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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) CAPITAL 2009–10  
(SUPPLEMENTARY) BILL 2010 

Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 to 3 put and passed.  

Schedule 1: Consolidated Account for the year ended 30 June 2010 —  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Firstly, for the Treasurer’s Department of Treasury and Finance, an amount of 
$6 million is listed that was not listed in the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. I seek a detailed breakdown 
of why that $6 million was unforeseen.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: That $6 million related to the 2009–10 year and was provided to enable the Building 
Management and Works business unit to replace its asset and property management systems and to transition 
across to the whole-of-government Oracle platform. I understand that, in effect, that was capital expenditure that 
was needed to allow the move of Treasury and Finance portions that were scheduled to go into the Office of 
Shared Services to actually go into OSS. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Thank you, Treasurer. Are there other amounts here that relate to costs that have come 
about because of the Office of Shared Services; if so, what are they? Can the Treasurer also clarify the reason for 
the additional $240 000 under parliamentary services? I think we may have been advised that that amount was 
for the Legislative Council?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: With regard to the Office of Shared Services, no, the $6 million for Treasury and Finance is 
the only amount in these capital expenditure excesses that relate to the Office of Shared Services. The $240 000 
was additional funding provided for the refurbishment of the Legislative Council chamber. It was simply an 
unbudgeted amount. Cost over-runs in the refurbishment occurred in 2009–10 that amounted to $240 000. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Do we know what those cost over-runs were; were they for furnishings or for some 
other purpose?  

For the benefit of the advisor, I will want to move onto the health area next for a detailed breakdown of the 
$64 809 000 required for capital and advice on how that relates to the $73 million of savings and deferrals.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: That $240 000 amount cannot be tied to any specific item of the Legislative Council 
chamber refurbishment. It is not directly attributable to the much vaunted chairs or anything of that nature. The 
refurbishment ended up costing $2.5 million. The original budget was $2.26 million, and there was an over-run 
up to $2.5 million. The $240 000 represents extra costs, in essence, for the entire job. Was the second part of the 
question about health?  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: I am seeking a breakdown of the health amount of nearly $65 million.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: There is an offset of $41 632 000 asset investment program cash flow adjustments. After a 
revision of the Department of Health’s project cash flows, a net decrease in funding requirements of 
$41.6 million in 2009–10 was identified. These included deferral of payments that would otherwise have been 
expected in that year that were associated with the following projects: PathWest, deferral of a payment of 
$17.8 million; major research facility, $10.7 million; Kalgoorlie research resource centre, $7.1 million and the 
Albany regional resource centre, $6 million. Those amounts were originally budgeted and expected to be spent 
in that year but that did not occur—it would have occurred in the present year.  

The other offset is $5 million, which is for the general practitioners’ super clinics. There was a change in the 
funding source from capital to recurrent, which was required to enable the project to be managed by the 
commonwealth with a state contribution in the form of a capital grant expense. In the cost overruns, the first 
figure is $110 million. That is described globally as the cash injection during the 2009–10 year, which was 
necessary to enable the Department of Health to restore its cash reserves to a level sufficient to meet day-to-day 
payments. The other amount of $1.441 million was the hospital nurses support fund. That related to a transfer of 
funding source from recurrent to capital in 2009–10 in relation to the components of the hospital nurses support 
fund. Again, that is an accounting treatment. The first matter is one that is well known to the house; it received a 
great deal of attention and was the subject of a great deal of debate.  

The $110 million cash injection relates to matters picked up in the Auditor General’s qualification to the 
metropolitan public hospitals financial statements for the year ended 30 June 2009. In essence, the finding was 
that the metropolitan public hospitals did not at the time have sufficient funds to meet their operational needs. 
They drew on what were considered by the Auditor General to be restricted funds to meet those cash flow 
requirements. The Department of Health made certain overtures to executive government. It had unfunded 
budget deficits, which it nominated, that had accumulated over the previous two years, 2007–08 and 2008–09. 
To ensure the department’s liquidity and to prevent it from doing what it had done on occasions, as identified by 
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the Auditor General—namely, withdrawing restricted money that was set aside for the specific purpose grants—
that $110 million was injected to cover the losses from the previous years and maintain the department’s cash 
flow. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I want to clarify whether the Treasurer has given me a full breakdown for the amount 
listed in the bill, because I was of the understanding that amounts were included for matters such as the 
Rockingham–Kwinana hospital, country staff accommodation and the Princess Margaret Hospital for Children 
fire detection. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Those matters were in the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill, so there was an 
expectation that funding may have had to be applied to those matters. However, it since transpired that the 
funding did not have to be applied to those matters in the 2009–10 financial year. Therefore, they appeared in the 
TA but did not come to fruition, so they do not appear in the appropriations bill. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The line item for child protection on page 3 has the figure $22 940 000. I understand 
there were some offsets, savings and deferrals. Can the Treasurer outline those to the chamber? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The offsets were twofold. For expenses associated with residential care, during the 2009–10 
midyear review there was a transfer of $2.9 million of capital appropriation to recurrent funding. That was 
approved for the reform and expansion of residential care services, which sits for accounting purposes as an 
offset. There was also a drawdown of 2009–10 capital funding, which occurred in June 2009. That was related to 
a procedural error. The Department for Child Protection had received $500 000 earlier than anticipated in June 
2009. That drawdown was part of its 2009–10 capital appropriation, so accordingly the total capital drawdown 
for 2009–10 was reduced by $500 000 to reflect the early cash payment. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Perhaps the Treasurer might also explain for me the range of items for which essentially 
the figures vary from the Treasurer’s advance. Obviously, in the Treasurer’s advance, provisions were made for 
a range of other departments and agencies. What I really seek is advice on whether those figures that were 
included in the Treasurer’s advance are all still accurate for those other agencies. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: If I understand the question correctly, it is about whether the figures in the Treasurer’s 
advance for those other agencies are accurate. The Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill sought moneys that 
may potentially be paid—that is, estimates based on possible expenditures that might arise. If expenditures were 
nominated in the Treasurer’s advance bill, but do not appear in these appropriation bills, either capital or 
recurrent, it is because the prediction that they may have needed to be paid was ultimately incorrect; they did not 
require payment and therefore do not need to be sought by this bill. There would be any number of those 
expenditures, both capital and recurrent. I may be able to provide the member with some information on specific 
matters if they are raised, but there would be many, many matters whereby funds were sought and not ultimately 
applied, keeping in mind that the Treasurer’s advance actually sought $1.15 billion and what was actually 
expended and what is sought across capital and recurrent here is $929.2 million. Therefore, a large amount of 
items that it was thought may arise and require expenditure in 2009–10 ultimately did not. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I thank the Treasurer for that explanation. For example, when I look at the Treasurer’s 
advance, I see that there are items such as those listed under the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative 
Investigations—namely, child death review function case management system, $150 000; computer and office 
equipment, $48 000; and some other items. The Treasurer said that ultimately that money was not required by 
those agencies and departments. I understand that. Do we therefore have knowledge about whether those 
programs went ahead; whether the money was not required because the items did not go ahead or were deferred; 
or whether those items may have been offset by other savings in the department? Essentially, I suppose what I 
am asking is: if, for example, there were offset savings in other parts of those agencies or departments and they 
no longer required the amounts for those projects in the Treasurer’s advance, have those moneys been 
reallocated within the agencies or departments? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Broadly speaking, three things might have happened. If I use the example that the member 
has raised, the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations, the Treasurer’s advance 
anticipated that an amount of $150 000 may well have needed to be spent for the child death review function, 
particularly the case management system. It is clear from the fact that that amount is not in the appropriation 
bills that it was not spent. The member’s question, as I understand it, is in essence: was an amount equivalent to 
that ever spent in this year? Three things might have happened for that amount to have appeared in the 
Treasurer’s advance but not in this appropriation of the capital. It may well have been that moneys were 
expended on such a case management system in the relevant year, the 2009–10 year, but that despite best 
predictions from Treasury and the agency, funds were found internally for that expenditure, or the project simply 
was abandoned and never went ahead, or it went ahead in the next budgetary year pursuant to a budgetary cycle. 
I do not know which of those three broad possibilities extends to each of these items. I am sure that we could 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 16 March 2011] 

 p1512b-1514a 
Mrs Michelle Roberts; Mr Christian Porter 

 [3] 

find that information but it would take some time. That seems to me possibly more like information to be 
gathered in budget estimates for the year. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: I appreciate that. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: This bill restricts me to information about what happened in 2009–10. I can certainly tell 
the member what did and did not go ahead in that year, but I cannot tell her when it went ahead or whether it did. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The Treasurer said that he can definitely tell me what went ahead but he cannot tell me 
when it went ahead. Can the Treasurer tell me that this evening or at some other stage? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I can tell the member what went ahead in this financial year, 2009–10, because I am 
seeking now, through this bill, moneys to be appropriated to cover the cost of something that actually occurred—
in this case, capital. Outside this financial year—that is, things that happened before 1 July 2010—I simply am 
not armed with the information to tell the member what happened. I am sure that information is available, but I 
would question the relevance of it to this appropriation bill because we are seeking appropriations for 
expenditures that occurred in the 2009–10 financial year. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I thank the Treasurer for outlining things so clearly. I am just doing a double-check 
because I think the Treasurer has answered questions on all the areas. As we can see, there is really only — 

Mr C.C. Porter: It’s a short bill. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: It is a short bill. The only question I have not asked is about planning, culture and the 
arts. I seek an explanation of the $388 000 listed for that. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: There are two amounts in that $388 000. An amount of $359 000 was a reallocation of 
funding from one portfolio agency to another, which resulted in a Treasurer’s advance account impact even 
when there was no net impact across the agency. This was a correctional adjustment that reallocated capital 
funding within the portfolio agencies and resulted in a TA impact of $359 000 for the Perth Theatre Trust. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Is that between the portfolios of that particular minister? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes. It would have been some other organisation. The Department of Culture and the Arts 
receives funding and it has to reallocate that to its individual component agencies that it looks after, one of which 
is the Perth Theatre Trust. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Such as the museum or library or whatever. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Indeed. Both these amounts were, if you like, reallocations of capital from the Department 
of Culture and the Arts to, firstly, the Perth Theatre Trust for $359 000 and, secondly, to the Library Board of 
Western Australia for $29 000. Because it is a reallocation of capital from the department to each of those 
agencies, it results in a Treasurer’s advance impact that has to be sought formally in this place through the 
appropriation bill. 

Schedule put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr C.C. Porter (Treasurer), and transmitted to the Council. 

House adjourned at 8.42 pm 

__________  
 


