask a series of questions that we would not have had to ask to get to the detail if there had been a 
clearer description of what that covered. Then on page 3 we see—I think for the first time in this document—
under “South West Development Commission”, the description “Decisions made—Recashflow of Election 
Commitments”. It would have been nice if there had been some definition in this document about that 
mysterious “Recashflow”. On page 5, under “Police”, there is again a reference to “2008–09 Supplementary 
Funding”. There is no question that it is the government’s prerogative to choose what level of detail it wants to 
provide to us. I acknowledge that. However, we are genuinely trying to do our job in a timely fashion. That is 
why not every member of the opposition made a speech during the second reading debate. We wanted to 
concentrate on achieving an efficient examination of the detail through the committee process. Therefore, we 
were not interested in extending the second reading debate beyond making the points that we wanted to make. 
However, if the only information that the government can give to us is a document that does not provide the 
level of detail around which a reasonable person could construct a set of questions in an efficient way, the 
process will take longer than we had anticipated. That is a judgement call made on the basis of the government’s 
decision not to provide us with either a single document in which the explanations are perfectly clear, or a 
subsequent document that sets out the level of detail that would help us target our questions to the areas that we 
need to target. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I reiterate that as soon as members get on to asking questions about the line items, in 
whatever level of detail members want, the responses will be made available. The level of detail that members 
have is the same level of detail as was given in the other place. There is no suggestion that information will not 
be made available to members. It is a matter of going through the committee stage and of members asking 
questions and our providing members with the information that they are seeking. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I want to ask two questions about the global impact of this bill. First, what will be the 
impact on total expenses growth for the government as a result of the passage of this legislation? Second, if this 
expenditure had been included in the midyear review, what would be the key financial aggregates for the state, in 
particular the operating surplus?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: My advice is the same as what I understood to be the case when I provided that 
advice to the member earlier. The impact of the $417 million on the net operating balance can be determined 
only after the end of the budget period. I reiterate that that is because this situation does not bring into account 
the underspends in other agencies or areas, and the revenue changes. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I understand that. I understand that there may be other parameter changes, and that what 
we may get at any one time is only a snapshot. But what we have in front of us tonight is a range of expenditure. 
I am more than happy for the parliamentary secretary to identify for each item when it would first have been 
known by the government. I put it to the parliamentary secretary that the vast majority of these items would have 
been known to the government prior to the midyear review.  

The Department of Health expenditure was definitely known before the midyear review. I think it is not 
unreasonable for this chamber to know what the impact of the passage of this legislation will be. If the 
parliamentary secretary wants to update herself on those other revenue figures or has more up-to-date revenue 
figures and more up-to-date figures that she can add in, I am happy for her to bring those forward, but I think it is 
not unreasonable for this chamber to understand the impact that the passage of a key piece of legislation will 
have on the key aggregates of the state’s finances. When we pass the budget we have that. I think it is 
appropriate that we should have it tonight, because it may actually have an impact on those things. At the very 
least the parliamentary secretary should indicate to us whether she can give us an ironclad guarantee that the 
state will not go into deficit or that the passage of this legislation will not affect the AAA credit rating of the 
state. At the very least, if the parliamentary secretary cannot give us the figures, which I think she should, I want 
to know whether it will have an impact on the state’s AAA credit rating and whether the state will go into deficit 
as a result of the passage of this legislation. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The midyear review was the last snapshot that was taken of the budget for the state. 
The final snapshot will be taken at the end of the financial year, so it is not possible to give the member anything 
at this stage. As for the other aspect of the question relating to the AAA credit rating and guarantees that we will 
not go into deficit, I would love to be a part of cabinet but I am not and, consequently, I cannot give the member 
the guarantees or the level of information that he is looking for. The advice I have, which I have already given 
him, is that the AAA credit rating was intact at the last review. The two rating agencies said that we were fine. I 
do not think we can get a better level of assurance that that. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have two comments. First, the parliamentary secretary is not in cabinet but she is the 
representative of cabinet in this chamber. If she is not and she does not have that capacity, she should bring 
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forward the Leader of the House. If she cannot get that information provided to this chamber and if cabinet is not 
providing it to her, then she should repeat that and I might move that we go back to the house and get the Leader 
of the House to come and sit at the table, as a member of cabinet, to provide those answers, because the 
parliamentary secretary is a representative in this place who is here to provide the answers to this chamber before 
we pass this piece of legislation. Second, when the midyear review was conducted it was estimated that 
$460 million would be the Treasurer’s advance authorisation, which was the standard three per cent 
appropriation. The parliamentary secretary is now coming into this chamber asking us to pass a piece of 
legislation that will add almost $700 million in additional authorisation for the expenditure. I think it is not 
unreasonable for us to ask her to ask the government to take another snapshot and to give us an indication of 
what impact it will have on the state’s finances. That is not unreasonable. Two minutes ago the parliamentary 
secretary sat in this place and said, “Let us get on with the questions and I will give you full and frank answers.” 
At the very first question the parliamentary secretary says that she cannot give us those answers, either because 
she is not a member of cabinet or because the government does not want to give those answers. I do not believe 
that the government does not have an idea of what impact this bill will have on the state’s finances. I do not 
believe that. If it is the case, the parliamentary secretary should stand in this place and tell me that the 
government does not have an idea about what impact this legislation will have on the state’s finances, because 
then we will have a great debate, but I do not think it is the case. I think the government does know and I think 
that the parliamentary secretary is deliberately denying this chamber that information and at the same time 
expecting us to pass the bill. I do not think she would ever do that in her personal life. I do not even think she 
would have expected to do it when she was a senior manager in a government agency. It is a disgrace if the 
government is saying to us tonight that it wants us to pass a piece of legislation that adds almost $700 million in 
additional authorisation but it will not tell us, the state, what impact it will have on the state’s finances even 
though the government knows privately what it is. If that is the case, that is an absolute disgrace, and so I would 
like to know if that is the case. 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: Mr Deputy Chairman — 

Hon Ken Travers: Here we go! 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: We are meant to be an upper chamber here. I have just listened to the impassioned 
debate of Hon Ken Baston—sorry! 

Hon Ken Travers: Best speech Ken Baston has ever given, I reckon! 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: I meant Hon Ken Travers. I was just thinking about what I was going to say. The 
fact is that this debate happens every year. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm  

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again at a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Hon Helen 
Morton (Parliamentary Secretary).  
 


