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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) RECURRENT 2007–08 AND 2008–09 
(SUPPLEMENTARY) BILL 2009 

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 HELEN MORTON: I seek leave to table some documents that members will find helpful regarding the 
line items associated with this bill. We have made copies of the document but it is in the Legislative Council 
Procedure Office. 

Leave granted. [See paper 1953.] 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is appropriate that I make this request as part of clause 1. Judging by the bill that we 
have just passed in this chamber, I am sure that next year we will have before us another supplementary 
appropriation bill. I seek from the parliamentary secretary a commitment that in future the government will table 
the documents that she has just tabled at the end of the second reading debate. Although I have been able to 
acquire them—I assume and hope that they are the same documents, otherwise we might have a very long debate 
trying to understand it—it is not good to provide them only when we reach the committee stage. I suggest that 
they be tabled at the conclusion of the second reading debate so that they would be available to all members for 
at least the week that legislation normally sits on the notice paper before we deal with it.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I can confirm for Hon Ken Travers that I am also interested in a slightly different 
process taking place whereby not only are the papers delivered to him in a timely fashion, but also the broader 
process of considering the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill and these sorts of bills are considered in a 
more facilitated manner. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 2 put and passed. 

Clause 3: Appropriation for recurrent services and purposes — 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Basically I intend to focus on schedule 2 only, rather than cast back too far, because that 
schedule really relates to what has happened while I have been the shadow person responsible for this area of the 
finances. If other members want to debate schedule 1, feel free. 

I will perhaps suggest a way for the future presentation of the documentation. It is interesting to note that in the 
document we were presented with last year the excesses and new items were listed in alphabetical order. I 
assume the document we will get shortly with the actual account will follow the same order. However, it might 
be useful in future if we could also get the excesses and new items in the same order in which they will occur. It 
may not be useful, but I think as we go through them this evening I will need to take some time to cross over 
between the two documents to check that they are there. 

On some of these issues I believe items such as donations to the Victorian bushfires appeal and the response to 
the closure of the Ravensthorpe nickel mine would fit into the concept of extraordinary or unforeseen items; as 
would even, arguably, the Community and Public Sector Union – Civil Service Association of WA wage 
agreements, because they were settled after the budget and would not have been known about prior to the event. 
However, I am intrigued to see whether we can get some more information. Can we get a bit more of an 
explanation of what exactly the funding of $8.521 million on page 2 of the document means? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: An allocation of $8.5 million was approved in 2008–09 for unanticipated election 
expenses comprising $7.3 million for end-of-contract payments to ministerial and electorate offices; $180 000 
for the costs of engaging electorate staff for new members of Parliament; $220 000 for the cost of temporary 
accommodation for four new members of Parliament; $250 000 to facilitate relevant human resource 
management processes; $475 000 for information technology projects to establish new websites and other 
changes; and $59 000 for air charter flights by the then Leader of the Opposition. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I turn now to page 3 and the heading “WA Health — Contribution to Hospital Fund”. A 
number of items are listed under that heading as expenditure. Those items are then listed on page 4 as offsets, 
again with the great word “Recashflow”. I have to say that I am a bit bewildered about how that operates. I 
cannot understand why that money was ever appropriated in the first place if it was not going to be spent in that 
year and why the money was then able to be re-cashflowed as an offset. 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: The way this is worked out is that the net increase in expenditure by Health is the 
$42.2 million that is shown as the total. The amounts sitting under offsets are amounts that were allocated in the 
original budget. Those amounts were not allocated as part of the Treasurer’s advance authorisation. They are 
amounts that were allocated in the original budget and were not spent. That is the reason that they can be used as 
offsets or be re-cashflowed, or whatever.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Under that same heading, “WA Health — Contribution to Hospital Fund”, there is an 
item listed as “Election Commitment — Hospital Nurses Support Fund”, with an amount of $6.1 million. That 
amount has been provided as part of the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. From my reading of this 
document that the parliamentary secretary has provided to us —  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Michael Mischin): Before we proceed, reference has been made on a 
number of occasions to several pages of a document. I take it that the member is referring to the document that 
was tabled by the parliamentary secretary. I just want to clarify that for the sake of Hansard. The member talked 
about page 3 at one point. That certainly does not accord with what is in the bill. Can the member confirm that 
for the record? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The reason I am smiling is that I am working from a document which I acquired 
previously, and which I assume is the document that the parliamentary secretary tabled, hence the comment that 
I made earlier about the process. I now using the document — 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Before we go any further, perhaps we can confirm, for the benefit of any persons 
who may wish to go back to this and follow the debate—I am sure there will be thousands of them—and also for 
the benefit of Hansard, what document the member is looking at and referring to.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What I now have in my hand is a copy of the document that was tabled by the 
parliamentary secretary headed “Details of Recurrent Expenditure Excesses and New Items for the 2008–09 
Financial Year”. On that document, it is still page 3, thankfully. If we look at page 3 of that document, as one 
example the parliamentary secretary will see “Election Commitment — Hospital Nurses Support Fund” 
$6.1 million that that is being appropriated into as part of the Treasurer’s advance — 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I am sorry to interrupt but it is not on the copy that I have.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Deputy Chairman needs to go through to the 2008–09 financial year.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There is another page 3?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes.  

Hon Norman Moore: Is the member not going to ask questions about the previous ones?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I thought I would leave that to Hon Norman Moore. Feel free! 

Hon Norman Moore: If only I could give the poor parliamentary secretary some peace! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the Leader of the House had been listening to the debate earlier, I invited other 
members to scrutinise those parts but I indicated the parts that I was going to look at tonight. 

Hon Norman Moore: It might just happen; you never know.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am not going to stop you.  

Hon Norman Moore: I thought you would be interested to know what your government did with the money!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will tell you what—I will go back and ask a few questions, just to make you happy, 
when I finish what I am doing tonight. At your request, I will go through and make sure it all gets scrutinised.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Can I continue? We are looking at a bundle of papers. There are several page 3s. 
There is a document that is headed with the name of the bill and “Details of Recurrent Expenditure Excesses and 
New Items for the 2007–08 Financial Year”—correct?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That consists of 15 pages—would that be right?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is about right.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: For ease of reference, we will label that document A. Then we have a document 
of three pages headed “Details of Capital Expenditure Excesses and New Items for the 2007–08 Financial 
Year”—correct?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, that is right.  
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We will label that document B. Then we have a document of 15 pages dealing 
with the recurrent bill and headed “Details of Recurrent Expenditure Excesses and New Items for the 2008–09 
Financial Year”—would that be correct?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We will label that document C. Then we have a document of two pages which is 
the capital expenditure for that financial year. I will label that document D.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That sounds good to me.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: If you would indulge Hansard and myself —  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I understand why the Deputy Chairman is doing it. I think it is very wise.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: When you refer to a page number, can you refer to it as document A, B, C or D. 
Which one are we dealing with at the moment?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I may go back to A and B for the benefit of the Leader of the House, but at this stage I 
am dealing with document C, page 3. On document C, page 3 one of the items that we are seeking to appropriate 
is an amount of $6.1 million for the hospital nurses support fund. If we turn over the page, we see “Recashflow 
of Election Commitment — Hospital Nurses Support Fund” of $6.1 million. Obviously that money was 
appropriated across and then it was used for other purposes. I am trying to understand why that occurred. Could 
the parliamentary secretary explain to us how that set of circumstances occurred? I understand in schedule 2 we 
deal only with the final amount of the $145 million, but why was the $6.1 million appropriated out of the 
Treasurer’s advance if we did not have the money that it needed to be re-cashflowed into future years? I use that 
as an example but there are about three or four other items that fall into that same category. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Just in the first instance, let me outline what that particular initiative was. On 
27 October 2008 cabinet approved an allocation of $21.3 million over four years—that is, $6.1 million in 2008–
09—to WA Health to establish a hospital nurses support fund to allow managers of hospitals, in consultation 
with nurses and other staff, to implement initiatives that make their working lives more satisfying and their 
public hospital workplace more attractive, in accordance with a Liberal Party election commitment. The 
information that I have is that although the allocation was made in that particular financial year, it became 
obvious, for whatever reasons, that it was not going to be made use of in that particular year, and it was then 
offset. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I should say for the benefit of Hansard that until I move off document C, I make it clear 
that I am referring to document C. It would have been prior to our approving the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill. I do not know whether the parliamentary secretary has a copy of the documentation that was 
provided to this chamber last year. If she does not, I am more than happy if someone wants to take a copy of my 
copy and provide it to the parliamentary secretary. One of the things I am interested to do is to try to reconcile 
what we are now spending, because in that document I am pretty sure $35.1 million was the total amount on 
health, of which $10.2 million was to go to the hospital fund and $21 million was to go to the Department of 
Health. That was the expectation when we approved the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill this time last 
year. We are now obviously in a position of going through what was finally spent. I look forward to getting an 
explanation of how the two sets of documents reconcile. I am not suggesting there is anything untoward but I 
would be intrigued to understand it. I find it fascinating that under the Treasurer’s advance we are effectively 
appropriating money for a purpose that is then used as an offset to appropriate other money across to the 
Treasurer’s advance. It strikes me as an interesting way of conducting the finances of the state. Maybe now that 
the parliamentary secretary has a copy of the document I will sit down and see if she can help me reconcile that 
document and the $21.5 million that was to go to Health at that stage. Which of those items of the $145 million 
were the $21.5 million that we expected at the time of the Treasurer’s advance last year? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Firstly, the current table Hon Ken Travers has before him shows how the $6.1 million 
is dealt with. My adviser indicates it is a nil effect on the basis that it need not even have been put into the 
documents because putting it in and taking it out creates a nil effect.  

Hon Ken Travers: If it was appropriated to the department it should be in there to give an accurate picture.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: And then not used. 

Hon Ken Travers: Yes. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: In answer to the other part of the question about the contribution to the hospital fund 
and reconciliation between the Treasurer’s advance and this document, at the time the Treasurer’s advance bill 
was passed last financial year, there was a nil draw on the Western Australian contribution to the hospital fund. 
The $145.7 million is the amount that has been drawn against it.  
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the parliamentary secretary looks at the document I provided her, which contains the 
excesses and new items—I am not trying to split hairs—the second amount of $13.6 million was the contribution 
to the hospital fund, which was the health services salaried officers’ wage increase. The amount provided for this 
purpose in the PFES was $10.2 million and there was actually $13.6 million. Again, I find that interesting 
because this document says that the health services salaried officers state industrial agreement —  

Hon Helen Morton: It is a different item. One is under Health.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, but in this document it is not separately listed as the contribution to the hospital 
fund. This is the document I provided to the parliamentary secretary titled “Details of Capital Expenditure 
Excesses and New Items for the 2008–09 Financial Year” which was tabled last year. The third dot point under 
Health refers to “Contribution to Hospital Fund” “Health Services Salaried Officers Wage Increase”. The 
amount provided for this purpose in the PFES was $10.2 million. A total amount of $13.6 million is listed 
against that. From my reading it was intended to put $13.6 million as a contribution to the hospital fund. It has 
not been separated out in the health and hospital fund so there was an amount to go in there. In that document it 
was for the health service salaried officers’ wage increase, and in the document the parliamentary secretary has 
provided us she is saying that the amount actually appropriated was $27.1 million for the health services salaried 
officers’ state industrial agreement. I am pretty sure we will find that that is the same award. We have gone from 
either $10.2 million or $13.6 million-it is not quite clear to me-up to $27 million. I am intrigued about why there 
was that dramatic change between the time we were dealing with the TAA. Clearly at that point the HSO 
agreement must have been determined and we were able to calculate $13.6 million then but it has more than 
doubled. I am intrigued about how that occurred.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Basically, it is the outcome of negotiations. WA Health was authorised to settle a new 
health service salaried officers state industrial agreement for hospital salaried officers employed in public 
hospitals within set parameters for salaries and terms of agreement. The previous agreement expired on 30 June 
2008. The total cost of the agreement was $167.2 million over four years with $27 million in 2008–09. The 
agreement covers health professionals, administrative, clerical and technical staff in public sector health 
services—approximately 9 000 FTEs.  

Hon Ken Travers: Do you know what date that agreement was signed?  

Hon Norman Moore: Are you saying we should have anticipated those questions?  

Hon Ken Travers: You did anticipate it, but you got it wrong. I am trying to work out how you got it so wrong. 
Your budget blow-out is bigger than any we had, Mr Moore.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: It is interesting that some of the debate today has been about unanticipated and 
unexpected expenditure items. Some of the debate in the previous legislation was about unanticipated 
understanding of agreements with unions over enterprise bargaining. I have been glancing through the 2007–08 
supplementary bill under WA Health. The WA Health enterprise bargaining agreement was $130 million under 
the previous government—unanticipated. Hon Ken Travers cannot have it both ways. He can criticise this 
government for not anticipating salary increases, when the bottom line is that he did not anticipate those 
increases either.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the Leader of the House had been listening earlier, I made a comment on one of the 
very early items. I might add, for the benefit of Hansard, that the Leader of the House was quoting from 
document A when he made those references so that we can follow it.  

Hon Norman Moore: It does not matter what I was quoting from. That is the figure.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We are trying to keep an orderly process in the house tonight, and for the benefit of 
Hansard we want everyone to know which document we are referring to. The Deputy Chairman very sensibly 
identified each of the documents as A, B, C and D. It is important when people go looking for page 7 that they 
do not look at document C page 7, but on document A, page 7. When I started this debate I made the comment 
that there was a number of claims of GA4, and I said they may fit under the concept of extraordinary and 
unforeseen as that was probably an area where there was a degree of grey. I do accept that with wage increases 
there is an element of the unforeseen and extraordinary, because we do not know the final outcome until it has 
been negotiated. I accept that. That is why I asked the parliamentary secretary whether she had a date for when 
the agreement was signed off. On this occasion I am not talking about the unforeseen and un-extraordinary 
elements. On this occasion I am talking about the difference between the information that was provided to us last 
year and the information we are receiving on what actually happened and trying to understand the difference 
between the two.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I do not have the actual date; I know that it was in the latter quarter of the year. 

Hon Ken Travers: After the TAA was passed? 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: I was referring to the latter quarter of the calendar year. 

Hon Ken Travers: So before the TAA? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That makes me even more intrigued as to why it was expected to be $13.6 million when 
we did the Treasurer’s advance authorisation, if the agreement had been signed off; now we are actually going to 
$27 million. I should say, as a matter of disclosure, that I suspect my partner is actually paid under this award. If 
it means that she gets more money, I probably should not be complaining! Just as a matter of openness and to 
make sure that everyone knows, I suspect that that is the award under which she is paid, based on what the 
parliamentary secretary has just said. 

The other one I am intrigued by is “Additional Commonwealth Funding—Australian Healthcare Agreement”, 
for which there is $133 million. I assume that this is money that has come from the commonwealth government 
and is offset by a reversal of $50 million. Can the parliamentary secretary explain what happened there? I again 
refer to pages 3 and 4 of document C. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The simple answer is that it was assumed that the commonwealth money was going 
to be spent and it was not, but I will also give some additional information. In 2008–09, the Department of 
Health received a net increase of $82.8 million in commonwealth government funding under the Australian 
Health Care Agreement, representing an increase in base funding and indexation. The Australian Health Care 
Agreements are bilateral five-year agreements between the commonwealth government and each state and 
territory. The agreements are vehicles for the commonwealth government to provide significant funding to assist 
the states and territories to provide free public hospital services to the community. These agreements are now 
known as the National Healthcare Agreement. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What was the figure quoted by the parliamentary secretary? 

Hon Helen Morton: It was $82.8 million. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am even more confused; for a moment I thought the difference between $133 044 000 
minus the $50 200 000 would have added up to the figure the parliamentary secretary just quoted, but it does not, 
which makes it even more confusing. That was the money that was actually provided by the commonwealth in 
the end, but it was expected to provide us with $133 million. 

Hon Helen Morton: Yes, that’s correct. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Why did the commonwealth not provide us with the full $133 million? What were we 
expecting the $133 million for? I understand it was because we underspent the $80 million, but for what did we 
expect the other $50-odd million to be provided? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That information is not available to us at the moment; it is something that we can get 
for the member. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is the parliamentary secretary saying that she will take that question on notice and table 
that information, as she has for other answers? I appreciate that. 

My final question in relation to health is one that I have never quite got my head around. Why did the 
Department of Health need to raid the piggy banks of restricted cash, take the money out and spend it, but not 
exceed its appropriation? Was the cash never provided to health at the same time as the appropriation? I still 
cannot understand how an agency can go and use money for restricted purposes, which in many cases would be 
money that has never been appropriated; it is held in trust in a lot of cases because it has been donated or given 
for other purposes and therefore is not required to be appropriated. How could the health department spend $70-
odd million of that but there was nothing in the way of an appropriation to cover that? We are told that the 
department never exceeded its appropriation. Can the parliamentary secretary explain to the house how that can 
occur? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: As members can appreciate, this is a sensitive and somewhat difficult question to 
answer appropriately but I will do my best. The advice I have is that the health department spent all of its 
appropriation but it did not exceed its appropriation. However, health also spent restricted funds—that was 
reported by the Auditor General—but in terms of the actual moneys that were appropriated, it did not exceed 
that. The other moneys that the member refers to are moneys that the department so-called “had in the bank”, 
which was the restricted funds that were utilised, but in terms of health’s actual appropriated funds, that was not 
exceeded. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am sure I understand the sensitivities because it is all out in the public domain, but I 
am not sure that I am any the wiser as a result of that answer. 
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Hon Helen Morton: I don’t think so either. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do not think this is what the parliamentary secretary was saying, but it is almost as if 
the interpretation that one could put on it is that the money that was used from the restricted cash was not 
considered to have been appropriated and therefore that was how the department did not exceed its 
appropriation. Because it paid for things using restricted money that was not money that had ever been given to 
the department, it was not treated as appropriations. I do not know whether that was what the parliamentary 
secretary was suggesting, so could she clarify whether she was suggesting that? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am advised that one only exceeds an appropriation if one draws more than what one 
was appropriated, which is what the department did not do. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: In that case, what I have just elicited is very interesting because I have always asked 
whether the department exceeded its appropriation. My understanding is “appropriation” is when one incurs the 
expense. The answer that the parliamentary secretary has just given is interesting in that a department can buy 
something and if it steals the money from the cookie jar, it has not appropriated it and therefore the department 
has not exceeded its appropriation but it has bought an extra $70 million worth of appropriation.  

Is the parliamentary secretary able to tell me whether, based on what she just said, what occurred in the 
Department of Health has been referred to the Corruption and Crime Commission? I thought it would be very 
close to being in breach of the state Constitution; that is, that no money can be expended if it has not been 
appropriated.  

If I understood the parliamentary secretary correctly, I seek advice from you, Mr Deputy Chairman(Hon Michael 
Mischin), on whether, now that this chamber has become aware of this matter, it should ensure that this matter is 
referred to the appropriate authorities for further investigation.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: An appropriation is considered when we draw down against the consolidated fund. 
That is what an appropriation is. They did not draw down beyond their appropriation from the consolidated fund 
for that year. It is considered that they did not exceed their appropriation because additional funds were not 
drawn down from the consolidated fund.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: One of the unfortunate things with the narrow drawers is that I do not have room in 
them to fit a copy of the Financial Management Act. I ask one of the attendants to get me a copy of that act. The 
Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000 and the Financial Management Act are good bills for members to 
have within easy reach.  

I will jump over health, because I want to look into it further. Maybe after we have considered the remainder of 
this bill I will seek to adjourn the debate and come back to health. I find the parliamentary secretary’s 
explanation fascinating. I was given an assurance that the appropriation had not been exceeded. My 
understanding is that an appropriation is about the incurring of an expense, not how it is paid for. I am happy to 
seek further guidance on that. If we get through the rest of this bill the best thing might be to adjourn the debate 
until the next sitting of the house. We can then move on to other bills instead of spending time tonight on this 
issue.  

I will move on to some of the other areas that I want to cover and apologise for going back to page 2 of 
document C. I refer to the item, “Kimberley LNG Precinct Project” for which $4.35 million is allocated. Can the 
parliamentary secretary tell me whether that is the same project as the Browse liquid natural gas precinct project 
that we were previously advised is likely to require expenditure in this year’s Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation 
Bill? Were both projects approved at the same time? If so, was cabinet approval given for them as one item or 
two items? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The reference to the Kimberley LNG precinct project in this document relates to an 
allocation of $4.4 million that was approved in 2008–09 to the Department of State Development to carry out 
surveys and assessments to secure the James Price Point site and confirm its suitability for the project. I recall 
that the allocation in the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill that we have been referring to was for planning 
expenditure. 

Hon Ken Travers: Are they all part of the same project, effectively? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: They are part of the same project. 

Hon Ken Travers: Were they approved at the same time? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: They are quite different and discrete decisions. 

The member made a point earlier about appropriation. He was making an assumption that if a certain amount of 
money is appropriated to an agency, that is the only amount of money that can be spent by the agency. However, 
if an agency has other sources of revenue, the department can spend the additional funds that come into the 
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agency as a result of the increased revenue. It is clear that an agency cannot draw down from the consolidated 
fund more than has been appropriated for that agency. However, if an agency can increase its revenue take or has 
other sources of expenditure that it can draw from, that would not restrict the agency’s level of expenditure. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I understand the point about being able to expend additional money. My understanding 
is that a department cannot appropriate moneys. I am happy to read the Financial Management Act and the 
Constitution Act regarding appropriations. However, as I said, I would prefer to not do that on the run. I will 
look at that in more detail. So as to not delay the house, I am proposing to finish asking all the questions I have 
on the rest of this document and then, if the parliamentary secretary is agreeable, we can defer this debate until 
tomorrow. If I am satisfied overnight, we would not need to come back into committee and we could move on. 
However, if I am not satisfied, we can come back to debate this. It is my simplistic understanding that that is 
how it worked in the old days when the accounting was done on a cash basis, but now that we have moved to 
accrual accounting it is all about the time at which the expense is accrued and incurred. Our budgets and 
surpluses are based on an accrual basis. That is why it will be important for us to understand whether that was 
the case. It then makes for an interesting situation. I will leave all of that now because I do not want to get 
bogged down in it. I do not want to delay the house because I am keen to move through the rest of the items in 
this document. 

I will jump to page 7 of the appropriation document, which relates to the Department of Education and Training. 
The parliamentary secretary is saying that $35 million was allocated for teachers’ pay but the government has re-
cashflowed $33.59 million of it. I want to know how that occurred. What date did the new agreement come in, or 
did the government hold off paying the back pay until the following financial year? Why was it re-cashflowed? I 
would have thought that that money would have been required from the day that the agreement was signed.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Without getting some additional information, we assume it is because it was a 
delayed outcome. Once again, it is something that we can follow up on. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Again I thank the parliamentary secretary for agreeing to provide that information on 
notice to us. When she does that, I am also intrigued to understand the timing of it as well; that is, when the 
decision was made to appropriate that money or to re-cashflow it. I am assuming that would have occurred after 
the budget was presented to Parliament. I then become intrigued—and that is why I was taking a bit of time 
because I was going back to the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill that we have just passed—that there 
does not appear to be any additional money required for education this year. Perhaps when the parliamentary 
secretary is doing that, she could try to reconcile whether it was re-cashflowed into this year—I assume that 
occurred after last year’s budget was completed and brought into Parliament—and why there is no corresponding 
amount under education for this year that shows up as a re-cashflowed amount. There is a bit for the education 
assistants, school cleaners and gardeners’ enterprise bargaining agreement offer and nothing else for salary 
increases. The parliamentary secretary can understand the dilemma I am in. If it was decided to re-cashflow it, I 
assume that was done after the budget. It would have had to have been done after the budget or why would it 
have been there? But it is not now picked up; or is it? It could not have even been picked up as the three per cent 
dividend realisation shortfall, because we know that was a failure to pick up anything. Perhaps the parliamentary 
secretary can agree to take that on board and provide that information as part of the supplementary information 
as well. I will take an interjection if the parliamentary secretary is happy to do that as supplementary 
information; or is she happy to give us some answers now? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, we will follow up that one for the member, although I should just mention that he 
is referring to actuals on one hand and estimates in another area. The Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 
relates purely to estimates.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I understand that they are estimates. We are now dealing with actuals. This document 
shows that $35 million was put in and $33 million was taken back. I assume this was done after the budget—
again, that is why I have asked for the date. If this was done before the budget, that might explain it. If this was 
done after the budget, it seems odd that there is not something in here for this year. I refer now to page 9 of the 
document and to the item “Recashflow of Election Commitments — 20 Year Transport Plan and Better 
Transport System”. Can the parliamentary secretary tell me to which financial year this item has been re-
cashflowed?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: The adviser is of the opinion that it is 2010. We cannot locate the specific 
information at the moment, so unless we can find it in the next little while, that is also something that we will 
need to follow up on. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I thank the parliamentary secretary.  
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I will now turn to document D, page 1, and the item headed “Election Commitments (North Greenbushes 
Railway Project, Better Transport System)”. My understanding is the government appropriated $5 million for 
that project within its first 100 days of being elected —  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Just a moment. I do not think we are dealing with that bill yet.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Are we still on the recurrent bill?  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We are still dealing with the recurrent bill.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: My apologies. Do we go out of committee and come back in for that?  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We are currently dealing with clause 3 of the recurrent bill. We have to deal with 
the title of the bill. We need to get this one out of the way and then go into the second bill.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The difficulty is, as I have discussed earlier, that I would like to adjourn the bill we are 
dealing with now and come back to that at a later stage, or tomorrow. There is that issue with the health funding 
that I want to get further advice on. Then we can move on and complete the other bill. Can we get some advice 
on how we can do that.  

Hon Norman Moore: You do not decide what the chamber does and does not deal with. We are dealing with the 
bill.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If Mr Moore wants to do it that way, I will make sure that I continue to go through the 
Financial Management Act tonight, bit by bit. If he wants me to waste the chamber’s time because I do not have 
time to —  

Hon Norman Moore: You have been doing it for two weeks already so it does not make any difference if you 
do it for a few more days!  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You should just be cooperative.  

Hon Norman Moore: Just like you have always been!  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, members! What Hon Ken Travers can do is move to postpone progress on 
clause 3 of what I will call the recurrent bill. We can bring on the capital bill and deal with that.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am more than happy to leave it in the hands of the government if it would like to do it 
that way. Whilst it is moving or not moving that motion, I will read my FMA. If we cannot move on, I will try to 
debate as best I can.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is a question of how the member wants to approach it.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think it is up to the government. I have indicated how I think it would facilitate the 
chamber, but I think it really is a decision for the government to make about whether it wants to proceed that 
way.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I do not mind accommodating the requirements of Hon Ken Travers. I think that he is 
asking some reasonable questions that deserve the kind of information that he is looking for. I would be quite 
happy to move that we adjourn this debate until a later stage of the next day’s sitting or whenever.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Perhaps if we postpone consideration of clause 3 of this bill and call on the 
capital bill. We can postpone consideration of clause 3 and any other clauses of the bill pending the 
consideration of the capital bill.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I move — 

That consideration of clause 3 and the schedules and title of the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) 
Recurrent 2007–08 and 2008–09 (Supplementary) Bill 2009 be postponed pending consideration of the 
Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 2007–08 and 2008–09 (Supplementary) Bill 2009. 

Question put and passed; clauses thus postponed.  
 


