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HEALTH FUNDING 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer):  Under Standing Order No 82A, I have further information to provide 
following an answer I gave in the House yesterday.  Yesterday the Leader of the Opposition asked me about the 
increase in our expenditure on health of 10 per cent in 2001-02.  I have received information from the 
Department of Treasury and Finance, and I have in front of me a briefing note which helps me do what the 
Leader of the Opposition wanted me to do, which is to reconcile that statement with the budget papers.  The 
explanation reads - 

The statements made in the House and the Premier’s press release are both correct. 
The Premier’s press release and the Opposition Leader’s figure in (1) are appropriations (which is one 
funding source for health expenses and represents spending of centrally collected taxation and other 
consolidated revenue on provision of health services through the Department of Health). 
The Treasurer’s statement refers to expenses of the agency that contribute to general government sector 
Government Finance Statistics (GFS) expenses used in the “headline” measure in the State’s Budget 
Papers. 
Detailed explanations are as follows. 
1. The figure referred to in (1) relates to the estimated actual accrual ($2.3 billion) and capital 

($89 million) appropriations at the time of the 2002/03 budget (16 May 2002) allocated to the 
Health Department for health services. 

2. The figures referred to in (2), in respect of the Premier’s press release of 21 December 2001 
are based on the 2001/02 Government Mid Year Financial Projections Statement (MYR) 
figures, are as follows: 

• the “$158 million in additional funding referred to in the Premier’s press release” reflects 
the cash appropriation injected by the Government during the 2001/02 budget and the 
additional $70 million provided during the year and reflected in the 2001/02 Mid - Year 
Review. 
The $158 million represents the difference between the Total Recurrent Cash 
Appropriations in 2000/01 of $1.859 billion and Total Recurrent Cash Appropriations 
reported in the 2001/02 MYR of $2.017 billion. 

• the “$2.3 billion spending representing an increase of 7%” refers to the 2001/02 total 
recurrent accrual appropriation allocated to the Health Department at the time of the 
2001/02 MYR over the 2000/01 accrual appropriation. 
The 2001/02 Accrual Recurrent Appropriation as reported in the 2001/02 MYR was 
$2.267 billion and the 2000/01 equivalent Accrual Recurrent Appropriation was 
$2.118 billion i.e an increase in the health funding in accrual terms of 7%. 

3. Unlike the appropriation information in (1) and (2) the $2.651 billion, reported in the West 
Australian of 12 March 2003, reflects actual health expenses in 2001/02.  These expenses are 
funded from appropriations, Commonwealth grants, fees for goods and services, other revenue 
sources, the use of cash balances, etc. 

 Expenses will always be in excess of appropriation funding because of the range of agency-
retained revenue or other funding sources.  

The $2.615 billion was $238.3 million or 10% higher than the $2.377 billion recorded for 
Health expenses in 2000/01. 

The Treasury briefing note concludes - 

It should be noted that the expense data used is sourced from the agency’s audited accounts, 
net of major internal government transactions, such as capital user charge expense and revenue 
paid into the Consolidated Fund, and other accounting expenses which are not recognised in 
GFS (i.e revaluation items brought through the operating statement). 

I think that justifies all the statements I made in the House yesterday.  I table the document. 
[See paper No 873.] 

Point of Order 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  My point of order relates to the direct quote that the Minister for Consumer and 
Employment Protection made in relation to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.  He quoted from a sheet of 
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paper, which he then admitted was a transcript of a tape recording.  Unless Hansard is entitled to hear the 
original recording, that quotation must be rendered in the third person.  To simplify matters, if the minister made 
a direct quote - he said it was - I ask that the tape be tabled. 
The SPEAKER:  I know of no provision in standing orders by which a tape recording of any conversations that 
have been transcribed need be produced.  Perhaps the member can point to such standing order, but I know of 
none. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Further to your comment, could you explain for the benefit of the House how Hansard will 
record that as a direct quote as Hansard was not given the tape?  How can the minister quote if Hansard and the 
Parliament are not provided with the tape? 
The SPEAKER:  I presume it will appear in Hansard as a quote made by the Minister for Consumer and 
Employment Protection, not as a direct quote from a tape. 

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  I had a prime example yesterday in a second reading speech in which I quoted from a 
letter from Western Power.  After the second reading speech, I was asked for a copy of the letter I had quoted 
from.  This is relevant to this case.  The minister quoted from a transcript of a tape recording.  I believe Hansard 
will need the tape to know whether he was quoting correctly. 
The SPEAKER:  Once again, I do not know whether it is a point of order.  What information Hansard calls for is 
Hansard’s business.  There is no point of order in relation to this House in Hansard asking members to produce 
letters.  It is done to simplify the process and ensure quotes in Hansard are accurate.  The minister was succinct 
in what he stated was said.  If some dispute arises about the veracity of that comment, no doubt other actions can 
take place. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It might clarify matters to some extent if I ask the minister to table the sheets 
of paper he has with the quotes on.  They are obviously not personal documents; they are an official quotation he 
referred to.  I ask that it be tabled. 

The SPEAKER:  This is not a debating session, and that was not a point of order.  I have ruled on the matter. 
 


