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TREASURER’S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2010 

Committee 
Resumed from 30 March. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Michael Mischin) in the chair; Hon Helen 
Morton (Parliamentary Secretary) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 3: Authorisation of expenditure to make payments in respect of extraordinary or unforeseen 
matters or to make advances for certain purposes — 

Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: I would like to take us back to a matter that I raised last night, because I do not think 
that I fully understand what the term “re-cashflowed” means. From what the parliamentary secretary said last 
night, I understand that it is slang for “slippage”. 

Hon Helen Morton: It is the other way around. 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: I have read some of the definitions of the accounting terms and, from what I can see, 
“slippage” is defined as the difference between the estimated transaction cost and the actual transaction cost. 
From the parliamentary secretary’s response during the course of the debate, I understood her to mean that re-
cashflow, or slippage, simply means that those funds for resources or initiatives will be spent later than was 
planned. My first question is: is that the same as the definition I gave the parliamentary secretary of “slippage”; 
that is, is it the difference between estimated transaction costs and actual transaction costs? It seems to me that 
the way the parliamentary secretary refers to it as simply meaning funds that will be spent later than planned is 
somewhat different. Again later, as I understood the discussion last night, the parliamentary secretary said that 
“re-cashflowed” means resources not used in an initiative that could be offset against overexpenditures in other 
areas. Again, I think that is different from the definition of “slippage” and also different from the comment that it 
is just funds that simply have not been spent and will be spent later. I even googled the term “re-cashflowed”. I 
must say that I cannot actually find that term. I do not want to be pedantic, but, as the term has been referred to, 
it is something that I would like to understand. I know the parliamentary secretary might not be able to do this, 
but, as I said last night, are we able to get a definition of what that term means?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I thank the member for the question and for her interest in that. The reference to 
“slippage” was slang. “Re-cashflow” is the language that is used in the Treasury documents. Whether it is google 
terminology or not, I have no idea, but it is a term that has been used in Treasury documents for a while. It does 
not necessarily mean the estimated transaction cost versus the actual transaction cost; it is the estimated cashflow 
versus the actual cashflow. It refers to the manner in which the funds are flowed or cashed into the various 
years—the initiative or the services operating versus the total cost of what is happening over those various years. 
It is the manner in which it flows out through those years.  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: Am I correct in understanding that it is not “slippage” in the way that accounting term 
would normally be understood? The parliamentary secretary just explained it is slightly different from that; that 
is, it is not the actual transaction cost against what actually was estimated. That is why I am trying to pull her 
back to that. The parliamentary secretary is now saying it is something slightly different from that.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I do not believe I am saying anything different. I believe that I am attempting to 
describe the same thing. I do not know how many different ways I can describe it. It is an underspend in one year 
that is cashflowed into a following year to make up the full cost of operating that service so that the cash will be 
estimated cashflow. What it describes is the manner in which the cash is flowing to the project, taking into 
account that it may have been underspent in one year so the funds are transferred into a following year so that the 
project and the services can be resourced appropriately.  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: One final point: am I correct if I understand it to mean that it could be used to offset 
overspends in a year, which I thought I understood the parliamentary secretary to say last night?   

Hon HELEN MORTON: There are two elements to that. In the budget year that the underspend is occurring, 
the funds that are already in that agency’s budget can be used, if authorised, to fund overexpenditure in that 
particular year. Nevertheless, the initiative’s expenditure that has been allocated will be reappropriated in the 
following budget to give the initiative the full funding into the next year that was underspent in the previous 
year. Does that make sense to the member? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think the problem is—this is what the government is getting everyone confused 
about—that effectively what is happening is if money is not spent in one year, it is reallocated to other projects 
or it is returned to Treasury. However, from what we are hearing in the case we have before us, the money was 
reallocated to other projects within the Department of State Development; that was when the re-cashflowing 
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occurred; it was actually last year when that money was reallocated to other projects. This year the government 
is now saying that it will give a new appropriation to this project. It may have been a project that was previously 
appropriated and did not proceed, but the reality is that last year the government did not proceed with it, so what 
the government is now doing is reappropriating that money this year. The government is asking in this 
legislation for the authority to expend money because it does not have an appropriation for it. I think that the 
government is trying to introduce language here that somehow tries to cover over the mishmash that is its budget 
management by using fancy terms. That is why members in this place might be getting incredibly confused 
about this sort of language, because the real decision was made last year when the government decided to 
reallocate the appropriation last year to another purpose. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Let us get clear about something: no new language is being introduced; this is 
language that has been used in Treasury documents for years. It was used in Treasury documents when I was 
working within the public service — 

Hon Ken Travers: Internally but not in this Parliament. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is not new language; it is language that has been used in Treasury documents for 
years, so let us make that clear. 

Hon Ken Travers: Maybe in Treasury but in terms of trying to explain things to this Parliament — 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Okay, in terms of explaining, partly what the member says is correct in that 
underspending one year can be reauthorised, if the member wants to use that term, to that agency to make use of 
it for overexpenditure in that agency’s budget for that year. However, the amount that was appropriated for the 
particular initiative that was underspent still has to be reappropriated or re-cashflowed into the following years to 
enable the initiative to be fulfilled. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I want to go back to the “Repositioning of Heritage and Community Liaison Branch” 
line item. I understand from last night that $945 000 is required for this year and that another $945 000 as a 
result of this decision will be required to be spent in the next financial year. 

Hon Helen Morton: Yes, that is correct. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That follows on from the original $1.8 million allocated within the internal workings of 
Treasury to that expenditure for the last financial year that was not spent and, therefore, that work needs to occur 
over the next two years. I understand all of that but what I would like to know is — 

Hon Helen Morton: Can I just interject again? It was $1.9 million. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Sorry, $1.9 million, and we are now doing $945 000 over two years to achieve the same 
work. It is listed in the document that the parliamentary secretary tabled earlier, under “Decisions made”. When 
was the decision made by cabinet to allocate $945 000 this year and $945 000 next year? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I do not know whether Hon Ken Travers is looking for a specific date. That is cabinet 
information that I cannot disclose to anyone.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Mr Chairman — 

Hon Helen Morton: If you are asking whether it was post budget, I can say that that was the case but I cannot 
give you a specific date.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am looking for a specific date. I would like the parliamentary secretary to come back 
tomorrow and give us that additional information. I think the government has an obligation to disclose when that 
decision was made. I will tell the parliamentary secretary why. She has just told us that this money is related to 
expenditure authorised for last year. It did not occur last year and the government has allocated it for this year 
and next year. When we compare the figures in the document the parliamentary secretary tabled and figures 
under appendix 4 of the midyear review for what was at that stage the “Notional distribution of transfers, 
excesses and new items” for the Department of State Development, there was only $500 000. I am interested to 
know what that $500 000 related to. More importantly, if the expenditure was supposed to happen last year and it 
did not, I cannot understand why the decision was not known by cabinet well before the midyear review cut-off 
date. That is why I want to know, and I think the chamber has a right to know, when the decision was taken.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: While my adviser is working out the exact figures, I can tell the member the general 
approach taken by Treasury. At the time $1.45 million was required, there were offsets of about $1 million in the 
midyear review. Because of those offsets, the actual funds were not required by that agency at that time. Hon 
Ken Travers might also recall that at the time he was involved in the midyear review estimates hearings and the 
Under Treasurer was present, the Under Treasurer made a very clear statement that none of the decisions made 
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in cabinet and passed on to him were left out of the midyear review. I was present when he said that to the 
member. I am not sure whether Hon Ken Travers is calling into question the Under Treasurer’s comments about 
that. The Under Treasurer very clearly stated that he had passed on for the midyear review all decisions made in 
cabinet through the formal process and handed to him in whatever way that happens, and nothing was left out.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can I make it abundantly clear to the parliamentary secretary that I am not, I never have 
and I doubt very much I ever will, have cause to question the integrity of Mr Tim Marney. I am questioning the 
process of cabinet. I have no doubt that all those decisions that were taken and passed on to the Under Treasurer 
by the cabinet will be recorded. I have no doubt about that at all. That is not the point of my questions. I am 
focussing my questions on the processes of cabinet. I find it very interesting that this is the second time that the 
parliamentary secretary has tried to somehow imply that I am questioning the integrity of the Under Treasurer, 
when I have made it very clear that I have never sought to do that and I do not expect that I will ever do that. It 
strikes me as very odd that the parliamentary secretary keeps trying to make out that that is the point I am 
making, when it is very clear that it is not the point I am making. I am trying to find out whether cabinet would 
have known at the end of last year that that $1.9 million had not been spent—that is, by 1 December, which I 
think is the cut-off date for the midyear review. Is the parliamentary secretary telling me that cabinet still had not 
made the decision to include it, or that it had occurred before that date and her explanation is that at that point 
cabinet did not think it needed $500 000? If that is the parliamentary secretary’s answer, then I am happy with 
that.  

Hon Helen Morton: That is the answer. That is what I said.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Then let us make that the clear answer, because that is the point I was trying to get to. I 
wanted to know whether the decision was taken before the cut-off for the midyear review. I am happy to take the 
answer as an interjection—that is, that it was included in the midyear review. 

Hon Helen Morton: I do not have the specific date available, but that is the situation. The offsets were there, 
and again I reiterate that Mr Marney said that every decision that he had — 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Do not try to turn this into a debate about Mr Marney! This is a debate about cabinet and 
whether it was taking decisions. If that is the parliamentary secretary’s answer, I am happy to have that—that is, 
that the decision was taken before the budget cut-off.  

If that is the case, one of the things I asked during the briefing was whether the parliamentary secretary could 
provide members with a copy of this “Details of Excesses and New Items” document, which identified those 
decisions that were taken pre-midyear review and those taken post-midyear review. If it is possible, I would still 
appreciate getting that document. I do not know whether the parliamentary secretary has it, but I am also keen to 
get some information from her in a general sense about what impact the Treasurer’s advance will have on the 
drawdown of the loan funds—that is, what she expects to be the drawdown this year and what she expects to be 
the drawdown from the loan bill approvals over the period of the forward estimates.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I say again that the situation with those funds is that the offsets within that agency 
were such that it would not have been known prior to the midyear review that anything in addition to the 
$500 000 was required.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is the parliamentary secretary not willing to provide those other bits of information?  

Hon Helen Morton: The member had better repeat what they were.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was asking for a copy of the “Details of Excesses and New Items” document, which 
identifies which decisions are incorporated into the midyear review and which have been taken since the midyear 
review—or have been included in that since the midyear review. Again, I am happy to go through the process we 
have just gone through as we try to work out, by a process of elimination, what they are; however, it strikes me 
that it would speed up the processes of this place substantially if we were given that information. The second 
document was a schedule of the impact this current modelling of Treasury has on drawdown on the loan under 
the Loan Bill 2009.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Both those documents will be made available to the opposition, Hon Ken Travers. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was wondering whether I should leave my chair until the ringing of bells, and then 
come back again—but, no, we will keep progressing! I am not sure whether the parliamentary secretary told me 
last night that the allocation to the Ashburton North strategic industrial area was a one-off payment. Are further 
payments over the forward estimates expected as a result of that decision?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Hon Ken Travers, I am not sure whether I made clear during last evening’s debate 
what the Ashburton North strategic industrial area funding of $500 000 covered, so I will repeat it: The $500 000 
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is for legal, commercial and engineering technical advice to support the negotiation of the development 
agreement for the Ashburton North strategic industrial area near Onslow. Any future requirement for funding is 
being, and will be, considered as part of this budget process. In the meantime, the $500 000 is one-off funding.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I would have thought, after what the parliamentary secretary has just told us about the 
$500 000 covering the legal, the technical and the planning advice, that more than $500 000 will be required for 
a project of that size. I would think that that would not be enough, even for the legal and planning aspects. If the 
decision is made to go ahead after the negotiations, other costs would be included. I understand that we are 
dealing with the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2010, but it is similar to saying that we will buy a car 
this year but we do not have to worry about the repayments because they will happen next year. The process is 
beginning, and although it might only be another $500 000 next year and $500 000 the following year, which 
does not give me much cause for concern, if the commencement of this process means entering into an 
arrangement that will cost the state millions next year and hundreds of millions the year after, I think it is not 
unreasonable for this chamber to know that that is what it is approving this evening. Once the process is started, 
in many cases it cannot be stopped.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: As the member quite rightly pointed out, $500 000 is required for this year, which is 
why it has been included in this Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. The work undertaken as a result of this 
legal, commercial and engineering technical advice will result in formulating the requirements for the coming 
financial year and the following out years. That will be considered as part of the budget process and will be 
incorporated in the coming budget. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I would like to get some details about two of the grant savings that are listed in this 
document. The first is under “Planning” and is the Planning and Transport Research Centre grant saving. The 
second is under “Transport” and is the TravelSmart grant saving. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I thank the member for the question. In the planning area, there were two grant areas 
in which under-expenditures were determined. An amount of $100 000 was saved out of the Planning and 
Transport Research Centre. The Maddington Kenwick Sustainable Communities Partnership was deferred for 
one year.  

Hon Lynn MacLaren: That is a shame. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Those are the areas that impact on the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill in the 
planning area.  

Hon Ken Travers: When you say that there was a saving in that grant to PATRC, is it not just the case that this 
state has cancelled its membership of PATRC? That is how we have saved that money. We are now no longer 
contributing to the Planning and Transport Research Centre at Curtin University.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I do not have any details other than the fact that we made a $100 000 saving on that 
initiative in this budget. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: That is of interest to me. Can we get those details?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes; of course we can get that information for the member.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Under “Disability Services Commission” there is an item titled “Non Government 
Human Services Sector (NGHSS) Indexation”. Is that a new item or is that an increase in the budget for that 
item? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am still looking for the answer to the member’s question about TravelSmart. We 
will look at disability services after that. That grant saving relates to the cessation of the TravelSmart pedestrian 
project, with a saving of $100 000.  

Hon Lynn MacLaren: Is that the cessation of the entire TravelSmart program or just the pedestrian project?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is the cessation of the pedestrian project. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I would appreciate some further detail about the non-government indexation payment 
and the Disability Services Commission. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It was an adjustment made to meet indexation of the non-government services to 
assist in meeting wage and cost pressures experienced by the non-government services sector. Is that the area 
that the member is looking at? 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Yes. So that was not actually budgeted for. Did the government increase the 
indexation that was originally budgeted for? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: At midyear review those indices are reviewed, and this is the outcome of that review. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 31 March 2010] 

 p1178a-1192a 
Hon Linda Savage; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon 

Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Sue Ellery 

 [5] 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I note that occurs in the Disability Services Commission area for the midyear review 
indexation adjustment. Did that occur across the non-government human services sector or was it only in the 
Disability Services Commission? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is policy for that to occur across the range of sectors, but the most significant one is 
the disability services area. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Does that mean then that we do not have to sign the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill for the payment to occur in the other organisations where the non-government services sector 
is receiving the indexation payment? Was it only in the Disability Services Commission that the budget was not 
sufficient to accommodate this? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The conclusion that has been drawn is that the request for funding was not made and, 
therefore, it would have been offset by other savings and under-expenditure within the other agencies that are 
referred to. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Hon Ken Travers was just referring to the Ashburton North strategic industrial area. 
Is there any definition of what the nature of the legal and technical funding is related to, other than just a broad 
statement? I am intrigued to find out whether it is to do with native title or the design of the site, given that it is 
already an industrial site. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I do not have the level of detail that the member is seeking, but it involves a range of 
those legal and negotiating requirements. The commercial, engineering and technical advice to support the 
negotiations for the development agreement for the Ashburton North strategic industrial area near Onslow is all 
that I have been briefed on. I would have to follow up on whether the legal negotiations or technical support 
relate to any specific areas the member is asking about.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Can I seek a response to that question? I would be intrigued to find out whether the 
technical support relates to other industries or, indeed, the industrial site in its own right.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: We will follow that up. I am not certain about which minister to refer the member to.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Is it premature to talk about culture and the arts, or is the parliamentary secretary 
trying to go through this systematically?  

Hon Helen Morton: The member can raise anything she wishes. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I have a few pet issues, but I can wait.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can the parliamentary secretary explain what the $12.921 million allocated to the 
Browse LNG Precinct project is for?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: The funding of $12.9 million is for costs associated with the Browse LNG Precinct 
project. That funding is also for the Kimberley Land Council to cover, for example, expenditure for legal 
matters, strategic assessment, environmental studies and costs and salaries for seven additional FTEs. Provision 
has been made for this funding in anticipation of the submission being considered as part of the 2010–11 budget 
process.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: In relation to the breakdown of that amount of money, is there any ability to itemise 
what will go to the KLC? What are the various components of that funding?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: The information the member is seeking is best sought from the minister responsible. I 
do not know the degree to which any of that information is commercially confidential. I ask the member to ask 
that directly of the minister.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can the parliamentary secretary tell us whether this amount is in addition to existing 
money within the agency for those purposes, or whether it is new money and new work?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is definitely in addition to existing money and it is new money for new work.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is there an existing program within that agency that includes work on the Browse LNG 
Precinct project? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: There is no specific allocation for that project at this stage. This is the first allocation 
to that particular project, but that does not mean to say that there will not be some funds that have already been 
re-allocated within that agency for that purpose. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was wondering whether the parliamentary secretary could undertake to go away and 
get a bit more information. This project has been going on for some time. Again I ask the same questions I have 
asked before. I want to know how much will also be required over the forward estimates as a result of this 
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funding, because obviously this is the first lot of funding. Again, I want to know whether this is stand-alone 
funding or whether those decisions will be taken as part of the cabinet decisions and whether or not that will lead 
to impacts on the forward estimates. I would certainly like to get some idea from the parliamentary secretary 
about what the existing funding was and the work that was being done on the Browse LNG precinct prior to the 
addition of this extra $12.9 million. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Once again the answers to the questions the member is asking about future 
expenditures et cetera will be provided in the budget in May, which is not that long away. The questions the 
member wants to ask about specific expenditures and activities that have already been undertaken on this project 
need to be directed to the minister concerned. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I ask the parliamentary secretary whether this $12.9 million is going to a single 
agency or across agencies; and, if so, which agency or agencies? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It has been appropriated to the Department of State Development. The mechanism by 
which state development then moves that money to undertake the activities I have described, once again, is 
something the member can ask the Minister for State Development. The role of the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill is to appropriate those funds to the Department of State Development. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Would the parliamentary secretary be prepared to take a question on notice to 
her minister; that is, to give us an actual breakdown of to what that $12.92 million will be allocated? I do not 
think it is satisfactory that the parliamentary secretary cannot provide any information on the breakdown of that 
figure. Although she may not have that breakdown at hand this evening, it should be easy enough to get that 
breakdown in the course of the following 24 hours. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: In the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill those funds have been allocated to the 
Department of State Development to pay for the costs associated with the Browse LNG Precinct project, 
including those associated with the Kimberley Land Council; funding legal strategic assessment and 
environmental studies; and costs and salaries for seven additional full-time equivalent employees. I have already 
provided the member with that level of information. If the member wants a further level of information on how 
much of it will go to this agency or how much will go to that enterprise or whatever, that is the level of 
information that the member needs to get directly from the minister. I think there is sufficient detail there to 
understand precisely what that $12.9 million will be spent on. In answer to the question about who will be the 
recipient, some of those decisions may not have been made yet. The requirement to make the allocation to enable 
that work to take place is what we are dealing with in the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill, and the 
appropriation to the Department of State Development is contained in this document. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The parliamentary secretary mentioned a number of components that will make 
up that $12.921 million, including the liquefied natural gas component and an amount for some claimants. It 
would be good if the parliamentary secretary could provide even a broad breakdown of the three categories to 
which those funds will be allocated. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I appreciate what the member is looking for, but I am telling her that it is not possible 
to take it any deeper than that at this stage. We do not know how much will go to the Kimberley Land Council or 
how much of the negotiation and contractual work is confidential. I do not think it would be appropriate for the 
Treasurer to release that information. However, if the member wants to test that and find out how much of that 
information the Department of State Development is prepared to release to the member, please, by all means, ask 
it directly of the minister concerned.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do not think that answer is good enough. The government is seeking a precise 
appropriation for $12.921 million. That is pretty precise to me. It is hard to believe that this lump sum figure was 
sought but not costed precisely without giving any consideration to how much might be given to the Kimberley 
Land Council and how much might be given to the LNG project or to any other category of expenditure. The 
parliamentary secretary is trying to give us the brush-off because she cannot be bothered presenting that 
information to this chamber. This chamber has a legitimate right to know that information. It is a precise amount 
of money and it is not satisfactory to say that this global figure is the best that can be provided. We cannot spend 
this evening and tomorrow getting the response from the minister, “If you don’t like the answer I am giving, ask 
the minister directly.” It does not work that way. The parliamentary secretary has been asked to go to the 
relevant minister to find out the breakdown of those broad three or four categories and to provide that 
information to us tomorrow. The parliamentary secretary has 24 hours in which to do it and she should accept 
that that is part of the role and responsibility of being a parliamentary secretary. She should provide the 
information that we are seeking in order for us to decide whether we will support this bill. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 31 March 2010] 

 p1178a-1192a 
Hon Linda Savage; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon 

Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Sue Ellery 

 [7] 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I reiterate that it was not done without consideration. Any suggestion that this amount 
was allocated without consideration is ridiculous. It was costed. Last night the member heard a full explanation 
of how these agencies make their submissions and how the reviews are conducted et cetera. The member knows 
exactly how it works. It was a silly statement for the member to say that it was done without consideration and 
that it was not costed. I am telling the member that I am not authorised to do it; it is up to the minister to indicate 
what information is commercially confidential and what information can be released. The member can ask the 
minister directly tomorrow either by way of a question on notice or a question without notice. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I have not asked the parliamentary secretary to give me her view; I have asked 
her to go back — 

Hon Helen Morton: Yes, you have. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The parliamentary secretary has 24 hours to obtain that information from the 
minister. I have not put it to the parliamentary secretary that she should be trying to give us some broadbrush 
figures in her capacity as the parliamentary secretary. She can ask the minister to provide the precise information 
that this chamber seeks. 

Hon Helen Morton: I have answered the question. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: When I was a parliamentary secretary, I used to tell my minister in the lower house to 
cooperate with the upper house if the minister wanted to get things done and that a minister who obstructs 
members of this chamber does so at the minister’s peril. The parliamentary secretary might want to pass on that 
advice to her minister. Can the parliamentary secretary explain what the funding of $7.36 million for the Oakajee 
rail and port project is for? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Additional funding of $7.4 million is for costs associated with the Oakajee port and 
rail project, including legal and technical studies, and salaries for 19 additional full-time equivalents. Provision 
has been made for this funding in anticipation of the submission being considered as part of the 2010–11 budget 
process.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can the parliamentary secretary advise whether any of that money arises out of the 
Oakajee state development agreement? Is it as a result of the state signing the Oakajee state development 
agreement that this additional work is required?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Obviously it is related to it. It is the amount of funding that is required to enable the 
state to manage its obligations in that process.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: In relation to the 19 FTEs just mentioned, are they actually employees of the 
Department of State Development, will they be new employees of the Department of State Development to deal 
with this project, or are they project-specific and separate from the Department of State Development?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: When the member asks whether they are new employees, they are new FTEs. 
Whether existing people fill the FTEs is another matter. They are additional, new FTEs, but they will be 
employed across a range of areas that will be impacted by the project. An example of that is the Public Transport 
Authority.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That got me a little concerned, I have to be honest. This is listed as an allocation to the 
Department of State Development. I thought that if the PTA is doing the work on the rail links into the Oakajee 
port, then the money would have been allocated to the PTA under its line item. Can the parliamentary secretary 
explain to us how that is going to work?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: The Department of State Development is the lead agency. If there needs to be a 
reallocation of those resources, that can take place, but in the first instance the funds are allocated from Treasury 
to the lead agency—in this case, the Department of State Development.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is this $7.4 million, as the parliamentary secretary is calling it—I am happy to round it 
off—over and above the $339 million that has been allocated as the state’s contribution to the Oakajee port? Do 
we now have the total cost, if this is over and above the current cost of the total Oakajee project over the forward 
estimates?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: The answer is: yes, it is over and above, and the total budgeted requirements for the 
project will be in the budget papers. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Michael Mischin): Hon Robin Chapple I think was next—okay, Hon Ken 
Travers. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I should have guessed that that one was coming! 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 31 March 2010] 

 p1178a-1192a 
Hon Linda Savage; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon 

Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Sue Ellery 

 [8] 

Hon Helen Morton: Yes! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I wonder whether the parliamentary secretary could explain to us how the cabinet was 
able to make a decision on the $339 million that was required as the capital contribution towards the Oakajee 
project, but was not able to make a decision on the recurrent funding prior to the midyear review cut-off date. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I think the easy answer to that is that the resource implications were determined after 
the cut-off date for the midyear review. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Clearly it was, because if it — 

Hon Helen Morton: Exactly; what else did you expect me to say? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It comes back to this point: I think we have a right to prosecute a case as an opposition 
against the government in that a range of decisions were deliberately held back by cabinet from being taken prior 
to the cut-off date. I think that this is the first case that is clear. In March 2009, which was prior to the cut-off 
date for the budget, the state entered into and signed an Oakajee state development agreement with Oakajee Port 
and Rail Pty Ltd. That was in March. The government did not include any money in the budget and the 
government could have said that it was so close that there was no time to put it through the budget process. The 
government then had until 1 December, and cabinet somehow managed to be able to get its facts and figures 
together to put $339 million into the 2012–13 forward estimates for the purchase of non-financial assets, which I 
think will, under the new budgetary accounting processes, actually be listed as recurrent expenditure, not as 
capital works—or will it? I am not sure because it will be owned by the state so it might get listed as an asset 
investment; however, regardless of whether it is capital or recurrent, that was able to be put into the midyear 
review, yet somehow the government was not able to work out that it needed $7.4 million and 19 full-time 
equivalents to do the planning and other work associated with the Oakajee port and rail project. I tell the 
government to put it very bluntly to the chamber and if it tells me that cabinet did not know about that before 
1 December last year, I will not believe it. I do not believe that cabinet and the ministers in this area are that 
incompetent that they could make a decision about the capital side but not the recurrent side in the cost of 
implementing that agreement that they had known about since March and not put forward. If the parliamentary 
secretary can proffer an explanation to this place, I would love to hear it because at the moment I do not believe 
cabinet. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The member will have noticed that it is still sitting under “Issues under 
consideration”. The submission was made, it was close to the time frame and it required the agency to justify its 
resource requirements and that process is being undertaken. That is the issue around the timing. The other 
question the member asked was about the $339 million. It is a capital cost; it will be an equity injection. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: We have just discovered that Oakajee needs 19 full-time equivalents. I wonder at this 
time whether the parliamentary secretary could run through the Browse, Ashburton and repositioning of the 
heritage and community liaison branch line items and identify any FTEs associated with those three items, and, 
if so, the number. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The only area that I have specific FTE information for is the LNG Browse precinct 
project, where it is indicated there are to be seven FTEs. I do not have specific FTE information for the others.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I want to clarify exactly what the parliamentary secretary was telling us regarding 
Oakajee port and rail. Was the submission put in?  

Hon Helen Morton: It indicates that it is under consideration, so obviously a submission was put in.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It was put in before the cut–off date, but because OPR wanted to do further work —  

Hon Helen Morton: I have not indicated the time the submission was put in.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The parliamentary secretary said it was close to the time; what did she mean by that?  

Hon Helen Morton: The advice I have is that it was after the midyear review, but it would have been close to it. 

Hon Sue Ellery: The day after.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am sorry —  

Hon Helen Morton: It is not up to me to try to give you information that you would necessarily be satisfied 
with. I am giving you the information; whether you are satisfied with it is an issue for you.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I suspect the parliamentary secretary is sitting there knowing exactly what we are 
thinking—this is a manufactured process in which this was clearly known; it was held off at cabinet level so that 
it was not included. If $7.36 million had been added on the cut–off day of the midyear review, we would have 
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been down to a low to mid-$40 million deficit. I suspect that if we work our way through, we will find that the 
$51 million evaporates.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I can categorically state that the submission was still being finalised by the agency at 
the time of the midyear review.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: In that case I can say that the minister must have been incompetent if he allowed his 
agency to sit on a submission like that from March, when the agreement was signed, and did not have it 
submitted before the midyear review cut–off date. Whoever is the minister stands condemned for being 
incompetent.  

I move now to “Grant savings” of $560 000. How were the savings listed actually allocated? I realise they are 
savings that were previously held generically within the budget and have now been allocated to specific 
agencies. Were the three that are listed here allocated on a per capita basis, on an expenditure basis or through 
some other sort of process to determine the agency’s capacity to meet those requirements?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: The $560 000 reduction in state initiative grants relates to a payment by the 
Department for State Development to LandCorp under the ASI groyne buyback scheme. DSD paid LandCorp a 
grant that covered the cost of repaying a loan relating to the buyback scheme. During the course of investigating 
agency grants as part of the global grant savings program, it was identified that, although an allocation of 
$560 000 had been factored into the DSD’s budget from 2009–10 to 2012–13, the obligations relating to the loan 
for the ASI groyne buyback scheme actually ceased in April 2008. This was confirmed by LandCorp at the time; 
therefore, an adjustment was raised to remove the grant expense from the DSD’s budget from 2009–10 to 2012–
13.  

Hon Ken Travers: Are you saying that $560 000 is allocated to each of the years over the forward estimates, but 
in this we are only dealing with one year, and that is for the full $560 000 that was allocated in the budget each 
year over the next four years?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is correct.  

Hon Ken Travers: How were the fleet procurement savings allocated to the agencies?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: The fleet saving was based on the 10 per cent reduction in fleet requirements. The 
procurement was based on the percentage saving on the level of purchasing.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I want to understand this. Basically, that $10 000 for the Department of State 
Development represents just 10 per cent of its total fleet costs. Was there no attempt to work out when its fleet 
was due for replacement? One of the things that we have had from the Treasurer and in estimates is that 
replacement timing comes differently for each agency. If all of the fleet is due for replacement this year, the 
ability to achieve the 10 per cent saving is a lot easier than it would be if it were not due till next year. Was there 
any attempt to work out when the fleets were due for replacement, or was it just a flat figure handed out to 
everyone for them to work out a way of meeting it?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I think Hon Ken Travers is mixing up the $10 000 with the 10 per cent. The $10 000 
is the first instalment of a 10 per cent saving over three years, so that $10 000 saving represents about a three per 
cent saving in the first year.  

Hon Ken Travers: If all of those vehicles in DSD are not due for replacement for another three years, how do 
they achieve the three per cent saving this year?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Most leases are for an average of three years. That 10 per cent saving over three years 
will take place, and most of it has been achieved.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can the parliamentary secretary explain how agencies are expected to achieve the 
procurement savings?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is leveraging off the purchasing power of the Department of Treasury and Finance, 
and a very similar process was used by the previous government to try to bring in savings under procurement. 
The former government saved $450 million over five years.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We would have done better than this government; I have no doubt about that. The 
parliamentary secretary is not able to explain how this government does it. I am sure that when Hon Kate Doust 
was sitting in that seat, when she looked after this portfolio, she would have given the house a better explanation 
of how it was going to happen. 
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Let us move on to health, which one would have to list as the least extraordinary or unforeseen item included in 
this Treasurer’s advance. I am not sure how it meets the definition of “unforeseen or extraordinary expenditure” 
when no-one in Western Australia expected not to have to pay out this additional money. Can the parliamentary 
secretary give us a breakdown of how this $210 million was arrived at and what components of the health budget 
it is intended to address? Can she also explain why there are no offsets listed within the health budget?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: The $210 million represents a 7.4 per cent increase in expenses, based on the 2008–
09 budget. If the member requires an actual breakdown of where those expenses will be distributed within the 
budget, that question should be directed to the Minister for Health. 

Hon Ken Travers: Did the parliamentary secretary say based on the budget, or on the total cost for services in 
the 2008–09 year? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes, the total expenses. 

Hon Ken Travers: Did the parliamentary secretary mean the final costs at the end of the year, not the budget 
amount at the beginning of the year? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes; that is correct. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do not know that we should have to ask the Minister for Health; I think it is up to the 
parliamentary secretary to do that. If I remember correctly, last year we were given information that the increase 
in funding to the Department of Agriculture was because of the GA4 salary increase. How much of this 
$210 million will be spent on salary increases across the health sector?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: The 7.4 per cent is made up of a 5.3 per cent increase in costs escalation across all 
areas; it is not specific to full-time equivalent positions. The remaining 2.1 per cent is due to increased demand.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am sure the Treasury has a breakdown of how much of that will be spent on increased 
FTEs and how much of it will be spent on increased salaries and wages. The parliamentary secretary has told us 
that 2.1 per cent is related to increased activity; I want to know how much is related to salary and wages and how 
much is related to increases in FTEs or staffing. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am happy to take that one on, because I know that Treasury has that information 
available. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Would the parliamentary secretary be so good as to provide us with the 
expenses growth figures for health over the past five years? I understand that the parliamentary secretary has that 
information. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes. In 2002–03, the expenses growth was approximately $2.922 million. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: What was it in percentage terms? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Okay. I will go to 2003–04, because that has percentages associated with it. The 
figure for expenses was 4.99 per cent. I will just check with the adviser about the capital figure. The reason I 
want to ask the adviser about the capital figure is that it appears to me to be out of proportion. I am advised that 
that is because we might be building a big project one year — 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: So are you giving us both figures? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes. The expenses growth for that year was 4.99 per cent, and the capital growth was 
26.64 per cent. The growth overall was 5.61 per cent.  

Hon Ken Travers: Do you want to table that document? That might make it easier.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: It would be good if we could get a photocopy of that.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes. That might be easier for me. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Excellent. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Mr Deputy Chair, can it be tabled tomorrow?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS: On that point, if the minister—sorry, the parliamentary secretary. The parliamentary 
secretary should be a minister! 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Michael Mischin): Order! Hon Ken Travers, please wait for the call. Hon 
Matt Benson-Lidholm was on his feet first. 
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Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Mr Deputy Chairman, I am happy to let Hon Ken Travers continue, 
because he is asking similar sorts of questions, but I do want the call when he is finished. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: My apologies. I thank Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm. The parliamentary secretary has said 
that she is going to table that document tomorrow. The parliamentary secretary has also said, in respect of the 
questions that I asked of the parliamentary secretary earlier, that she knows that that information is available, and 
that she will get that information and come back to the house. Therefore, from the point of view of progressing 
this matter, I suggest that rather than continue to go through health, we come back to health tomorrow when that 
information is available, if that is what the parliamentary secretary is undertaking to do. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Why can’t we have it now? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The parliamentary secretary has said that she does not have that information with her 
tonight, but she is prepared to get that information for us. I am trying to facilitate this debate. If that is what the 
parliamentary secretary is undertaking to do, I have a couple of other questions that I would like the 
parliamentary secretary to also provide some information about so that we can have a fuller and more 
comprehensive debate tomorrow. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The expenses growth is not a difficulty. I expect that the salaries costs and the FTE 
information that the member was seeking will be made available for us tomorrow. I am not able to guarantee that 
at this stage, but I expect that it will be. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: I just want to continue this on recurrent and capital requirements that have 
been outlined thus far. I want to quote from the Treasurer in the other place when he said that since the midyear 
review, recurrent has gone up by this $210 million that we all know about and capital has gone down by some 
$67 million. I want to know the reasons for this decrease in the capital requirement, if the parliamentary 
secretary can detail some of the examples there. I am also particularly concerned, if I may add to that question, 
with the issue of rural health services and what amount of that $67 million can be attributed to rural health 
services. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The question in particular was around the reduction of the $67 million and how much 
of it relates to non-metropolitan capital. 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm: I would certainly like to know the nature of the $67 million. I do not just want to 
know that. I certainly do want to know the impact on rural health services of that particular scaling back, but also 
a general picture, if the parliamentary secretary likes, and in particular the impact on rural health services. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The asset investment program cash flow adjustments of $67.084 million: the revision 
of the asset investment program project cash flows has identified a decrease in funding requirements for 2009–
10, including the deferral of cash flows for the Hedland Regional Resource Centre replacement stage 2 of 
$19 million; information and communications technology of $18.8 million; the major research facility at the 
Queen Elizabeth II site of $11.6 million; and the Joondalup Health Campus development stage 1 of $6.8 million, 
and the funding has now been re-cashflowed across the forward estimates. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Would the parliamentary secretary also like to make some sort of comment 
in respect of the Harvey Hospital redevelopment, which has been completely cut from the 2009–10 budget? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, I do not want to make a comment about it on account of the fact that it is not 
contained in this bill and is not impacted by this bill, so I do not think that it comes within the debate that we are 
having today. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: I would also like to seek information of possible cutbacks on account of 
private–public partnerships being negotiated at the revamped Albany Regional Hospital. Is any money in that 
$67 million part of any renegotiation of that redevelopment or any savings in that particular area? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The advice I am getting from more than one source is that the scope of that work has 
not reduced and the amount of resource put into that project has not reduced.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I heard the parliamentary secretary mention Hedland in an answer she gave. Can she 
give me the amount of money to which she referred and what, in essence, that item relates to?  

My question appears to have caused some amusement.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I was really querying why it is called the Hedland Regional Resource Centre rather 
than the Hedland hospital. An amount of $19 million has been deferred into out years for that project. Therefore, 
the expenditure for this year is $19 million less than was planned.  
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Hon Robin Chapple: Is that for the Hedland Regional Resource Centre?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Unfortunately I had to leave the chamber urgently. Has the parliamentary secretary 
given members a breakdown of the asset investment program cash flow adjustment; and, if not, is she able to 
give us a breakdown of the items that have been cash flow adjusted as opposed to re-cashflowed?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I did not see the member leave the chamber. I must have been concentrating.  

Hon Ken Travers: I thought you would miss me!  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I would have. However, I did give a breakdown of that. Does the member want that 
breakdown again? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I will read Hansard.  

I come back to the recurrent side of the bill. The parliamentary secretary has advised that she will get the 
information we requested. When she does that, would she also advise the areas within the health sector in which 
pay increases have occurred? I understand that over the past financial year there have been salary increases for 
nurses, staff covered under the HSU award and doctors. Which of those increases were included in the health 
budget but now require supplementary funding and when did those increases come into effect? Can the 
parliamentary secretary provide an approximate figure for those increases in each category of staff and what that 
has meant to the increased wages bill? For example, if nurses’ salaries increased by four per cent, when did that 
occur and what impact did that have on the health budget’s monthly wages bill?  

I think the health department talks about a weighted activity across the areas of inpatients and emergency 
department outpatients. Can the parliamentary secretary give an indication of what that has been over the past 
12 months? Finally, would the parliamentary secretary advise whether any adverse events, such as the swine flu, 
have had an impact on the health budget? If the parliamentary secretary can provide those answers this evening, 
that would be great. If not, can she come back to us tomorrow with the answers? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The information that I have with me on the enterprise bargaining agreements for the 
various groups is that the last round of EBAs for doctors and nurses expires in 2009–10 and the current wage 
policy kicks in for the forward estimates period. In this respect the 2009–10 financial year incorporates a whole-
of-health cost model escalator of 5.3 per cent, which is basically what I indicated before, but that reflects the last 
round of EBAs. I have talked before about the 2.1 per cent increase in demand. The member asked me for 
information on wages specific to this area, and we will get that information from Treasury and provide it to the 
member. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am still not sure whether I have understood it clearly. I was trying to determine 
whether any increase that came into effect in this financial year under EBAs was included in the allocation at the 
time of the budget or whether no allocation was made. If no allocation was made, supplementary funding will 
now be required to be provided to WA Health to cover those increases. I think the parliamentary secretary 
intends to get that information.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is not expected that any additional supplementary funding will be required in 
2009–10. 

Hon Ken Travers: That’s not what I am asking. Say there was an increase on 1 July 2009, the day after the 
budget came in; was that provided for in the allocation that was given to WA Health at the start of the budget 
period or will this money to be drawn down from the Treasurer’s advance be used to fund that pay increase that 
came into effect on 1 June or 1 July, whatever the date was? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: This information may not be satisfactory; the member can tell me whether it is. An 
estimate of the amount required would have been made at the time the budget process was undertaken. If there 
were any additional requirements, they would have been picked up in the $210 million. If the member wants 
more specific information, I can get it. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, I would appreciate it if the parliamentary secretary could get that for me. 

I will ask one of the attendants to pass across a document to the parliamentary secretary. I have to say that 
having read the answer that I was given today, and as it relates to the health budget, I am completely and utterly 
perplexed. I hope the parliamentary secretary and her advisers can explain it to me. The parliamentary secretary 
will see that the answer to the fifth part of my question was that the current approved growth in expenditure is 
$138.847 million for the health department. There might be a simple explanation for that, but it does not 
correlate to the figures that members have in front of them in the document provided to us by the parliamentary 
secretary today. 
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The other area that I found fascinating was the answer to the first part of the question about how much money 
was made available at the time of the budget and how it was broken up. I asked what the total cost of services 
was at the time of the budget, how much of the cost was quarantined for specific purposes and how much was 
available for the general provision of health services. Then in the fourth part of the question I asked about the 
current total cost of services approved by cabinet. The parliamentary secretary might note the interesting aspect 
that I noted about the answer to that part of the question. It suggests that cabinet has currently approved less 
money to be available for the general provision of health services now than was provided for in the budget when 
we passed it. I am looking for an explanation for that and for the final figure. If the parliamentary secretary can 
help me in that regard, I would very much appreciate it. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Could Hon Ken Travers break that down? He rambled—I did not mean to be 
derogatory—he ranged across quite a few things. If he could break that down into smaller sections, the Treasury 
adviser will be able to assist me in that process. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: With respect to the answer to the fifth question, what is the current estimated growth in 
expenditure for the health budget in the 2009–10 financial year? Can the parliamentary secretary reconcile the 
answer that it is $138.847 million with the documents that the parliamentary secretary has provided to us? The 
capital works figure is $60-odd million now because of the savings; I would like the parliamentary secretary to 
reconcile that. I am happy if the parliamentary secretary wants to take this on notice and come back with an 
answer tomorrow. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Once again, although I am happy with the advice that I have been given, I would feel 
much more comfortable if we took the time to check this and get it correct. I understand that $138.847 million is 
the already approved budget growth and that the $210 million is the required amount over and above that 
amount. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: When was that $138 million approved? I do not see it in the midyear review documents 
anywhere. The parliamentary secretary might be able to explain why it is not in the midyear review, if it was 
approved. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: My understanding is that that was the approved growth in the 2009–10 budget. Once 
again, if the member wants that confirmed, I can check it and provide confirmation. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The answer to the first question relates to the amount of money that was available for 
the general provision of health services at the time the budget was approved and gives the current estimated 
amount of money that is available for the general provision of health services, as approved by cabinet up to 
today. The parliamentary secretary will note that $4.579 million was available when the budget was approved, 
but this answer suggests that only $4.55 million is available. I am trying to reconcile why there would have been 
a reduction in the amount of money that is available in light of the obvious cost pressures on the health system. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The difference is not evident immediately, but this answer was provided by the 
minister. I think that it would be relevant to ask the minister to clarify that position.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Treasury is not able to provide any explanation for it?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Not on the spot, no.  

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Earlier on I was focusing on capital expenditure items. I want to continue 
along that line. I draw the parliamentary secretary’s attention to an entry under “Decisions made” in respect to 
equity contribution. A cash injection of $110 million is mentioned. In respect of that $110 million, what is either 
the anticipated or actual allocation in respect of metro, non-metro or rural health services? How is that 
$110 million split? Secondly, what is the $110 million actually for?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, it is not possible to break it up between country and metro at this stage.  

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: I certainly would not mind if the parliamentary secretary could take that 
question on notice and endeavour to find out. I would still like to know, given that we have an offset adjustment 
of $67 million, which was mentioned earlier on, what the $110 million is actually for. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: As part of the midyear review, the Department of Health requested a cash injection of 
$110 million in 2009–10 to enable it to pay its debts as they fell due. The government has approved that. It is not 
broken down. It is not specified in terms of metropolitan and rural expenditure.  

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Is the parliamentary secretary telling me that the $110 million is just a grab 
for cash that we have in the slush fund and we can use it whenever we like? Is that what she is saying?  
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Hon HELEN MORTON: Whilst I am not using that language, it is a cash shortfall for the department. The 
$110 million is an injection of cash —  

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: In relation to capital expenditure items unforeseen?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: No; non-specific.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I understand the injection was required to restore the department’s cash reserves 
to a level sufficient to meet its day-to-day payments. Can the parliamentary secretary provide us with 
information in relation to the level of cash reserves required by the agency in order to meet its day-to-day 
payments? Can the parliamentary secretary also provide the house with information about where those cash 
reserves were at the time this $110 million cash injection was made to remediate the situation?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am advised that the amount is usually around about five per cent on an ongoing 
basis.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It may well be five per cent but there were two parts to my question. One part 
related to what percentage those cash reserves were at the time just before that $110 million, in fact, was granted. 
What is the current position in relation to the cash reserves held by the agency? There can be a third part to my 
question—that is, what is the required amount to meet the day-to-day payments? 

Hon Helen Morton: I do not understand the last part of the question. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Just answer the first two parts, if the parliamentary secretary can understand 
those. If the parliamentary secretary does not have that information with her, I am happy for her to take it on 
notice and provide that information tomorrow. I will ask another question. Is the $110 million cash injection part 
of the $210 million sought to be appropriated or has the agency already received the $110 million and therefore 
it is an additional $210 million from the time that the budget was brought down? I think the latter is probably 
what has happened, but in real terms it means that there has been a $320 million advance. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: If the member looks at page 11 of the document, she can see that in “Health” under 
“Decisions made” the $110 million is listed and offset below it in the bottom lines are the savings that have been 
achieved. Therefore, the overall requirement is $63.383 million incorporated, which is over and above and 
separate from the $210 million on page 1 of the document. That answers one part of the member’s question. 
What did it get down to before the cash injection was required? I do not know the exact figure, but it was 
obviously too low. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Yes, but can the parliamentary secretary provide that exact figure for us? 

Hon Ken Travers: We got them last year. 

Hon Helen Morton: Did you? You’re talking about 30 June stuff; this is not that. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: With all due respect, we are talking about the cash reserves. I think it is fair 
enough for the parliamentary secretary, if she does not have the information with her, to provide the chamber 
information about what the cash reserves were prior to the allocation of that $110 million injection and the 
current level of cash reserves. 

Hon Ken Travers: How much is restricted? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The parliamentary secretary might give us the split up of restricted and 
unrestricted, given that she will take this on notice and give us that information tomorrow. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am happy to provide that information as it stood at 30 June 2009. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: And currently—the exact figure for — 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Which date is the member looking for currently? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Today. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Today’s date. 

Hon Ken Travers: The last reporting date. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: The last reporting date. 

Hon Ken Travers: The last date that Health reported the figures to Treasury. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Fine; that is not too bad. It was 31 January. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: In relation to the $19 million for the Hedland Regional Resource Centre, is any of the 
money authorised by this Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill associated with the royalties for regions 
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packages, or is that separate? I have returned to the subject of the Hedland Regional Resource Centre to find out 
whether any of the $19 million is coming out of royalties for regions or any components within this bill are 
relative to the royalties for regions funding.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: None of the funding in Health in this document relates to royalties for regions 
funding. That is separate.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The parliamentary secretary just identified Health. Are there any other areas within 
this advance authorisation that may or may not be affected by royalties for regions?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I refer Hon Robin Chapple to item 65 on page 5 under “Treasury and Finance 
(DTF)”, “Royalties for Regions Fund”. That is the only reference to royalties for regions in the document.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I did not want to move to that area, but can the parliamentary secretary give me an 
outline of what that royalties for regions funding is allocated to?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: In the house today Hon Ed Dermer asked me a question and my reply incorporated a 
table that broke down that information. If Hon Robin Chapple obtains that, he will get a complete breakdown of 
the allocation.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can the parliamentary secretary explain what “Supplementary Funding Deferral” 
means?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: “Supplementary Funding Deferral” refers to $1.9 million deferred from 2008–09 and 
re-cashflowed so that $665 000 was approved for 2009–10. The remaining $1.2 million for remote service 
delivery was deferred until 2012–13 due to the restructuring and realignment of spending priorities for the 
agency during 2008–09. 

Hon Ken Travers: Can you repeat that, in English?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Is it that  did not hear me properly? If he wants me to rephrase it, just give me a few 
seconds. This is going to be really, really clear: the supplementary funding that was allocated to the Department 
of Indigenous Affairs was underspent in 2008–09 to the tune of $1.9 million  

Hon Ken Travers: Did it ever draw down that supplementary funding?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: It was not drawn down. Of that amount of money, $665 000 has now been reallocated 
to 2009–10 and the remainder—$1.2 million—has been spread over the years 2011 to 2013.  

Hon Ken Travers: Why was it given the supplementary funding in 2008–09?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: It was for remote service delivery, but the information on why it did not spend it is 
not something that is at my fingertips. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: While the parliamentary is seeking advice on the same question —  

Hon Helen Morton: I am not seeking any advice. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I will ask the question anyway. What is the difference between the explanations that she 
just gave us? Why was it written as “supplementary funding deferral”, not “re-cashflowed”, and what is the 
difference? I thought your explanation of re-cashflow was where money was not spent and was then spent on 
something else and came back in this process and we refunded it. Is “supplementary funding deferral” another 
way of saying “re-cashflow”? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The issue is that supplementary funding is not part of the base budget, and it was the 
supplementary funding that was underspent and deferred. If the member wanted to add the extra words “re-
cashflowed supplementary funding”, that would be fine.  

Hon Sue Ellery: So the effect is the same?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Parliamentary secretary, in relation to item 15, “Contribution to Hospital Fund”, and 
the amount of $210 million, listed as “Increased Activity and Costs”, and the $19 million for Hedland Regional 
Resource Centre, is there any relationship between that funding and the $4.8 million identified for the Pilbara 
health partnership to be paid by WA Health out of the royalties for the regions funding?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Was that information included in the table?  

Hon Robin Chapple: That was in the table. 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: The funding that is referred to in that table relates to recurrent funding. The Hedland 
Regional Resource Centre is capital funding, so there is no relationship between the two.  

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to temporary orders. 
 


