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TREASURER’S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2010 

Committee 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Chairman of Committees (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm) in the 
chair; Hon Helen Morton (Parliamentary Secretary) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 

Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: I will say a couple of quick words before I take the chair in which Hon Matt 
Benson-Lidholm is sitting. The point I was going to make is that if we are to look at the consequences of this 
budget, two things are really important. I have been doing a lot of reading in recent months, and I have a great 
concern about the state of the American economy. No world currency has appreciated faster against the United 
States dollar than has the Australian currency. That is going to cause significant pressures for not only for this 
state government, but also the federal government. That is the first issue that I would like to leave hanging in the 
place. 

The second issue is: if we are to have this ridiculous debate about our credit rating, I would like to point out to 
the people in this chamber that Standard and Poor’s and other rating agencies have had an appalling record. They 
gave a AAA rating to funds and merchant banks in the United States that are no longer in existence. Therefore, I 
think that those rating agencies have yet to gain some ground before they can say that their ratings are worth 
anything at all—even marginally. Until they are able to prove to the economic world, and to the western world in 
particular, that their ratings are of any value at all, I do not believe that we should even be debating that point. 

Hon Ken Travers: I was just wondering whether the parliamentary secretary is going to answer the questions 
that I posed before the break. 

The CHAIRMAN: Does the member wish to get to his feet? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I had been waiting for an answer from the parliamentary secretary before I made some 
responses to Hon Max Trenorden’s comments. I put some questions on notice to the parliamentary secretary. If 
she wants some time to think about what they were, I am happy to make some comments. I could not agree more 
with Hon Max Trenorden’s comments. We cannot rely solely on Standard and Poor’s and the rating agencies, 
which is why it is important that this house make its own judgements about the state of the state’s finances. That 
is why it is important, when we are being asked to approve $700 million in additional expenditure, over and 
above the amount given to us when those figures were last provided to us, that we get answers from the 
parliamentary secretary to the questions I posed before the dinner break about the impact this legislation will 
have on the state’s finances, so that we can all make those assessments. Hon Max Trenorden, with his undoubted 
expertise in financial matters, could enlighten us as to whether he thinks, having heard those figures, that the 
state’s finances are sustainable. I look forward to that. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I will make a similar response to the response I made last time: the midyear review is 
the latest snapshot, and that information has been made available. I know that the opposition has been through it 
and read it very closely. It is not possible to disclose cabinet discussions; the honourable member knows that and 
I know that. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The issue is that the reassurances the member seeks about deficits and things like that 
are not given at this stage; it is not possible. If any of those discussions are taking place, they are taking place 
within cabinet and are subject to cabinet confidentiality. They are not part of this discussion. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will try again with a very simple question: is the government monitoring the impact of 
this legislation on the state’s finances? Is it actually doing that? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No doubt, the answer to that is an absolute yes. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Does that include monitoring what impact this bill will have on the potential surplus or 
deficit of the operating budget at the end of this financial year? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It includes the impacts of all decisions at all times throughout the year. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can the parliamentary secretary tell us why the government will not share that advice 
with the chamber, but at the same time is asking the chamber to approve the authorisation of more than 
$700 million in additional expenditure that was not there when it last reported those figures to this place? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is a subject of cabinet consideration and therefore confidential. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Cabinet confidentiality is not something that should be used as an excuse to not answer 
questions. Decisions of cabinet should be confidential until the cabinet decides to make such decisions public. 
There is nothing to stop the cabinet from making that information public. Has the government therefore changed 
the policy it went to the election on to be open and accountable to the people of Western Australia? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The decisions that are being made about the budget will be fully disclosed on budget 
day. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If that is the case, let us defer this legislation until budget day. When does this bill need 
to be passed by?  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Just pass the bill! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am sure that is the government’s attitude, too! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The bill must be passed by the end of April, and I can go into the reasons for that. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can you explain the — 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Max Trenorden): Can Hon Ken Travers slow it down a bit for Hansard, 
please? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can the parliamentary secretary please explain why the bill must be passed by the end of 
April?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am pleased that the member asked. If the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 
2010 is not passed and assented to before the existing limit of $469 million is exhausted, all expenditure from the 
consolidated account for new items and excesses and other Treasurer’s advance expenditures will cease due to 
the absence of legal authority to spend. The government is seeking to secure the passage of the bill by the end of 
April so that it can meet its commitments and responsibly manage the disbursement of funds to agencies over the 
period to 30 June 2010. This is consistent with the timing of the previous two bills. The Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill 2008 was passed by the Legislative Council on 3 April 2008, and the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill 2009 was passed on 9 April 2009.  

It is estimated that the existing Treasurer’s advance limit will be exhausted by early May. There will be an 
impact if the bill is not passed by the end of April. As of today, $155 million of the Treasurer’s advance has been 
used, leaving $314 million. Some Treasurer’s advance dependent expenditures are demand driven, such as the 
first home owner’s grant. By the end of April, an additional $30 million is expected to be drawn down and it will 
continue at $1 million every working day. 

The Department for Child Protection capital contribution is expected to draw $16 million before the end of 
April. Other advances, such as refunds of past year’s revenue—an amount of $15 million—must be paid within a 
short time frame to satisfy legislative rulings. Health cost pressures amount to $273 million. The last 
appropriation for the Department of Health is on 29 April. The supplementary funding needs to be provided by 
early May at the latest. These items amount to $490 million—well in excess of the $469 million. The release of 
funds, even against existing approved supplementary funding, will need to be carefully and tightly managed. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: In light of the information that has just been provided to us, I rise to make this point: it 
seems to me that some very important information has just been provided about the importance of us duly 
passing the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2010. I do not have those figures in front of me, but my 
recollection of the figures is that about $300 million is left now, or is that what has been spent? 

Hon Helen Morton: Do you want me to interject? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes. 

Hon Helen Morton: About $155 million has been drawn, leaving $314 million, but I do add that that was 
two weeks ago.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: The government is spending, or drawing down, about $1 million a day. They are big 
numbers for us to consider, which is why I will ask the parliamentary secretary to consider the question put by 
Hon Ken Travers one more time, and to reconsider her answer, because I do not think it is reasonable, in the 
context of that set of figures, for the chamber to be told that members cannot be informed about the impact of the 
expenditure they are being asked to approve—that is, the second highest Treasurer’s advance authorisation ever. 
I do not think it is reasonable, in the light of that figure and the figures we have just been given, for us not to be 
given information about the impact it will have on the state’s bottom line. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I say again that the convention is that that is disclosed on budget day.  
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: What convention is that? There is no convention! There have never been two years in a 
row in which requests have been made for $1.12 billion and $1.15 billion in additional expenditure. We have 
never been in the position whereby we have been asked to approve a Treasurer’s advance bill that, as in this 
case, I can only assume, from the parliamentary secretary’s obfuscation, will result in the state going into deficit. 
The parliamentary secretary will not give us a guarantee that this state will not go into deficit. I assume that the 
reason the parliamentary secretary will not give us that information is because she knows, and the government 
knows, that this bill will result in this state going into deficit. There is no convention. This state has never been 
in this sort of situation previously. This state has never been in a situation in which the government is still 
receiving the revenue that it expected to receive when it was elected to office, but, because it cannot control its 
expenses growth, it is going to put this state into deficit. Therefore, I ask the parliamentary secretary to explain 
to me what this convention is, and where I can find an explanation of this convention. I also ask the 
parliamentary secretary to explain to me when we have ever faced this sort of situation previously.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I used the word “convention” loosely — 

Hon Ken Travers: Yes, very loosely! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: — to mean “precedent”. It is normal for those decisions to be made public when the 
budget is announced. In respect of the member’s comment about how this bill will cause the budget to go into 
deficit, I will say again that the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill deals only with the excesses. It does not 
deal with the revenue and with the underspends in other areas. It is just one scenario that surrounds the budget. 
We are focusing on the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill here. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The parliamentary secretary has accepted that Treasury is doing the modelling. Can the 
parliamentary secretary guarantee that, based on the current modelling, the passage of this bill will not result in a 
deficit?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I will say this one more time: members cannot come to that conclusion on the basis of 
this information. 

Hon Ken Travers: We can so!  

Hon SUE ELLERY: We can indeed come to that conclusion, if the parliamentary secretary will not provide us 
with the evidence to demonstrate that that is not the case. I am pleased that the parliamentary secretary has 
clarified her use of the word “convention”. I understood the parliamentary secretary to say that it is normal that 
the information that we are seeking is not revealed until around budget time. That has been the case in the past.  

Hon Helen Morton: Yes. Thank you.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: But what we are dealing with in this legislation is not a normal set of numbers. What we 
are dealing with here is the second highest Treasurer’s advance in the history of this state. When the midyear 
review figures were released, there was commentary by the opposition, there was commentary by the media and 
there was commentary by a range of people about whether the $51 million surplus was indeed a $51 million 
surplus, or whether the numbers had been massaged to create that surplus. The government is asking the 
Parliament to endorse this extraordinary set of numbers. It is, therefore, appropriate that the government provide 
to the Parliament—as a matter of courtesy, and, frankly, as a matter of responsible decision making—
information about what impact this extraordinary set of numbers will have on the state’s bottom line. In no way 
can the government call what we are being asked to endorse in this bill a convention or normal practice. It is, 
therefore, not unreasonable that we be given all the information that we need to demonstrate to us that this state 
will not end up with a deficit as a result of this set of numbers. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I believe that opposition members understand that the situation with the budget is still 
fluid and that there is no way in the world that any member of government or cabinet, or minister or anybody 
else can give them the guarantees that they are looking for. It is just ridiculous to be asking at this stage for that 
kind of guarantee. I might just add that the last time the previous government brought forward a Treasurer’s 
advance authorisation bill of a little bit less than this amount, but not by a substantial amount, it did not disclose 
the situation around the impact of the budget. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The parliamentary secretary asks us to note that members of the opposition should be 
aware that information around the formation of the budget would not be disclosed at a time like this; except, of 
course, that today in question time, when asked a question about his portfolio, the Minister for Training and 
Workforce Development in his answer said that indeed he knew exactly what was in the budget. 

Hon Peter Collier: My portfolio. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Of course. 
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Hon Peter Collier: What I had requested. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is not what he said. He should check the Hansard, because what he said was — 

Hon Peter Collier: That is what I meant. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is not what he said. What he said was, “I know exactly what is in the budget in 
respect of this question and I know exactly that this matter will be” — 

Hon Peter Collier: Good try. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am not trying at all. The minister led with his chin, because that is what he said in 
question time and that is the answer that he gave. 

Hon Peter Collier: Just get on with it. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am making the point that we are being asked — 

Hon Peter Collier: You asked about five times. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am going to keep asking, and the more the minister interrupts me the more I will keep 
asking. I do that because we are being asked to consider an extraordinary set of numbers. It is the case—Hon 
Ken Travers is right—that when the minister wants to reveal something about the budget I guarantee that he will 
make a whole series of prebudget announcements in the lead-up to the budget. Those matters will be before 
cabinet now and they will be revealed to us in the lead-up to the budget. The minister will announce some bad 
ones to get them out of the way and he will make some good ones in the hope that everyone thinks that this 
government is fantastic. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Just like you did. 

Hon Ken Travers: You did it last year as well. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It is called politics. Let us not to pretend that there is some sort of convention or otherwise 
that is stopping the government. It is making a conscious decision that it does not want to have in the public 
debate now the information about the impact that this kind of expenditure is likely to have, or not have, on the 
state’s bottom line. The government is making a political decision and the parliamentary secretary should not try 
to disguise it as anything else. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What will the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill do to the overall expenses of 
government? What will it add to the total amount of expenses for government? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill will add $417 million to operating 
expenses. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can the parliamentary secretary identify any other parameter changes since the midyear 
review that have significantly or will materially affect the state’s finances to the tune of $400 million? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I think that the question might need to be re-asked or reframed. Could the member 
ask the question again and be a bit more explicit? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am looking for the parliamentary secretary to identify for the chamber any other 
parameter changes that have occurred since the midyear review that are likely to affect the total budget situation 
by more than $400 million. Has there been a significant change in the exchange rate, iron ore volumes, revenue 
from the commonwealth government or goods and services tax revenues? I am sure your adviser would 
understand what I mean by parameter changes. I am looking for some identification of any major parameter 
changes that have occurred since the midyear review?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: That was a good try. Once again, Hon Ken Travers is asking me to go outside the 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. Parameter changes include revenue and underspend by other agencies 
and they do not come into this bill. The member is asking for a range of areas to be brought into consideration in 
the debate on this bill, when what I am authorised to speak about this evening, and have been briefed on, is the 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill.  

I said in the second reading debate and I say again that the member cannot draw some conclusions without 
taking all the wider parameters he is asking about into consideration, which are not the subject of this bill.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the member looks at the document she tabled in the chamber earlier this evening, she 
will note that it includes savings, it offsets savings and it includes issues relating to amortisation and 
depreciation. The document picks up a range of parameter changes; therefore, they are material to this bill.  
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The bottom line is that unless the parliamentary secretary can give evidence to this chamber to the contrary, it is 
reasonable for all members to assume that if she cannot identify any other major parameter changes, this 
legislation will add $417 million to expenses growth. If we consider that together with the midyear review, 
which was sitting on a $51 million surplus, we are, through the passage of this bill, facing a deficit budget of 
$366 million. That is the bottom line. The government, through the parliamentary secretary, does not want to say 
that this evening. I can understand why. If I were in government, I would, after it promised that it would never 
go into deficit, be hugely embarrassed about having to stand in this place and admit that it is asking this chamber 
to pass legislation knowing that it will result in a $366 million deficit. It may end up that through some 
circumstances, irrespective of whether it be parameters through royalty revenue or changes to the value of the 
Australian dollar, the figure will drop to about $200 million.  

I am happy to have a wager now that we will see a budget in deficit by well over $100 million. I will go as far as 
to say that it will be $200 million. The government knows that, but it does not want to admit it. It can take that 
line, but let it be on the record that this government is contemptuous of this Parliament and the people of 
Western Australia by breaking its commitment not to budget for a deficit. We do not need the parliamentary 
secretary to admit it any further. By her admissions so far in this debate, it is clear that that is the case and that is 
why the government is seeking to avoid giving answers to these questions this evening.  

I am happy to move on. We can accept it. It is now on the public record that at the moment, without any other 
parameter changes, the budget deficit will be $366 million. Maybe things will pick up. It looks like royalties are 
increasing and stamp duty will increase over the next couple of months. I do not know whether it will change the 
deficit significantly. However, I am prepared to say that the budget might be in deficit by only $200 million. On 
30 September, when we consider the state’s finances, the parliamentary secretary should not deny that this 
government operated a deficit budget and that she did not know it, because she knows it and her government 
knows it. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I would just like to reiterate that drawing a conclusion in the way that the member has 
is inappropriate. I am happy for the member to draw his inappropriate conclusion but I make the small 
suggestion that if he is going to put money on it somewhere, he should not put too much on it. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 2: Commencement — 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think the parliamentary secretary answered it earlier, but I just want to get an 
indication as to when the government expects this bill will be given royal assent. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I indicated before that this bill needs to be passed and given royal assent by the end 
of April. 

Clause put and passed. 

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

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I know we do not have a formal arrangement and we can go anywhere over clause 3, but 
for the ease of progressing through the clause, I advise the house that it is my intention to try to run through it in 
the order of the excesses and new items as listed in the document provided by the parliamentary secretary, and if 
any questions are left at the end, we might go back and revisit them. My first question relates to that Treasurer’s 
advance document, “Item 4 Delivery of Services”. I was wondering whether the parliamentary secretary could 
outline to us what “Escalation of Core business” means. I note that the original midyear review listed an 
expectation requiring $200 000 for this purpose, but that is now listed as $300 000. Can the parliamentary 
secretary give us an explanation of what has occurred between the midyear review and today and what exactly 
“Escalation of Core business” means? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I will indicate first of all what the “Escalation of Core business” is about. The part of 
Hon Ken Travers’ question that I am just getting some advice on is whether it is definitely since the midyear 
review. 

Hon Ken Travers: I am saying $100 000 since the midyear review. The midyear review listed $200 000 for it 
and now it is $300 000. I am trying to work out what has happened between then and now. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The response is that it is $100 000 since the midyear review; there was $200 000 
before and now it has an extra $100 000. The “Escalation of Core business”, $300 000, is to effectively manage a 
significant increase in complaints—92 per cent above the previous year—and to meet the Ombudsman’s 
legislative requirements. 
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Hon SUE ELLERY: That is an extraordinary increase in the number of complaints. I wonder whether the 
parliamentary secretary can give us some more information about what has happened to generate that kind of 
increase in complaints. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I do not have the detail that the Leader of the Opposition is looking for about the type 
of complaints or the cause for the extra complaints. I think that question would have to be directed to the 
responsible minister, perhaps as a question on notice. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: This is an unacceptable answer because we were invited by the parliamentary secretary to 
ask as many questions as we wanted about the reason for the global amount and the configuration of how that 
global amount was reached. It is not as though we are talking about a 10 per cent increase in the number of 
complaints to the Ombudsman’s office; we are not. What figure did the parliamentary secretary give? 

Hon Helen Morton: Ninety-two per cent. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: We are talking about a 92 per cent increase in complaints, which represents an 
extraordinary number of additional complaints. I had a look at the budget and thought maybe this figure is 
something to do with changing responsibilities, because there was a shift in responsibility for the child death 
review work, but that was funded in the last budget and, indeed, part funded in the budget before that, so it is not 
that. If the parliamentary secretary invites us to ask questions about the detail, she should give us the detail 
surrounding the nearly 100 per cent increase in the number of complaints to the highest complaint body in the 
state. The parliamentary secretary might give us an undertaking to seek the information and provide it to us later 
in the debate, whether that is later tonight or some time tomorrow. That is an extraordinary percentage, and we 
will not accept an answer saying, “Ask the minister.” If the member wants this bill passed this week, we will get 
the detail that sits behind figures such as a 92 per cent increase in complaints. The parliamentary secretary can 
take it on notice and provide the answer either later tonight or tomorrow.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I heard what the Leader of the Opposition had to say, but she needs to understand that 
the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill relates to excess expenditure. The excess expenditure is required as a 
result of a higher number of complaints. I advised that the increase in complaints is of the magnitude of 92 per 
cent. The supply of the information around what those complaints relate to or the cause of those complaints 
et cetera is the responsibility of the appropriate minister.  

Hon Sue Ellery: No; it’s your responsibility if you want us to pass this bill.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am saying that this information indicates that there is a 92 per cent increase in 
complaints. That is what the expenditure is related to. If the Leader of the Opposition wants to find out additional 
information about how those complaints are broken down by type or any such thing, that is a question on notice 
for the appropriate minister—but it is not a question for the Treasurer.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: We will be here for a really long time now because it is not reasonable for the Treasurer to 
ask the house for additional funds due to a 92 per cent increase in complaints to the highest complaint body in 
the state, and then say, “I will not tell you what the driver was for those complaints.” That information is 
available to the Treasurer’s office. It is available for the parliamentary secretary to seek this evening or 
tomorrow morning for this chamber. It is not a five per cent or a 10 per cent increase; it is a 92 per cent increase 
in complaints. There must be a driver for that, and I am sure the Ombudsman’s office could easily say the driver 
for it is X or Y. It might be a really good reason such as his office has been doing some fabulous advertising—
that I must have missed—inviting people to make complaints. I do not know. There is a driver for that 
percentage; it is too big for there not to be a significant driver. If the member cannot provide it tonight, I will ask 
her to take the question on notice and provide the answer to us by the time we next sit, which is tomorrow 
afternoon.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I reiterate that it is not the Treasurer’s office that answers those sorts of —  

Hon Sue Ellery: Yes, it is—if the Treasurer chooses to answer the question.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is for the minister responsible. The Leader of the Opposition can ask a question on 
notice of that minister.  

Hon Sue Ellery: No; that is your choice. The Treasurer can answer that question, but he is choosing not to.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Max Trenorden): Order, members! One at a time. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The response I am providing is that the Treasurer’s responsibility is to identify the 
cause of the excess funding. It is for handling a 92 per cent increase in complaints at the Ombudsman’s office. 
The Treasurer is responsible for providing the information about what the extra resources are required for, and 
that information has been provided. 
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If members want more information about the increased number of complaints, it is not the Treasurer’s 
responsibility but the responsibility of the minister concerned—in this case, I understand the responsible minister 
in this place is the Leader of the House. If members want to find out a more detailed overview of the type, 
subject, range, and profile of the complaints and what might be behind the complaints, they must go to the 
responsible minister. The responsibility of the Treasurer is to make sure that the Ombudsman’s office has 
sufficient funds to do the job he has to do, which is to meet a 92 per cent increase in the number of complaints.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is a load of rubbish. What the Treasurer is required to do is receive the submissions 
from the office of the Ombudsman and make a judgement himself about whether that is a reasonable request. He 
makes that judgement by saying to the Ombudsman’s office, “Give me a submission, and provide me with 
information that says what the driver of that 92 per cent increase is.” Otherwise agencies could make all sorts of 
things up! The Treasurer has made a judgement, because in order for the Treasurer to put this document together 
the Treasurer had to satisfy himself that this was a reasonable request.  

Hon Helen Morton: He has.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: Then he can share that with the chamber! Do not tell us that the Treasurer does not have 
the information. He had to make a judgement about whether or not to include this line item within the global 
figure that he sought for the advance that he seeks. He had to make that judgement. He has the answer. He does 
not even need to go to the Ombudsman’s office to ask for it, because he has got it. Someone made a submission 
to the Treasurer—which he had to consider—about what was reasonable to include in this bill. He has got the 
information. If the parliamentary secretary does not provide that information to us, she should not tell us it is 
because the Treasurer does not have it; it is because the parliamentary secretary is making a conscious decision 
that members in this place will make this decision blind and that we will say that it is perfectly reasonable to ask 
for extra money and to have a 92 per cent increase in the number of complaints to the highest complaint body in 
the state without knowing why or what was the driver for that. That is the only question I have asked: what was 
the driver for that? The Treasurer has that information, because he had to consider it to include it in this 
document.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: This is the last attempt that I will make to put the position clearly that the Treasurer’s 
responsibility is to ensure that the Ombudsman has the resources to complete the work that he has to complete —  

Hon Sue Ellery: How does he reach that conclusion?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: He has had whatever range of considerations for him to get there. I do not ask those 
sorts of questions of the Treasurer. He has made the decision that the extra $300 000 is necessary for the 
Ombudsman to complete his work. I say again that if the member wants more detail about the complaints to the 
Ombudsman, she should go to the minister responsible in this place. The member can put that on notice and she 
can have the answer in nine days.  

Hon Sue Ellery: Thank you! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: A minimum of nine days — 

Hon Sue Ellery: That is when you will get the bill then!  

Hon Ken Travers: Well, you can have the bill in nine days! Bring back the Parliament.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: — or the member can ask it without notice tomorrow, if that is what she wants. The 
thing is that the member needs to ask the appropriate minister. The Treasurer has made the decision that the extra 
$300 000 is necessary and he will provide it to the Ombudsman’s office as a part of this.  

Hon Sue Ellery: We should trust Troy!  

Hon HELEN MORTON: No. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Shut our eyes!  

Hon HELEN MORTON: The member needs to do the work and ask the minister responsible.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We have been asked to trust Troy, the Treasurer who is sloppy in his paperwork at every 
level. He cannot get his annual reports into Parliament on time. Members can go and look at it; he is the worst 
offender in the Parliament at getting annual reports in on time. He cannot fill out his own expense claims 
properly, but we are asked to trust him! If this is the case and neither the parliamentary secretary nor her 
Treasury advisers know the answers to these questions, it is no wonder we are seeing the Treasurer taking the 
gold and silver medals for expenditure growth! The question I now have to ask this chamber is: how do we 
proceed? If this was the budget, we would have an estimates hearing where we could go away and pressure test 
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the assumptions about the expenditure. We do not have that opportunity on this occasion, because the bill is 
being rammed through the chamber. One option is for the opposition to keep questioning the government until 
the end of the week. If all of our questions are not answered, perhaps the Standing Committee on Estimates and 
Financial Operations could hold some hearings to question the relevant ministers. There is nothing to prevent the 
parliamentary secretary or her ministerial and parliamentary secretary colleagues from leaving this chamber 
tonight with the intention of seeking answers to the opposition’s questions. Either the parliamentary secretary, 
the Leader of the House representing the parliamentary commissioner or, when we reach health, whomever 
represents the Minister for Health, should seek the answers that we require. I suspect that we will get the same 
stonewalling, even though we were promised that all our questions would be answered.  

Hon Sue Ellery: We were invited.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We were invited to ask questions and we were assured that we would be given answers 
to those questions.  

Hon Helen Morton: They are answers that the Treasurer is responsible for, not the other ministers. 

Hon Sue Ellery: He is responsible for this answer, because he had to satisfy himself that he should include this 
item in the advance.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What has the Treasurer done to assure himself that the $300 000 is necessary?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: The information available is that there has been a 92 per cent increase in the number 
of complaints received by the Ombudsman. I imagine that if the number of complaints heard by the Ombudsman 
has increased, additional funding might be needed to enable those complaints to be processed and dealt with. The 
information that the Treasurer has is that there has been a 92 per cent increase in complaints. Whether he tried to 
find out the nature of each of those complaints or whether he tried to validate each individual complaint, I do not 
know. However, I believe the Treasurer has looked at the data, which has revealed a 92 per cent increase in 
complaints. The Ombudsman indicated that such an increase required a certain amount of extra funding to enable 
those complaints to be managed in an appropriate manner and the Treasurer has agreed that that is what it will 
cost. I believe that the Treasurer made the right call.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I will tackle this in a different way. Can the parliamentary secretary advise us of the 
process by which agencies identified the matters they wanted to have included in the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: As I understand it, the areas that were brought before the Treasurer came via the 
Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee. A process was undertaken whereby the Treasurer determined 
which of those areas required extra resources and the extent to which those resources could be provided.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: For the record—so that it is perfectly clear—a range of matters were put before the 
Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee. The Treasurer determined which of those matters would go into 
the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. Can the parliamentary secretary set out how matters go before the 
Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee and how the Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee 
determines which matters will be included in the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Individual agencies make a submission to the Economic and Expenditure Reform 
Committee, supported by the relevant minister. That is considered by the Economic and Expenditure Reform 
Committee in conjunction with a recommendation by the Department of Treasury and Finance. In that context, 
the Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee makes a recommendation about which items in which agency 
groupings will be supported and the amounts for which they will be supported. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: To tease the process out a little further, what is the membership of the EERC? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The chairperson is the Treasurer. The other members are the Premier, the Minister for 
Regional Development, and the Minister for Mines and Petroleum and for Fisheries. Executive and backup 
support is provided by the Department of Treasury and Finance and the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Okay. The process is that individual agencies make submissions that set out the detail of 
the particulars that they are requesting. Those submissions go before the EERC, which is chaired by the 
Treasurer. In addition to the submission that is made by the individual agency, the Treasurer also has before him 
the advice of his own agency, which, if one likes, does a critique, as I understand it, of the submission made by 
the relevant agency. In responsibly exercising his role as Treasurer in bringing this bill before the house, the 
Treasurer has a detailed submission from the individual agency and advice from his own agency critiquing the 
details provided to him by the individual agency. So the Treasurer does indeed have before him the rationale that 
goes to the particular items that EERC recommends go forward into the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. 
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Therefore, although the Treasurer might be saying to us tonight, through the parliamentary secretary, “I can’t 
answer that question” — 

Hon Helen Morton: No, he’s not saying that. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The parliamentary secretary is right; he is not saying that. He is saying, “I won’t answer 
that question, and if you want the answer to that question, you can put a parliamentary question on notice and 
you can wait nine parliamentary sitting days for me to consider whether I will then give you the answer. But in 
the meantime you must pass this bill.” So let there be no illusions at all about the information we are or are not 
being given tonight. There is no convention. That is where we started—there is a convention. There is no 
convention. The Treasurer does not have the information. Yes, he does. Not only does he have it, but also he has 
a critique of the information from his own department. It is not his responsibility to answer those questions. Yes, 
it is, because he wants us to pass this bill. He wants us to pass this bill that includes one quite small allocation of 
$300 000. The amount that has changed between the midyear review in December and now is even smaller than 
that—it is $100 000—and that is driven by a 92 per cent increase in the number of complaints to the major 
complaint body in the state, but we cannot know what the driver for that is because a political decision has been 
made that that information will not be released to the public. The Treasurer not only has the detailed information 
from the agency, but also has his own agency’s critique of it. If he has exercised his responsibility as the chair of 
the EERC, he has indeed tested whether this line item ought to appear in the bill that is before the chamber, but 
he is not prepared to let us test his test. We are to pass the bill blind, and that is unacceptable. This is a house of 
review, and it is unacceptable that the parliamentary secretary cannot provide that information. There is a 
$100 000 difference between the midyear review and now, and there is some driver for that. I am sure that the 
office of the Ombudsman is an entirely respectable and professional office, and I am sure that there is a perfectly 
reasonable explanation for the driver behind the 92 per cent increase. It is not unreasonable for the chamber to 
know what that driver is. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The situation is that I have indicated that the Treasurer has information about the 
number of additional complaints. If the member wants the raw number, which I do not have at my fingertips, I 
am absolutely certain that I can get it to her by tomorrow. If she wants the raw increase in the number of 
complaints, I can get that. 

Hon Sue Ellery: What’s the driver? That’s what I want. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: If the member wants the driver, she needs to go to the minister concerned, because I 
do not have the driver. I am happy to come back to the member tomorrow with the raw increase in the number of 
complaints. The Treasurer’s responsibility is to make sure that the number of complaints to the Ombudsman can 
be managed in an appropriate time. The information the member seeks from Treasury is whether the Treasurer is 
confident that there has been an increase of 92 per cent in the number — 

Hon Sue Ellery: No; I want to be confident! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The Treasurer can tell the member that the increase is 92 per cent. I do not have the 
raw number. If the member wants the raw number, I can get it, but if she wants the profiles, issues and drivers 
around the complaints, she should go to the minister concerned. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We only have blues when we are in the blue chamber! 

I wonder whether the parliamentary secretary can at least explain to us what the $300 000 will be used for. Can 
she also explain the reason for the additional $200 000 and $100 000, and whether those amounts are different? 
Why was the $200 000 approved at the time of the midyear review, and what has occurred since to increase that 
amount by $100 000? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The money has been spent on the extra complaints. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What does that mean? Is it extra staff? Will the number of full-time equivalents be going 
up? Surely the Treasurer is keeping track of the FTE numbers when there is a government cap on FTE numbers. 
We believe that, do we not? That is the theory. The parliamentary secretary must know about the FTEs. Is the 
money being used for salaries? Is it being used for consumables? For what purpose has that money been spent? 
Why was the $200 000 approved, and what occurred to necessitate the additional $100 000? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I do not know precisely what the $100 000 or $300 000 has been spent on. If the 
member wants more information than the government’s anticipation, I will provide that level of information, but 
we anticipate that it ranges across all expenses, whether they are for paper clips, FTEs, extra staff or whatever. I 
am absolutely certain that all those things may be included, but if the member wants to know the breakdown for 
that $300 000, I am happy to find out that information. I am not prepared to ask the Treasurer to provide the 
profiles and drivers behind the complaints.  
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: We know that; we know the parliamentary secretary is just refusing to answer 
reasonable questions. That is fine. We have got that point.  

Hon Helen Morton: Thank you. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We do not agree with it; we think it is the most contemptuous thing we have ever seen a 
parliamentary secretary do, and she should hang her head in shame. When she is back in opposition and over on 
this side, I know exactly the sorts of answers—no, actually, I will not even stoop that low, so I will get her 
decent answers, even if she does not do it for us, because I believe in this place. But I still have not heard what 
the figure was at the time of the midyear review and why an extra $100 000 has been added on. Is it that prior to 
the midyear review there had been a 67 per cent increase, and it has now risen to 92 per cent? I would have 
thought that at the time of the preparation of the midyear review the government would have had at least some 
idea of what the growth would be, and it would have made a provision for the whole year. If, at that point, there 
had been a 92 per cent increase in the number of complaints, provision should have been made for sufficient 
funding to get through the rest of this year and to be able to deal with that 92 per cent increase in complaints. I 
am trying to understand what actually happened between the midyear review and this document being tabled, 
and to get an explanation about why the government has had to have, basically, another 50 per cent increase in 
the amount of money it provides to the parliamentary commissioner. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: There was a projection done of the number of complaints and the additional funds 
that would be required for the remainder of the year.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is the parliamentary secretary saying that the decision made at the time of the midyear 
review was inaccurate, and that it has had to be reconsidered?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: It was reviewed. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It must be said that if there had been a massive growth in complaints and it had grown 
again and it was not able to be picked up at the time, that is pretty sloppy in my view; but so be it.  

Another thing that I am interested in is that many of these line items are divided into “Decisions made” and 
“Issues under consideration”. Can the parliamentary secretary assure us that the decision has been made for the 
full $300 000, or is the second $100 000 still an issue under consideration; and, if so, how is it that it has been 
approved, but none of the other portfolios have been able to get decisions made and still have issues under 
consideration?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Obviously, the $200 000 was approved and agreed to at the midyear review. The 
extra $100 000 was over and above that. It was outside of the budget process and this is the process by which it 
is brought into Parliament. 

Hon Ken Travers: But is it an issue under consideration, or has there been an actual cabinet decision made to 
approve that additional $100 000? Is it still an issue under consideration and will it be considered as part of the 
budget? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It was an Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee decision; therefore I assume 
it was a cabinet decision.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do not want to move on to the other areas until we have completely finished this one. I 
know some of my colleagues still have questions about the parliamentary commissioner, but I think this is quite 
important. If the parliamentary secretary looks at the document she tabled in the house earlier today, as she goes 
through it, she will see that some items are listed as “Decisions made”, and some as “Issues under 
consideration”. I think the parliamentary secretary was using her own words when she told us that the issues 
under consideration have been considered, but no formal decision has actually been made yet by the government. 
I want a full explanation from the parliamentary secretary of what “Issues under consideration” means versus 
“Decisions made”. What do those terms actually mean?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: The heading “Decisions made” means a decision has been made and it has been 
ratified by cabinet. The decision has been made to allocate the extra $100 000—$300 000 in total—to the 
Ombudsman. 

Hon Ken Travers: What does “Issues under consideration” mean? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: We are not onto that yet. But if the member wants to know generally what that 
means, it means elements or aspects of consideration that have not been ratified by cabinet at this stage.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am trying to understand why some items are described as “Decisions made” and other 
items are described as “Issues under consideration” that have not been ratified. For that second amount of 
$100 000, we have been advised that the submissions have been put up, and the EERC has given them 
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consideration and has said, “Yes, that should be okay, so get on and start preparing to spend the money”, but it 
has not been formally resolved by cabinet. I am trying to understand whether the $200 000 is a decision made 
and the $100 000 is an issue under consideration. What exactly does “Issues under consideration” mean? I would 
like the parliamentary secretary to give us a bit more detail than we have had so far about what that means. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes—a bit more detail. The $300 000 has been ratified by cabinet. It is a small 
budget. The Ombudsman needs to have access to those funds straightaway. 

Hon Ken Travers: Why? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is because of the increase in the number of complaints—the 92 per cent increase 
that we have talked about. The issue is that the Ombudsman has a small budget. He does not have the leeway 
that some of the other agencies have. Therefore, the decision has been made to allocate that $300 000 to the 
Ombudsman. That decision has been ratified by cabinet. The member’s second question was about the meaning 
of “Issues under consideration”. My advice is that “Issues under consideration” means issues that have not yet 
been ratified by cabinet. 

Hon Ken Travers: But are the agencies already spending that money? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: They would not be spending the additional funding yet. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can the parliamentary secretary assure us that the Department of State Development is 
not spending any money at the moment, and is not engaging any consultants at the moment who will be spending 
any money, on the Oakajee rail and port project? The department could be using existing appropriations to do 
that, and it would not be going over its budget. That is what I am trying to understand. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The amounts that are sitting in the Department of State Development under “Issues 
for consideration” have not been drawn down yet.  

Hon Ken Travers: But is work being done? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Hang on. That does not mean to say that the Browse LNG precinct project, or the 
other projects that are sitting under that, have not commenced expenditure, because they may be drawing down 
on other funds. This is the amount that has been allocated here under “Issues for consideration”, and none of that 
money has been drawn down yet. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am not trying to be obtuse, but I find it a bit odd that cabinet would have made the 
decision to bring before the chamber a bill that asks this place to authorise expenditure on a list of things that 
cabinet has not endorsed. I do not know about anybody else, but that strikes me as a bit odd. 

Hon Ken Travers: Not with this government! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Cabinet took the time to consider what should go into the detail of this bill. Approval had 
to be sought to draft the bill and to print the bill. Treasury must have had a list of things that it added up to get to 
this global figure. The Parliament is being asked to authorise expenditure on a list of things that are specified but 
which have not been approved by cabinet. Funny business! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I just had to confirm with my advisor that it is not unusual for governments to require 
under a Treasurer’s advance authorisation bill expenditure for the matters that are still under consideration in 
cabinet. These estimates are for matters that are currently being considered by cabinet. Cabinet will be required 
to endorse and ratify the expenditure to the amount that is identified here, but those matters are still under 
consideration in cabinet. As I said at the beginning, this is not an unusual process but a process that has been 
exercised by previous governments for years. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: What does strike me as unusual, though, is that when cabinet does make its decision about 
endorsing the expenditure or otherwise, cabinet will have before it cabinet submissions from the agencies 
seeking the funds and from every other agency that gets invited to comment on the submission of a particular 
agency. We do not have in front of us any more information than, in the case of the Parliamentary Commissioner 
for Administrative Investigations, for example, escalation of core business, which is four words, and another 
92 per cent increase in complaints, which is five more words, and on the basis of those nine words we are being 
asked to pass this bill and say that we approve the expenditure of the additional $300 000. That is what strikes 
me as odd and unusual. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am advised that in previous Treasurer’s advance authorisation bills those matters 
that are currently under consideration by cabinet were clumped together and called a contingency. The fact that 
the Treasurer has actually identified the line items within the contingency means that members have a greater 
level of information under the so-called “Issues under consideration” than previously would have been provided. 
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It may or may not have been a mistake on the part of the Treasurer to provide members with that level of 
information so that they could drill down into each of the line items that are under the “Issues of consideration”, 
but that is the level of information the Treasurer wanted members to have. I am assured again that it is not an 
unusual practice. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Kate Doust has just reminded me of Hon George Cash’s insistence on detailed 
documents. When we get to it then, based on the parliamentary secretary’s current comments, the parliamentary 
secretary will give us a detailed breakdown of what the contingencies have been notionally allocated to. When 
we get to that $159 000 included in the papers the parliamentary secretary has delivered to us today, I look 
forward to her giving us that full breakdown of the contingency, which she still has listed in the document. If the 
parliamentary secretary gave us some answers, we would get there an awfully lot quicker. Is the $300 000 a one-
off payment or is it part of a package of funding that is required, so future funding will be required over forward 
estimates and this is only the first instalment?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am not sure whether my answer will be the answer to the member’s question, but if 
it is not I have some advice about another question that he might have been asking.  

Hon Ken Travers: Answer both and I will tell you whether you are right. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I think the member is asking whether it will form part of next year’s base budget for 
the Ombudsman or whether it is a one-off payment.  

Hon Ken Travers: That is part of the question.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: My answer to that, if that is what the member’s question was, is that those sorts of 
considerations will take place in the process of framing the budget, which is taking place now. Another way in 
which I could answer that question is to say that it will be disbursed as part of a disbursement profile. However, I 
do not think that answers the question the member was asking.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The parliamentary secretary has partly answered my question. The $300 000 could be 
spent either within the next three months and it would be gone or used to employ eight additional staff in the 
parliamentary commissioner’s office. 

Hon Helen Morton: With $100 000! You have to be joking. You will never get eight extra staff for $100 000; it 
would get one. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is $300 000. 

Hon Helen Morton: It would get three or four staff. 

Hon Kate Doust: You must pay them a lot.  

Hon Helen Morton: There are the on-costs.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The $300 000 will employ three extra staff. It would mean that if they are put on as full-
time officers to address this massive blowout in workload, because something is horribly wrong within 
government that the office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations is getting more 
people coming to it than ever before, that $300 000 could be the first instalment to employ three extra people for 
the last three months of this year. However, in a full year it would be $1.8 million. The reason I said eight people 
is that the $300 000 might be for a full year.  

Hon Helen Morton: You know that it is $300 000 for the whole year.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, it is not. My point is that it is not for the whole year. The parliamentary secretary 
just accepted that it has not been drawn down yet. In that case, we could be approving the additional salary for 
eight extra people to take them through to the end of this financial year. They will be employed there next year 
and the budget to employ them for next year will not be $300 000, but it might be $1.8 million. The point I am 
making is: is the $300 000 a one-off payment, and somehow we will get rid of the 92 per cent increase, or is it 
the first instalment? That is why I was asking about FTEs, and the parliamentary secretary undertook to get that 
information and, hopefully, she will get the answer to this question as part of that information: What will it mean 
for the long-term budget implications over the forward estimates? What are we approving in this clause? Will the 
allocation employ eight people for three months or eight people permanently, because that would be an impost 
on future budgets? The parliamentary secretary was kind of right with her answer, but she did not fully 
understand where I was heading; that is, what would be the total impact of this $300 000 on future budgets?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: The $300 000 is a projection of a full-year effect of the cost of providing that 
additional resource to fulfil the obligations of the Ombudsman. I advise the member that when I get the 
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information on what the money will be spent on, I will also provide information to indicate the time sequence of 
the drawdown of that money.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I still want to know what are the long-term implications for the state budget? It is not an 
unreasonable question. If we are authorising an extra $300 000, will it be to employ extra people, the cost of 
which will be in the forward estimates; and what will be the impact? I find it very hard to believe that it will be 
the additional money that is required this year. There are various ways to spend $300 000. The government could 
spend it on a whole lot of people through consultancies for the last three months of this year. The government 
could pay its existing staff overtime to work late to try to clear the backlog or it could be that the government has 
made the assessment that there will be this continuous increase in staff, so it needs to employ eight people on a 
full-time basis. If this money has not already been provided — 

Hon Helen Morton: That’s not so. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do not know what it is; that is why I am asking! Tell me what it is. Tell me how this 
money will be spent, what the purpose of it is and what the implications are for future budgets. It is not that hard! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Hon Ken Travers already knows that the midyear review approved $200 000, so the 
effect of that is already in the system. The extra $100 000 is going to be like the last $100 000 that is spent at the 
end of the year because of the drawdown on the agency’s existing resources. If we could colour that $100 000 
red, so to speak, and that was the last $100 000 that was spent, it does not mean to say that it will be spent like 
that across the whole year next year. We have indicated that we will find for the opposition the profile of 
expenditure in conjunction with the previous question that the opposition asked about what those funds will be 
spent on. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can the parliamentary secretary explain to us what “Repositioning of Heritage and 
Community Liaison Branch” means? Get used to it; every line the parliamentary secretary is going to get it! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is okay. Repositioning of heritage and community liaison branch: $1.9 million 
has been re-cashflowed from 2008–09 to 2009–10 and 2010–11—that is, $945 000 per year—due to unexpected 
delays arising from difficulties in engaging with the parties in progressing the commitment to conduct a series of 
Aboriginal heritage surveys of potential industrial land on the Burrup Peninsula. 

Hon KATE DOUST: My question does not go to what the member raised. Under “State Development” is a line 
item for offset by grants savings. I want to know exactly what grants the government has saved money on. Can 
the parliamentary secretary please provide the details? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The information in the budget papers relates to the cessation of a number of state 
development initiatives. The additional level of detail that the member seeks would have to come via additional 
information. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I do not have that document in front of me. Are those grants listed in that documentation? 

Hon Helen Morton: No.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Can the parliamentary secretary provide that extra information; is that information 
available? 

Hon Helen Morton: I am being advised that they were non-specific grants.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I would like to know what they mean. What are they? It is quite a substantial amount of 
money. Surely some information has been provided on what they are about.   

Hon HELEN MORTON: That level of materiality in the budget papers is not documented at the level the 
member is seeking. However, that can be followed up.  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: I am not sure whether this is a question that the parliamentary secretary can answer 
tonight, but I am wondering whether she can provide an answer at some time. I am struggling a bit to follow the 
use of the term “recashflowed”. She referred to it earlier, so I thought I would ask some specific questions. If the 
parliamentary secretary cannot answer them now, perhaps they can be answered at a later time. Is it possible to 
get the term defined for my benefit? I appreciate that other people may understand it, but I do not. My second 
question is: if it includes the deferral of spending, can re-cashflowed spending be deferred until a later stage? I 
am asking how far in the future spending can be re-cashflowed given that I am understanding it to essentially 
mean deferred spending. Is there a point at which it can no longer be described as re-cashflowed spending? Is 
there an outside period at which it would no longer fall within that category?   

Hon HELEN MORTON: Before I make my response, I congratulate the member on her inaugural speech. 

Hon Linda Savage: Thank you.  
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Hon Ken Travers: Hear, hear!   

Hon HELEN MORTON: When I made my response I talked about re-cashflowed being “slippage of funds”, 
another term that is commonly used. If an initiative is funded and is expected to be achieved in, say, year one of 
the initiative’s program—it could be a two or three–year program—and that initiative does not make use of the 
amount of resources allocated for it in that first year, those funds can be moved into the following year’s budget 
when the initiative continues to progress. That can continue for up to four years. There is no time frame at which 
that re-cashflow or slippage of funds can be moved from one year to the next. The amount of resources will have 
been identified at the beginning of the initiative as the amount required to achieve that particular outcome.  

Hon ED DERMER: Is the parliamentary secretary suggesting that the slippage may actually be up to four 
financial years into the future from where the original commitment was made?   

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes, some aspects of it. A minimal amount of funds might have been moved from 
one year to the next. It might not be the entire amount of funding. The re-cashflow or, I guess, the slippage of 
funds simply means that it is spent later than planned.  

Hon ED DERMER: Does it mean that a commitment shown in the budget papers for a particular financial year 
may eventually end up being paid not in that year but four years hence? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is an extreme example, but I guess some element of the resources in what might 
be a three or four-year program can be moved into that fourth year if they have not been spent as planned. Most 
people know that sometimes it can be more difficult to recruit the people one is looking for, or it is more difficult 
to complete the negotiations as expected in years one, two or three. Things move on and resources are moved 
into the out years to enable that project to be completed. That is what it is.  

Hon ED DERMER: Does the parliamentary secretary intend to advise this place for how long each of these 
expenditures will be deferred?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I do not have that level of detail here. When we are going through particular items 
and the member comes across an area that he wants more information on, could he ask about it at that point or be 
more specific about which of the areas that he wants more information on? Some of that information will be 
readily accessible, but some of it will be quite difficult to provide.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: In terms of re-cashflowing, can the parliamentary secretary explain when the 
appropriation of the money actually occurs? Is it in the first year or the slippage year?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: My understanding is that the allocation is appropriated in the first year. Slippage 
funds are re-appropriated. It is identified in the budget papers as the allocation to that budget in the following 
financial year. Sometimes a project’s initiatives can be spread over four years. If the member monitored the 
expenditure of that project in the first year and found that it underspent, he will find the extra spend in the 
following years’ budget papers.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That makes sense with a capital appropriation where there would be different amounts 
in each year, but I am at a loss, because of the way in which we appropriate money; that is, we do not 
appropriate it for particular programs. It is an interesting insight, as this is one of my great concerns—it is a 
shame Hon Max Trenorden is not here to join us for this debate. I understand that, internally, agencies do project 
budgeting, and I have always thought it is one of the great shames that Parliament no longer gets those program 
statements on how much is allocated to each program. It strikes me that the budget is allocated each year and is 
appropriated to that agency each year. If that is not drawn down and spent, in some cases it can be held as cash 
and spent in future years, but in the main it is carried over as cash—because if we do not specifically appropriate 
to programs, then somewhere in the government papers should indicate that this is underspending. Could the 
parliamentary secretary explain that a little more?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I will give the member an example. Say the government has an initiative that is a 
two-year program that will employ 10 people, and it is expected that those 10 people will come on board in the 
first year and carry through to the second year. However, that program only manages to recruit five people in the 
first year, so it can re-appropriate, carryover or rollover the funds to the following year, and the program might 
include 15 people in that second year to complete the entire project in the two-year time frame. That is a finite 
program. If it is a recurrent program and if the agency does not make use of the full amount of funds in the first 
year—if the agency employed only five people out of the 10—that creates a saving of the resources for the five 
full-time equivalents that year, and that becomes an underspend and is a saving, and is returned to consolidated 
revenue and reappropriated. Hopefully, the agency will be able to recruit the full 10 FTEs in the following year, 
so it will be reappropriated the full 10 FTE resources in the second year, and so on, if it is a recurring service. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I understand that. Because we use service summaries for our expenditure, it strikes me 
that if an agency in this situation is given a new appropriation by the Parliament to employ five extra people and 
it does not spend that amount in that year — 

Hon Helen Morton: Can you start again, please? I was concentrating on my — 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, that is fine; I am happy to. I think this is a really important point. It is going to occur 
time and time again. Hon Linda Savage should be congratulated for asking the question. Likewise, I congratulate 
her on not only her inaugural speech, but also a very good question to open the bowling. I think the 
parliamentary secretary said that last year an appropriation of $1.8 million was provided to the Department of 
State Development for the heritage and community liaison branch. The agency did not spend that money last 
year—it did not employ the people or whatever—so this year it is going to employ 10 people instead of five 
people. At the end of last year this amount would have been treated as an underspend. Alternatively, is the 
parliamentary secretary saying that the money would have been appropriated; it would be sitting in the agency’s 
cash and the agency would be able to spend it this year without it needing to be reappropriated? I am talking 
about the component for the five people whom the agency did not employ last year. Is that what the 
parliamentary secretary is saying—that it does not need to be reappropriated? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: This is an example of a finite project—a project that had quite a clear stop and start 
as part of its process. An amount of $1.9 million was allocated, and that was not spent in 2008–09. Therefore, 
$945 000 was re-cashflowed or put into the following two years, 2009–10 and 2010–11. The reason for that, of 
course, was that the agency had the delays with engaging the parties that it needed to undertake the work. The 
member’s question is: is the $945 000 going to be reappropriated in the budget papers for this coming budget 
and the budget after that? The answer is yes. 

Hon Ken Travers: No; is it going to be appropriated in the appropriations that come before the Parliament to 
ratify the Treasurer’s advance? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Is the member talking about the supplementary papers? 

Hon Ken Travers: Yes, the supplementary appropriations. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes; the answer is yes. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: In that case, when the budget was prepared last year, there should have been an 
underspend of $1.9 million. Therefore, we should be able to track back and see that the Department of State 
Development spent $1.9 million less than was appropriated for it last year. Is that correct, or was that money 
reallocated to other expenditure last year?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: It may have offset overexpenditure in other areas within the Department of State 
Development. I cannot answer the precise question the member is asking, but I can say that the allocation for that 
particular initiative has not been spent, and it will be re-cashflowed over the following two years to enable that 
project to be completed. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This is where it gets really interesting. If it was not spent last year, then, all things being 
equal, it should have meant an underspend of $1.9 million. I suspect that the parliamentary secretary is 
absolutely right; it was reallocated last year to other expenditure — 

Hon Helen Morton: To offset other increases. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: To offset other increases. We now need to reallocate $945 million this year, because 
there is no allocation. If that was the case, why was it not done at the time of the budget? Why is it now 
occurring as part of the Treasurer’s advance? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The member is correct; it is most likely that the allocation went on over-expenditures 
in other areas, and it was not worked out at the beginning of the budget process because issues around not being 
able to achieve the outcomes that were sought for that particular project were not known at the time of the 
budget process. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I can understand why part of $1.9 million might not have been known. I cannot 
remember the budget cut-off date last year, but I suspect it was sometime in early April. I would have thought 
that with three months to go—April, May and June—the government would have known about that sort of 
expenditure. If it had not been spent last year, could the department have kept the money that was appropriated 
last year as a cash balance and spend it this year without it needing to be reappropriated and included in the 
Treasurer’s advance? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is a great question because it is one that I have grappled with for ages in both the 
bureaucracy and government. 
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Hon Ken Travers: It’s because of listening to you in estimates that I asked that question! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Exactly! The answer is that if the department had ring-fenced funding for that 
specific purpose, it could have been carried in the agency cash balances and spent the following year —  

Hon Ken Travers: Without it needing to come through Parliament. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is correct, but it was obviously offset by other over-expenditures. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: On that basis, we can now assume that if anything is listed as a “re-cashflowing”, it 
really means that last year the agency overspent in some areas, underspent in others, cashed it out last year, and 
now the government is coming back to Parliament to ask for new money for those things that were not picked up 
at the time of the budget. To talk about “re-cashflowing” is to try to hide the truth, which is that there were 
greater overspends last year in terms of appropriations and that we now have to allocate new money to these 
agencies. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: When I talk about “overexpenditure”, I am not talking about willy-nilly 
overexpenditure; agencies have to get approval from the Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee to cover 
that overexpenditure. It is not as if agencies are taking it upon themselves to make use of windfall funding on the 
basis that things have been underspent in some areas, so they will just spend up big in other areas. Those 
arrangements have to be approved by the EERC. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the parliamentary secretary is saying that the reason we have to approve this 
$945 million is that $1.9 million was reallocated by the EERC last year, can she tell us what the $1.9 million was 
actually spent on last year? I am sure she can take this question on notice and answer it tomorrow.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes, we do have that information; it was spent on the Kimberley LNG precinct 
project. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Fantastic! We are all in a state of shock! Congratulations, parliamentary secretary, for 
finally giving us an answer! Did anyone else want to ask any more questions about the re-cashflowing? 

Hon Helen Morton: Talk about coaching! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can the parliamentary secretary now explain to us the line item related to the Ashburton 
North strategic industrial area, please?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: The line item for the Ashburton North strategic industrial area consists of $500 000 
for legal, commercial and engineering technical advice to support the negotiation of the development agreement 
for the Ashburton North strategic industrial area near Onslow. 

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


