Senate Environment, Communications, Information Technology & the Arts Legislation Committee
ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Environment and Heritage

Budget Supplementary Estimates 2003-2004, (4 November 2003)

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 116

Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.6 Industry

Division/Agency:

Policy Coordination  & Environment Protection Division

Topic: 

Shale Oil

Hansard Page ECITA:
85

Senator  McLucas asked:  
"Has DEH been asked to provide information to the task force about the potential for shale oil in an energy strategy for the country?"

Answer/s:

No.

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 117

Sub-outcome:

(Not applicable)
Output:  

All outputs

Division:

Policy Coordination and Environment Protection Division

Topic: 

Expenditure disaggregation
Hansard Page ECITA:
98-99

Senator Wong asked:
Mr Beale, I suppose this is formally when I should ask you for some of that additional information in relation to program expenditure. You will recall I asked this of the AGO and a similar issue arises in respect of the departments. In the portfolio statements there is far less disaggregation as between programs. For example, NHT is now aggregated into four programs. I think it was 13 the year before. I wonder if on notice you could provide me with all the programs the department administers, the funding allocation to each of these programs for the past and current financial year, and the actual expenditure to date by program…

For example, if you look at the 2002-03 output under Biodiversity, there is quite a number of disaggregated programs—I call them that, I am not sure if that is the terminology that is still being used in the department—which are not replicated in the current 2003-04 statement. I do not want to engage in an argument about whether they should or should not have been replicated, Mr Beale. That is not the issue. I am seeking comparable data, if it in fact exists.

Answer:

The Government's budget estimates framework is currently undergoing changes to improve the quality and timeliness of financial information. These changes are managed on a Whole of Government basis under the banner of 'Budget Estimates Framework Review' (BEFR). BEFR implementation commenced during 2002-03 and will occur in a staged manner over the next two years. The Treasurer and the Minister for Finance and Administration will evaluate the implementation of the recommendations of the review for Cabinet consideration in September 2005.

The current established financial reporting requirements focus on reporting by Outcome and by Output. This is the basis for reporting in the Portfolio Budget Statements (PBS). To provide more detailed information on the programs that support these outcomes and outputs the Government has published Environment Budget Statements (EBS) since 1996 which lists program level expenditures.

Each year we have tried to improve the quality and readability of the program level information. The current level of program description reflects our intention to increase the transparency of the estimates and recent changes to programs.

In relation to the Natural Heritage Trust (NHT) programs, the first phase of the NHT, NHT 1, had 22 programs. Following a review of the program the NHT was restructured and from 2002-03, the second phase, NHT 2, contained four programs. The 2002-03 EBS has tables at page 12 and 13 which show funding for NHT 1 (1996-2002) and NHT 2 (2002-03 onwards) during this transition year. The 2003-04 EBS shows expenditure estimates for the four NHT 2 programs and remaining elements of NHT 1 at page 44.

There were 62 ongoing programs (not counting any program which ended in 2002-03 as there is no related 2003-04 comparative), in Table A2.1 of the 2002-03 EBS, pages 59 to 72, which can be attributed to the Department of the Environment and Heritage. 
The equivalent table in the 2003-04 EBS on page 44 lists 40 ongoing programs, not including the three new programs brought forward in the 2003-04 budget.

The list of programs was shortened to improve year by year comparisons of programs. For example, the 2002-03 listing included similar program titles that differed only by the source of funding. The listing also included short-term programs that contributed to longer running programs targeted at the same environmental issue. Aggregation of these programs will facilitate longer run comparisons.

The attached table maps the 2002-03 program list and expenditure to the 2003-04 program list and expenditure. The table also includes expenditure to date as requested, from 1 July to 31 October 2003.

In comparing the corresponding annual funding allocation between the two EBS, I draw your attention again to the effect of the accounting changes which relate to the withdrawal of the funding for Capital Use Charge from the forward estimates. This makes year to year comparison difficult and the notes in the 2003-04 EBS pages 1,2 and 49 refer.


