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SUPPLY BILL 2013 
Committee 

Resumed from 25 June. The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Liz Behjat) in the chair; Hon Helen Morton 
(Minister for Mental Health) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 
Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: As we were working through the Supply Bill 2013 and getting a sense of the overview 
of how all these clauses work together, I was intrigued to read the explanatory memorandum in which it was 
suggested that the expenditure of the money under clause 3 will be limited to funding that has been previously 
approved under the most recent appropriation acts or is of an extraordinary or unforeseen nature, as approved 
under section 27(1) of the Financial Management Act. Also within the explanatory memorandum there is 
reference to the fact that there is a convention that is recognised from second reading speeches of previous 
Supply Bills. I am wondering whether the minister could explain to the house why that commitment was not 
expressly given in the second reading speech for this bill. I am happy to go through that again. 

Hon Helen Morton: Yes, please do; I was just making sure that I was at the right clause in the explanatory 
memorandum. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was referring to the way in which the clauses will interact within this legislation. 
Obviously, clause 3 allows the government to apply out of the consolidated account a certain amount of money. 
The explanatory memorandum for clause 4 states, in part — 

By convention, and as recognised in the Second Reading speeches of previous Supply Bills, the services 
to be funded are the works, services and purposes approved either under the most recent Appropriation 
Acts, or of an extraordinary or unforeseen nature as approved under section 27(1) of the Financial 
Management Act 2006. 

My question is: why was that explanation for how the money will be spent not included as an express 
commitment in the minister’s second reading speech for this bill? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The second reading speech I delivered is the one that was provided to me following 
advice from both Treasury officials and the Treasurer. I was quite happy with it at the time; I do not know that 
there is any particular reason one way or the other. I seriously do not know the answer to that question. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This is a very important point because it is suggested in the explanatory memorandum 
that the government will be limited in how it can spend the money. The point, of course, is that if a matter were 
to go to the courts and that explanation had been included in the second reading speech, the courts could use that. 
I am not sure that the courts can use the explanatory memorandum in the same way that they can use a second 
reading speech. I want to know why that was not given as an express commitment in the second reading speech. 
If the minister’s answer is that she does not know because she is acting in a representative capacity—I 
understand that that can occur—I suggest that she ask the Chair to leave the chair until the ringing of the bells so 
that she can find out, because I think it is fundamental for this house to understand why that explanation was not 
included in the second reading speech, if that is the government’s intention. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: My consideration about this is that that information is in the explanatory 
memorandum, and I have already spoken at length about this during the discussions so far, in terms of answers to 
some of the questions that the opposition has asked me about the limitations on expenditure. Of course, now that 
we are actually having this debate, it will be recorded in Hansard and courts will be able to use that as a means 
of getting the full meaning of what this was meant to be at the time of the bill being debated, if a matter were 
ever to be taken to court. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I rise in support of what Hon Ken Travers has said. It has come as a bit of a surprise to 
me in this term of government that the second reading speeches that are given in this house are often 
considerably shorter than the second reading speeches that are given in the other house. It is really important that 
the second reading speech address the detail of the bill because it is the case, under the Interpretation Act, that 
the second reading speech—that is, the second reading speech that is provided by the relevant minister, and not 
the general debate that happens—is used as extrinsic material by judges in interpreting legislation. If that detail 
is not provided in the second reading speech, the judges cannot use it as a tool to try to interpret legislation when 
they run into problems, so I think it is important that second reading speeches detail exactly what is in the bill 
that is to be considered by the house. The question raised by Hon Ken Travers is a legitimate question because if 
we are getting a very different second reading speech in this place than has been put up in the Legislative 
Assembly, we need to know why that is happening. It is not unreasonable for the member to ask an explanation 
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of the minister in this case, and I think it is important that second reading speeches reflect what was said in the 
other place unless, of course, there has been some amendment to the bill through the process of consideration in 
detail in the other place; then it is quite legitimate for the second reading speech in this place to be a little bit 
different. But it is important, minister, that the second reading speeches reflect and go some way to explaining 
the content of the bill because of the fact that they are used as a tool under the Interpretation Act for interpreting 
legislation when there is an issue in the courts. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The member seems to think that the second reading speech was different to the one 
that was given in the other house. Apart from the clauses about which I have already been required to make 
statements in the house, which I did, the speeches are not different. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister still has not settled this question. I welcome the involvement of the 
Attorney General, who is now in the chamber. My understanding is that when the courts seek to interpret 
legislation, greater weight is given to something that is part of the second reading speech of the minister 
presenting the bill. That is my first point, and I do not think the minister has properly answered the question. She 
is right; I think this issue was left out of the second reading speech in both houses, and I still have not had a 
satisfactory answer as to why it was left out. The answer we usually get on such matters is, “That’s the way it’s 
always been done,” or something like that. I make the point that this is an extraordinary situation because we 
have moved on from Supply Bills. 

Another thing that really concerns me is the use of the word “convention” by the Barnett Liberal government. I 
will just explain to the house why the term “convention” gives me great cause for concern. One of the other great 
conventions of Parliament and the way in which the executive operates is that surrounding caretaker provisions 
going into elections. Under the previous caretaker provisions that applied during the 2008 election, the caretaker 
conventions would have taken effect on the day on which the Legislative Assembly was dissolved. Interestingly, 
the Barnett government changed the caretaker conventions after the date on which, technically, the government 
had already gone into caretaker mode. How can the government change the caretaker conventions after it is in 
caretaker mode? That is why I get very nervous when I read in a bill something that refers to a convention given 
to us by the Barnett government that is not included in the minister’s second reading speech and we are left to 
rely on the minister’s word. What is to stop the government, as it did with the caretaker conventions during the 
election, from deciding that once the bill is passed, the government can spend the money however it likes? This 
is absolutely extraordinary. I will leave it there and let the minister respond. I still want an explanation of why it 
was not included in the second reading speech. If the minister is not able to provide an explanation today, why is 
she not able? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The member is referring to clause 4, which primarily relates to the Treasurer’s 
advance to which the member also referred. The purpose for that is extraordinary or unforeseen expenditure. 
That information already has been discussed in an answer to a previous question asked of me. It is on the record 
that that is the way in which this information can be used. If it was ever required, information in Hansard can be 
referred to in a court. The likelihood of this being used or seen in that time frame, given that it is about 
expenditure of an unforeseen and extraordinary nature, is minimal. The second reading speech carried the main 
aspect of the need for supply and why supply was being sought this time around. That was the main aspect of the 
speech. There has been no suggestion that anything has been left out. As always, the explanatory memorandum 
is more detailed than the second reading speech. Everyone knows that; otherwise, we would have second reading 
speeches that go on for page after page. There is no suggestion that anything has been left out. I do not believe 
that the member even believes that himself. I think this is a ploy to delay the progress of this bill. 

Several members interjected. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Hon SUE ELLERY: There is a standing order—I cannot remember the number, so I ask for your assistance, 
Madam Deputy Chair—relating to making imputations about a member’s motives. It would be a breach of the 
standing orders for the minister to do that, and that is exactly what she just did. She might disagree with the point 
the member is making and she can think whatever she likes about why he is making it, but there is a standing 
order that prevents members from doing that in the house. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: If the member is offended by that statement, I will withdraw it unreservedly. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Liz Behjat): As the Leader of the Opposition quite rightly pointed out, there is a 
standing order that deals with that—standing order 44. I believe the minister has withdrawn that remark and it is 
time for us to move on. 
Hon Ken Travers: It was not an unqualified withdrawal. 
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The DEPUTY CHAIR: I heard the minister withdraw the remark and I believe that is what she has done. I think 
it is time for us to move on. 

Committee Resumed 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The one thing that I accept is new about this government is its new policy to refuse to 
provide Legislative Council members with briefings on bills. I accept that in that sense it is a new way the 
government operates. It is the same Premier, Treasurer and government, but that procedure is new. If the 
government is frustrated by this process, it needs to think long and hard about why we need to go through issues 
in this house in a way that is often harder to deal with than if we dealt with them during a briefing. 

It was interesting that the minister used the words “Treasurer’s advance”. It is important to understand that we 
need to deal with this matter under clause 1 because this is about how the different clauses of the bill will operate 
together; it is not about any one particular clause. This is how clause 3 will operate with clause 4 and potentially 
clause 2, but we will worry about clause 2 when we get to that. The minister used the terminology “Treasurer’s 
advance”. It is interesting that the minister used that terminology because if she goes back to the previous Supply 
Bill—I understand that goes back a long way to 2001—it referred to the most recent Treasurer’s advance when a 
Treasurer’s advance would have been brought into the house. When we get to clause 4 about what the 
government has approved under section 27(1) of the Financial Management Act, we will have an interesting 
debate. This is very different from the way previous Parliaments would have treated supply because I suspect 
that if there had been the need for a Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill in the past, a bill would have been 
brought into Parliament and therefore Parliament would have been aware of it. Previous explanatory 
memorandums of Supply Bills have specifically referred to the most recent Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation 
Act. If the minister cannot give us a reason why the services to be funded were not included in the second 
reading speech on this bill—I still think she should do that—can she advise which previous Supply Bills they 
were included in? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, I will not look back over perhaps a hundred years to find what was included in 
previous Supply Bills. This bill makes it absolutely and categorically clear that the level of expenditure that has 
been approved is what has already been appropriated and anything that might come through a Treasurer’s 
advance. That is the purpose of it being there. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am very disappointed that the minister is prepared to say that the information included 
in the explanatory memorandum for this bill tells us that it relates to the speeches of previous Supply Bills. She 
is relying upon that fact, but she is not prepared to show the chamber some courtesy by giving us more 
information about the second reading speeches of previous Supply Bills. I find that quite interesting. Under the 
Westminster system, upper houses have been able to hold the executive to account, because we know that lower 
houses will never do that. By its very nature, the Assembly is the house in which government is formed. The 
lower house must have the numbers to become the executive. The difficulty is that upper houses, as houses of 
review, work well when they have a non-government majority. However, the problem we have today is that the 
government has a majority in the upper house, and that leads to ministers starting to be arrogant in the way that 
they treat this place. They feel that they can just sit there, look across the chamber and say that they are not 
prepared to give an answer to a question and that they are not going to bother finding out because it might have 
been a hundred years ago. That just shows the problems in this house. We are now becoming a mirror image of 
the Assembly. When ministers opposite start to reflect the way in which ministers in the other place operate, they 
leave the opposition with no choice but to use the tactics and the processes of the other place. And so the house 
of mirrors continues. I understand that the easy path is to just behave like an Assembly minister. The harder path 
is for ministers to recognise that they operate in a house of review and when they are asked questions, they 
should seek to give full, frank and proper answers to those questions. We can talk about hundreds of years, as the 
minister did, but whenever Labor has been in government, we have never had the numbers in this house. So we 
have always had to live within the constraints of a house that requires ministers to answer questions, because if 
they did not, the house could take action to make sure that they did so. 

I again ask the minister to reconsider her refusal to answer the questions I have asked today, because they are 
fundamental for us to move on and progress through this bill. As I said earlier, I am not convinced by an 
argument about convention, because I have seen the history of the Liberal government on conventions. The 
government rewrote the conventions for its benefit at the last election. I hope members opposite can understand 
why those of us who sit on this side do not place great store in a government that says, “Trust us; it all comes 
back to convention.” I will leave my comments there and see whether the minister wants to respond; and, if not, I 
will move on to other issues. 

Hon Helen Morton: No, I do not think so. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: We are moving on. This is the Supply Bill 2013. The question is that clause 1 do stand 
as printed. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am disappointed. Clearly, the minister intends to take the approach in her favour under 
“standing order 18–17”. 

In the minister’s reply to the second reading debate, she said that the interest bill for the state government will be 
$447 million. I want to confirm whether that is for 2012–13 or 2013–14. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is for 2012–13. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I find that interesting. If that is correct, it highlights an interesting question for me. 
According to the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement, in 2012–13 the estimated interest to be paid 
under the general government cash flow statement was going to be $367 million, and in 2013–14 the interest 
paid was going to be $447 million. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I have just got the information that I read out. That section stated that based on the 
2012–13 Pre-election Financial Projections Statement, the general government sector is projected to pay 
$447 million in interest in 2013–14. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Thank you, minister. I am here to help the government and to make sure that the 
minister’s answers are correct and accurate. The role of the upper house is not to be obstructionist, but to be 
constructive and to assist governments to get it right. In the old days, we would amend legislation to get it right. 
These days we point out the errors of the legislation, and it is only later when it returns as an amendment bill—
we all remember the yellow Lamborghini incident, and we warned the government about what would happen — 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Hon Ken Travers, I am not sure that this has anything to do with the Supply Bill. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think it puts it into context, Madam Deputy Chair. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Let us stay on track. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It definitely puts it into context. 

According to the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement, in this financial year the interest bill will be 
$367 million. I might add that, when granting supply, it is important to grant the power to pay the interest bill. It 
is interesting to note that on that figure, the interest would come outside of the top 10 line items for 
appropriation. Under the appropriation bill for recurrent expenditure for 2012–13, the amount of interest paid, if 
it had been a separate stand-alone line item, would have come outside the top 10 areas of government 
expenditure. I think it would come as no surprise to members in this place to find that health is $3.7 billion, 
education is $3.4 billion, police is $1.1 billion, corrective services is $706 million, the Public Transport 
Authority is $662 million, the royalties for regions recurrent expenditure is $655 million, and the minister’s 
Disability Services Commission is $585 million. 

Hon Helen Morton: I’ve got to get that up a bit higher. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We can suggest one way the minister could do that, if she would like. Now that she has 
invited the discussion about how we might be able to help her — 

Hon Helen Morton: Hand it all over to the commonwealth, you mean? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It would be done in nothing more than a constructive manner. There are better people 
than I to assist the minister in that area. Although I have a keen interest in disability services, having been a 
spokesperson, I accept that my knowledge of disability services is a bit rusty compared with my colleagues 
around me today, who are far more up to date. 

Returning to the top 10 line items for appropriation, at number eight is training at $472 million; child protection 
is $483 million—again, one of the minister’s new portfolios; and mental health at number 10 is $466 million. 

Hon Helen Morton: Add the three together. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If we put the three together, the minister would knock Liza Harvey out of third spot. She 
would get the bronze medal for expenditure if we add it up by portfolio responsibilities. The reason I raise all 
that and the reason the figure of $477 million for interest becomes quite crucial is that interest as a component of 
government expenditure is going up the table. As we go through the forward estimates, according to the Pre-
election Financial Projections Statement, it will eventually get up to $653 million, which obviously starts to put 
it in competition with the PTA and royalties for regions. If the royalties fall away, as has been suggested by 
members opposite, it would definitely get into the top five areas of expenditure. 

Why is interest so important to this debate today? Interest is so important because it is a very good measure of 
whether the government is financially managing or controlling its expenditure and matching its expenditure—its 
surpluses—with its capital asset investment program. That becomes a real problem. It is even more concerning, 
as I am sure any of us who have a mortgage would attest, that interest rates are at record lows. One of the 
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interesting things that has occurred over the past three or four years is that people who have owned their own 
property, if they have not upgraded or put investment into it, would be paying significantly less in mortgage 
repayments today than a couple of years ago. People acknowledge that interest rates are at historically low levels 
and it is unlikely that they will remain at historically low levels. If interest rates start to climb, as a result of the 
inability of this government to control expenditure, it will arguably impact on the top five portfolios. If interest 
payments are taken as a separate standalone appropriation, they can be seen as a fixed expenditure. It is not as 
though we can suddenly say, “Let’s cut interest bills”. The only way we can cut our interest bills is to start 
paying off our mortgages. 

The problem is that we will be subjecting future generations of Western Australians to wearing the cost of this 
government’s mismanagement of its financial statements. The fact that we are even dealing with a Supply Bill 
today, as we have said before, is a significant sign of the mismanagement of this government. The government 
could not get its bill for the budget into this house because of the way it has run it down. It is now suffering the 
effects of four years of mismanagement, all coming together in what could easily be termed the perfect storm. 
The government’s mismanagement was reaching its peak at the same time as revenue was starting to tail off. 
That is the extraordinary event that has been occurring; that is the perfect storm. It is not a storm that could not 
have been predicted. It was predicted by the Under Treasurer in a range of documents when they were allowed to 
be written by him rather than having the hand of the Treasurer over them. It is worth understanding that when we 
consider a bill like this today. That is what we are leaving future generations and that is what this bill symbolises 
for future generations. We are leaving a legacy of interest payments to be made by future generations that will be 
left there. They will need to cut back on day-to-day services. There will be a problem for future generations that 
may require them to cut back on front-line services because of the extravagant waste of the Barnett Liberal–
National government. 

Hon DARREN WEST: As Hon Nigel Hallett, Hon Liz Behjat, Hon Jacqui Boydell and Hon Amber-Jade 
Sanderson will know, I had an excellent night’s sleep last night after I spoke on the Supply Bill. I woke up with a 
very refreshed mind. I have some more comments and concerns that I would like to raise on behalf of my 
constituency and, indeed, the state in general. I am still getting my head around this concept of a new 
government. There has not been a change in government. By my very primitive Agricultural Region thinking, 
which is a very pragmatic way of thinking, if there has not been a change in government, we do not have a new 
government. The minister thinks that we have a new government, and that we need a Supply Bill because they 
have not been able to present the budget because they are a new government. I am wondering where that will 
lead us in the future. I am concerned about setting a precedent. The number one issue which affects the people of 
Western Australia and about which they expect the most from their government is fiscal responsibility. In other 
words, for the electorate and the people who employ us, fiscal irresponsibility is not on. History is littered with 
governments that took their eye off the fiscal ball. In fact, only two Prime Ministers in Australia’s history have 
lost their seats. One was Stanley Melbourne Bruce during the Depression. He lost his seat in the 1930 election 
for fiscal irresponsibility. The electorate is very savage on this. I am not convinced that we need a Supply Bill 
because this is a new government, even though the government has not changed. I will move on. 

It could be said that now that we set dates for elections, we know that we will have an election every four years. 
When we go to that election every four years, we are now of the understanding, as the government has just 
pointed out to us, that there will be a new government after every election. Taking that a step further, if there is a 
new government after every election, there will have to be a Supply Bill because the new government will not 
have been able to formulate the budget. Even though the party in campaign mode will have a fully costed and 
fully funded plan, it will not be able to deliver a budget in the months just after the election because it will be a 
new government. Therefore, political parties of both persuasions—because if the government does it, the 
opposition will probably do it too, I guess—will go to the electorate and say, “Look, sorry everyone, we can’t 
tell you what we’re about; we can’t tell you what we plan to do. We haven’t done a budget because when the 
election is over, one side or the other will be a new government.” If that is the case, should we look at reviewing 
when we have elections so that this precedent cannot be set? Every fourth year we will need a Supply Bill. We 
will also have budgets for the three years in between the years we have a Supply Bill. All of that will be 
confusing for people, government departments and agencies and the electorate. If there is this level of fiscal 
doubt, fiscal incapability and fiscal action every fourth year, how will it affect the AAA credit rating in the state 
of Western Australia? I do not mean to keep harping on this, but it is a very, very important issue that has not 
been satisfactorily answered in my mind. If every fourth year we have to throw up a Supply Bill because we 
could not do the budget, we could not in that first year look at spending out into the future. If we have to do this 
Supply Bill every year, there will be implications for ratings agencies. If the government has a budget only every 
three out of four years and there is not a budget in the year that there is an election, what are the implications for 
our credit rating? 
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As we have established, our credit rating is sacrosanct. The AAA credit rating has such a profound effect on the 
electorate in the state of Western Australia, which essentially has to borrow large sums of money to create 
investment to keep up production of the goods and services that we do best. I still have not had that answer, and I 
would like there to be some talk of that in the minister’s response when I have finished asking these series of 
questions and making these series of points. I do not think there is anyone here who can say that the old 
government, which would, by definition, go back to pre-2008, was a fiscally irresponsible government. That 
government put in a budget every year except its very first year. When that government was re-elected in 2005—
I did not think it was a new government, but apparently it was—it managed to bring down a budget in May, as 
per the convention of recent times. If it is possible for the Labor government to do it, why is it not possible for 
the coalition government to do it? I think that is a very important point that needs to be taken away by those who 
sit around and think about the state budget. 

I also need to hear that the AAA credit rating is first and foremost in the government’s mind when it thinks about 
matters fiscal. I am quite sure that when I ask the minister representing the Treasurer, her answer to that question 
will be yes. The AAA credit rating is one of the things that we should keep front and centre in mind when 
devising a budget. If that is the case, and I will let the minister talk about that in a minute, increasing debt from 
$3.8 billion to $18 billion is clearly not sustainable. We clearly cannot multiply our debt fivefold every term of 
government; that clearly cannot happen. No matter where interest rates are, debt will reach a proportion of the 
state’s GDP that we cannot sustain. 

We have already established that we are paying an extra $390 million a year for this fiscal irresponsibility. I 
think we have established that the $447 million of payments will almost make the top 10 line items for 
appropriations. It is an ideal way for the minister to be able to attract more money to her department. The 
minister should have a word to the Treasurer by saying, “Why don’t we stop borrowing so much money?” 
Because at $447 million this year, that could be probably in the government’s top three or four areas of 
expenditure next time, if this growth of borrowing is sustained. 

I refer back to the top 10 that Hon Ken Travers spoke about. If the government is going to spend such a large 
amount of money servicing debt, clearly it does not have that money to spend on other programs and services, 
such as royalties for regions, health and education. I think that is of concern to everyone here. The message I 
would like to go back to the Treasurer is that this is bordering on fiscal irresponsibility. I will come back to my 
point that the Treasurer does not have a great track record when it comes to fiscal matters in the state of Western 
Australia. I fear that the budget that is to be handed down on 8 August is not going to be good. I fear that the 
budget will bring home to roost a few chickens that probably should have been thought about a few years ago. 

The point of my remarks today is that what is first and foremost for most Western Australians is fiscal 
responsibility. If the minister does not mind, rather than having her getting up and down to answer all the time, I 
will indulge by asking two questions. First, can we expect a precedent of Supply Bills every fourth year? 

Hon Helen Morton: Sorry, can you say it again? 

Hon DARREN WEST: Can we expect this precedent to continue whereby there will be Supply Bills every time 
there is an election? Is this something that is envisaged to be continued on and on? 

Hon Liz Behjat: Because we will stay in government forever! 

Hon DARREN WEST: That is the member’s hope; I have no doubt! I hope that those members opposite do try 
to win the next election, because we will certainly be trying to win the next election. We will be campaigning on 
a range of issues. One of the issues we will be campaigning on, aside from the broken promises, is our fiscal 
responsibility at both a state level—under the Gallop and Carpenter governments—and through our federal 
counterparts, who, as members would have seen, guided us through the global financial crisis and retained the 
AAA credit rating, despite states such as Tasmania being a burden on the rest of Australia. Despite that, we have 
been able to retain the credit rating. It is one thing to navigate a booming state through the GFC, but to navigate 
a whole country in which there are states that are far from booming is a more outstanding achievement. 

I would like the minister to confirm to the chamber that the AAA credit rating is important, and I would like her 
to acknowledge that there has not been a change of government since the last budget. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am not going to go back over that all again in terms of the government’s — 

Hon Darren West: It is just three little questions! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I have been through all that, and I really seriously will not talk about it again. 

Hon Darren West: I will stop asking them when I get an answer! 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: We went through all of that yesterday; I am really comfortable with the information 
that I already have on the public record. Perhaps the member would like to grab hold of the uncorrected Hansard 
because it is all in there, and the member can read it all again if he wishes! 

The second point that he made was about the AAA credit rating. I am pleased to say that we have a long line of 
unbroken AAA credit ratings from the agencies that provide them. I do not know what roles the member had 
before coming into Parliament — 

Hon Darren West: Business. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I was a general manager for finance and resources for the Department of Health in 
Western Australia many years ago. When I first took on that role, we were getting budgets around September–
October every year. It was not anywhere near like what is occurring now. We still had a AAA credit rating in 
that time frame; it had nothing to do with the timing of the budget. The member really does not need to be overly 
concerned about that because we have a continuing AAA credit rating. One of my advisers, who has been 
working within Treasury for many years, said that he cannot remember when the AAA credit rating was ever in 
doubt. But the issue is that it is not in doubt now. Things are fine. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You’re misleading the house; it’s not fine! 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Stephen Dawson): Members! Hon Helen Morton has the call. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Thank you very much. I will direct my conversation through you, Mr Deputy Chair. 

Members cannot on the one hand complain about the need for fiscal responsibility whilst at the same time 
suggest that the government should not be putting into practice measures such as salary caps, voluntary 
redundancies and others to control expenditure because it is irresponsible. Being fiscally responsible is a high 
priority for this government. We are demonstrating that through the processes that we are undertaking. It is about 
ensuring that we maintain our AAA credit rating. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Members, we are dealing with the Supply Bill 2013, clause 1. I just remind honourable 
members that discussion should be confined to the clause before the committee. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I thank the minister for her response, but could she please tell me what it means when a 
AAA credit rating is on watch? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Hon Darren West asked the question about a AAA credit rating being on watch. It is 
because the government needs to make sure that the level of expenditure or the level of debt does not grow too 
high. Those are the things that are being taken into account and which this government is taking absolute 
responsibility for day in, day out. It is one of the reasons that we have a really comprehensive process around the 
budget. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I need to keep asking this because I have not had the answer: can the minister please 
advise the chamber why we have a Supply Bill and have not had a budget handed down in May? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I have been through that before and, again, I refer the member to Hansard from 
yesterday. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The problem that we on this side of the chamber have is that the answer the minister 
gave us yesterday was that the government was a new government. Of course, the difficulty with that answer is 
that there is a degree of incredulity about it. We believe that the reason a budget has not been brought down is 
that after four years of financial mismanagement, the government is in a shambles. The thing that I find 
interesting is I went back and looked at the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement and the midyear review 
in 2008. The cut-off date for the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement was 10 August 2008. The cut-off 
date for the midyear review was 1 December 2008. The cut-off date for the Pre-election Financial Projections 
Statement this year was, I think, a day early in February. Three months hence would have given the government 
a budget cut-off date in time to have brought in a budget before the end of this financial year. As the minister 
said, in the dark old days, agencies did not get their budgets until September. Of course, the process that the 
government has set up with all this means that those agencies once again will not get a budget until September 
and they will be operating under the same appropriations, according to the minister’s earlier comments in this 
place, as were contained in last year’s budget, plus whatever by way of the Treasurer’s advance. 

One of the things about the midyear review, particularly for the benefit of new members, is that it includes 
appendices. One of the appendices included in the 2008 midyear review was appendix 3, “Policy Decisions 
Affecting Spending”. Appendix 3 in the 2008 midyear review states — 
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This appendix provides a breakdown of the changes in general government expenses and total public 
sector capital spending due to policy decisions made between the 10 August 2008 cut-off date for the 
Pre-election Financial Projections Statement … and the mid-year review cut-off date of 1 December 
2008. Details of individual decisions by agency are provided below. 

It then has the big heading “Election Commitments” and continues — 

This appendix includes details of Government election commitments where additional spending has 
been approved for implementation of the commitments. 

It provides a long, long list of the summary of spending decisions since the 2008–09 Pre-election Financial 
Projections Statement, which totalled, just in the 2008–09 financial year, some $350 million, increasing to 
$627 million by 2011–12. Therefore, when the government genuinely was a new government, it was able to take 
its election commitments and place them into the budget process and produce a midyear review. It could do that 
in the three months between the election and the midyear review. Now that the government is not a new 
government, it comes into this place and tells us that it cannot do that because it is a new government. Yet, it 
could when the government was genuinely a new government with a new Premier and a new Treasurer, who 
probably would have had better briefings from Treasury than may be the case for the next new government. I 
might add that there was another $275 million worth of purchases of non-financial assets in the 2008–09 Pre-
election Financial Projections Statement, rising to $658 million in 2011–12. What I cannot understand, based on 
the minister’s answers she gave previously, is why the government was able to incorporate all its election 
commitments into the budget process and deliver a 2008 midyear review that was, effectively, a mini-budget. 
The scope, size and scale of the midyear review was effectively a mini-budget. It included the allocation of 
efficiency dividends and media, marketing and advertising savings—the whole gamut. The government could do 
that in the time frame available in 2008, yet given the same time frame when it is no longer a new government 
and had a fully costed, fully funded plan at the election, it comes into this place and tells us that on this occasion, 
because it is a new government, it cannot do it. Can the government now start to understand why we sit in this 
place and look at it and see that there is a significant inconsistency in the argument put to this house today and 
maybe last night as well? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The member would be aware that the midyear review is a much less comprehensive 
process than a full budget process and that, of course, the 2008 election was undertaken, I think, in August of 
that year — 

Hon Ken Travers: September. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The 2008 election was in September, so in that context, the midyear review, as I am 
sure the member is aware, is a much less onerous process than a full budget process. I have already discussed all 
the factors why this time around the process is more comprehensive and needed to start from fresh. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I agree with the minister that in normal circumstances a midyear review is a less 
extensive process. But when I look at the range of policy decisions and the fact that the government was able to 
include its election commitments in the 2008 midyear review and the government tells us that it cannot do that 
today, I think the key issue, which the minister knows in her own heart and knows that she is not allowed to tell 
this chamber, the real problem, the real complexity of this budget, compared with what happened in 2008, is not 
that this is a new government but that the government now needs to actually find the money to implement its so-
called fully costed, fully funded plan. The government now needs to find the money for the efficiency dividend 
that it incorporated in the previous budget but did not find before the election. That, I believe, is the real 
problem, and the lines that the minister is giving to this chamber today are sheer smokescreens. That is the real 
problem, is it not, minister? The minister knows it. The minister knows that there is nothing that could have 
stopped — 
Hon Simon O’Brien: It’s like Perry Mason or something! 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I could give the cliché speech! 
Hon Simon O’Brien: You were flagging a bit there; I thought I’d better give you some options! 
Hon Sue Ellery: And we can always count on you to do that! That’s what is so fabulous about you, 
Hon Simon O’Brien. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Look, I’m here to help! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The former minister, Hon Simon O’Brien, is like one of those trouts in Tasmania that is 
caught with a bit of chicken feed, but has to be put back so that the next person who comes along to fish has it 
there to catch! 
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The DEPUTY CHAIR: Members, I remind the chamber that Hon Ken Travers has the call. I am very happy to 
give the call to other speakers once Hon Ken Travers is finished, but please respect that Hon Ken Travers is on 
his feet at the moment. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Thank you, Mr Deputy Chair. I am always more than happy to accept an interjection 
from Hon Simon O’Brien. He has been doing it for an awful long time. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Don’t you defy the Chair like that! I was just told to shut up! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There is always an opportunity to give a clichéd speech but I know that with my best 
endeavours I would never be able to surpass the record on that, which Hon Simon O’Brien has set for us all in 
this place. 
It is interesting to note that the government is so very keen to present and run the argument that it is a new 
government. I think it knows in its heart of hearts—you will like this, Hon Simon O’Brien—that all its chickens 
are coming home to roost at once and that it has the perfect storm. There are real problems for this government. 
The problem with this bill is that it is symptomatic and an expression of those problems. It would be wrong for 
this house as a house of review not to make those points to the chamber. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I have a question on which I would like some clarification. I understand that this bill 
covers the three months between the end of the financial year and the time we will be dealing with the 
appropriations—July, August and September. The minister stated yesterday that she expected by the time the bill 
for the 2013–14 budget passes through the parliamentary process, it would be the end of September, which is 
therefore three months. Three months out of a year is 25 per cent of the year, yet this Supply Bill is asking for 
40 per cent of the appropriations of last financial year. I am just wondering why we need 40 per cent of the 
appropriations of last financial year to cover a period of 25 per cent of the financial year. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: This amount of funding is not time constrained. It is related to the level of funding 
that is necessary to get us to when the appropriation bills can take over. This level of funding will continue until 
it expires, by which time the appropriation funding will be in place. There is no specific deadline, date, time line 
or anything of that nature. It has been determined that the amount of $7 942 000 000 is necessary, which is 
around 40 per cent of the 2012–13 level of funding. The appropriation is therefore expected to enable us to 
operate through to the end of October, and I am fairly comfortable that we will get to that point. There is no time 
limit on that level of funding, but the appropriation funding will take it up when this bill has expired. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Part of the second reading speech states that this Supply Bill is necessary because it is 
anticipated that the 2013–14 budget will not complete its passage through Parliament until the end of September 
2013, which therefore necessitates that the stand-alone Supply Bill should just be ignored because we are 
actually calculating the provision of funding to bring us to the end of October 2013. 

Hon Helen Morton: No. 
Hon ADELE FARINA: But that was not stated in the second reading speech. 

Hon Helen Morton: No, it should not be ignored at all. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: It is just beyond a joke! If the time period for which the funding is required was not the 
basis of the calculation, how did the government come to determine that $7.9 billion is required for supply 
funding to get the government through the period until the appropriation bills are passed in this house? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: As I mentioned in the second reading debate, an amount of time is necessary to get 
the appropriation bills into Parliament in August, given that there is a two-week break at the end of August and 
early September when both houses are not sitting. There is then the rollout of estimates hearings after which the 
appropriation bills are passed. That usually takes about three months. A bill therefore usually comes into 
Parliament in May in preparation for May, June and July. This bill takes into account that the same kind of time 
will be taken up. The 40 per cent amount was deemed necessary for that amount of time plus a little extra for 
flexibility. It is a way for the government to ensure that time is available to get the August budget in place for the 
appropriate debate in both houses, with a break from Parliament in that time, plus the estimates hearings that will 
take place in that time. That will get us through to the end of September and into October. That is the time period 
that is necessary, and a bit of leeway is left at the end of it. It is only a small amount. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: It is quite a substantial amount actually. 

Hon Helen Morton: In terms of percentage it’s quite small. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: On any calculation it would be at least seven per cent of the budget in any event. 

I am just a bit curious about the Supply Bill in that I cannot see that it includes any provision that limits the 
application of the Financial Management Act 2006 for this financial year. I am just wondering whether the 
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minister can point out to me where in the Supply Bill the application of the Financial Management Act 2006 is 
limited. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I think the member is referring to the two-month leeway that will apply for July and 
August. That leeway is applicable and necessary only if the Supply Bill is not passed. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I thank the minister for that explanation, as I do not have the Financial Management 
Act in front of me. Just for the record, there is no possibility that the government can gain access to the two 
months of supply that are provided automatically under the Financial Management Act 2006 in addition to the 
$7.9 billion that is provided by this Supply Bill. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is correct. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: My other question on the Supply Bill relates to the second reading speech, which 
states — 

These moneys may be issued and applied to the works, services and purposes for which the 
consolidated account was appropriated by Parliament for the financial year ending 30 June 2013; or, in 
respect of which payments of an extraordinary or unforeseen nature were charged against the 
consolidated account in respect of the financial year ending 30 June 2013 under the Financial 
Management Act 2006. 

As I read that statement, it appears to me that payment can be made through the grant of this Supply Bill only for 
payments of an extraordinary or unforeseen nature that were charged against the consolidated account for the 
financial year ending 30 June 2013. If an act that is extraordinary or unforeseen occurs sometime after 30 June 
2013, does this provision actually apply and enable supply money to be made available for the payment of that 
unforeseen act? It seems to me from what is written in the second reading speech that it is actually limited to 
payment of extraordinary or unforeseen acts that have occurred prior to 30 June 2013. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The Treasurer’s advance would apply from 1 July. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Sorry, I missed that. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The Treasurer’s advance would apply from 1 July. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Can I just clarify that, minister? Does that mean that the Treasurer would actually bring 
a separate bill before this place as a Treasurer’s advance, requesting an advance of money to deal with a payment 
of any extraordinary or unforeseen nature? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, that is not necessary. It is in the Financial Management Act 2006; matters of an 
extraordinary or unforeseen nature could be brought forward through the Treasurer’s advance. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I just want to clarify what the minister was saying there. In effect—I think this is how it 
operates—from 1 July, the government will not have 40 per cent of last year’s budget; it will actually have 
43 per cent available to it. It will have 40 per cent from the Supply Bill, plus it can then spend up to three per 
cent using the Treasurer’s advance authorisation, which is an automatic appropriation contained, I think, in 
section 27 of the Financial Management Act. Is that right? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The member is aware that the Treasurer’s advance applies for the whole year and it is 
three per cent for the whole year, so the amount that would be needed for unforeseen or extraordinary purposes 
would come forward in a Treasurer’s advance at any period throughout that whole year. The Supply Bill we are 
talking about now is the 40 per cent for, as I said before, what I would call regular, ongoing government 
expenditure. That is up and down and never quite even, as the member knows. A Treasurer’s advance is for 
unforeseen and extraordinary payments that may occur — 

Hon Ken Travers: However that is defined! 
Hon HELEN MORTON: However that is defined, but also at whatever time of the year that occurs. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: My point still stands. I accept that a standing appropriation contained in the Financial 
Management Act covers the whole year, but in reality the government would be able to spend on its ordinary 
services up to 40 per cent, then on top of that, for unforeseen or extraordinary expenditure, it could spend a 
further three per cent. But that would then mean that if, after the budget is brought down in September, there 
were any other unforeseen or extraordinary expenditures, the government would have to come back to the 
Parliament to get a further Treasurer’s advance to add to that. So, in effect, between the passage of this bill and 
the budget, the government could spend up to 43 per cent of total expenditure—40 per cent through supply, and 
three per cent through the standing appropriation under the Financial Management Act for the Treasurer’s 
advance. 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: The time from 1 July to 8 August is about a month, and somehow or other the 
member is imagining that the government would be likely to undertake a Treasurer’s advance for three per cent 
of the budget in that time. If there were some kind of catastrophic issue that occurred in Western Australia—I 
cannot remember or think off the top of my head what that might be; something really serious that would need 
additional funding — 

Hon Ken Travers: Minister, you know the terms “unforeseen” and “extraordinary” have been used very broadly 
to allow for government agencies to blow their budgets. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is the member’s view of the world, but it is most unlikely that within that one 
month, five weeks or whatever it is, the issues and concerns that the member is expressing would come to 
fruition. Nevertheless, the capability or capacity for government to address an unforeseen catastrophe or 
something of that nature is there. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am not suggesting anything untoward on the part of the government, other than that it 
will continue that practice. I am not suggesting that it is anything novel; for as long as I have been in this 
chamber there have been debates around what “unforeseen” and “extraordinary” mean. The minister and I both 
know that for many years, governments of both persuasions—I am happy to say, and rightly or wrongly—have 
interpreted those terms to not take their ordinary meaning; it has been understood that anything that has not been 
budgeted for is “unforeseen” so that the government can use the Treasurer’s advance to spend money on it. That 
is the way it has been interpreted, so to suggest that funds will be available to agencies only in the event of a 
catastrophe runs counter to the way that the words have been previously interpreted. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Minister, I would like some assistance in understanding the relationship between clause 
3 and clause 4. Clause 3 sets out that $7.9 billion, in general terms, will be made available under this Supply Bill. 
My question is: how does that relate to what then comes in clause 4, which states — 

The sums referred to in section 3(1) are to be available to satisfy the warrants under the hand of the 
Governor, given under the law now in force, for any services and purposes voted by the Legislative 
Assembly during the year beginning on 1 July 2013 and ending on 30 June 2014. 

Does that mean that, in addition to what is set out in the second reading speech—which is that the money that is 
provided in this Supply Bill will be used and applied to the works, services and purposes for which the 
consolidated account was appropriated by the Parliament for the financial year ending 30 June 2013; or, in 
respect of which payments of an extraordinary or unforeseen nature were charged against the consolidated 
account in respect of the financial year ending 30 June 2013 under the Financial Management Act 2006—clause 
4 actually introduces a (c)? 

Hon Helen Morton: A what? 

Hon ADELE FARINA: A third part. It seems to me that clause 4 sits well outside what has been stated in the 
second reading speech. As I understand it, it was explained in the second reading speech that the moneys could 
be spent for the normal purposes of government as they were appropriated by the Parliament for the year ending 
30 June 2013, and for any payments of an extraordinary or unforeseen nature that, again, were charged against 
the consolidated account in respect of the financial year ending 30 June 2013. However, clause 4 seems to deal 
with something post 30 June 2013; it is dealing with the period starting on 1 July 2013 and ending on 30 June 
2014. That seems to me to sit well outside what has been outlined in the second reading speech. I just want to be 
clear on the intent of clause 4 and how it relates to the amount of money that has been identified in clause 3 as 
being the amount of money that is required to meet the two purposes that were set out in the second reading 
speech. It seems to me that between 1 July 2013 and the date on which the appropriations are passed by both 
houses of Parliament, which will be sometime in September or October 2013, the Legislative Assembly can vote 
for additional moneys to be spent on anything and it does not require the consent of this house, which I find 
absolutely disgraceful. If the minister is telling me that $7.9 billion is the amount that has been calculated by 
Treasury for what is needed for the purposes set out in the second reading speech to bring us through until the 
end of October, how will we pay for whatever additional funds may be required, as set out in clause 4 of the bill? 
What sorts of things could we be looking at, potentially? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I know that the member is looking for clarification on clauses 3 and 4. My suspicion, 
although I am not certain, is that the member is reading from the second reading speech that was subsequently 
amended. I would really appreciate looking at it to see whether that is the case. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: It was provided to me by the attendants here in the chamber. It is titled “Second 
Reading Speech: Supply Bill 2013” by Hon Helen Morton, the Minister for Mental Health representing the 
Treasurer. There is no date on it. I have just been provided with another copy that looks identical. 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: My advisers tell me that the member is reading from the unamended second reading 
speech. It was subsequently amended in Parliament on the following day. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I am really confused. This is the second reading speech that has been provided to me 
twice now by the attendants. I do not understand how we can have two versions of a second reading speech. My 
understanding is that a bill is second read and there is just one second reading speech. I do not understand why 
there are two versions. I am now completely confused about what we are considering. I think we need to adjourn 
the debate on this matter so that it can be clarified because it is impossible for me to vote on a bill when I am not 
clear what I am voting on as there are inconsistencies between the second reading speech and the bill that is 
currently before the house. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Stephen Dawson): I am advised that the only official record of the proceedings of 
the house is Hansard and that the minister rose the following day and amended her second reading speech, so 
that would stand as the official record; therefore, there should be no question about what is the official record. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I wonder whether we might ask for some further advice because although I accept that 
Hansard is ultimately the record, if members ask staff to provide them with the second reading speech and we 
know an amendment has been made to it, surely members should be advised of that. It is pretty difficult for us to 
participate in a debate if we are moving in and out of the chamber and have not picked up that an amendment has 
been made to the second reading speech. I wonder whether the Deputy Chair might seek some advice to ensure 
that we are provided with the reference in Hansard if we are to participate in this debate. Hon Adele Farina has 
in good faith asked for the second reading speech twice and has been provided with a copy that was not 
subsequently amended. We need to know when that happens. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: I thank the Leader of the Opposition for her comment. The Clerk has assured me that 
the old copies of the document will be destroyed and will not be distributed again. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I will read the amendment that was read into Hansard on the following day. 

Hon Sue Ellery: If you just tell us the date, at least we can get the Hansard for that. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: While the minister works out the date, I have asked the Clerk to ensure that copies of 
the correct amended second reading speech are distributed as soon as possible. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: While the advisers are seeking the exact date, I will outline what was said. On the day 
after I second read the Supply Bill, I said — 

I wish to advise of two corrections to the second reading speech of the Supply Bill that I delivered 
yesterday. 

Does Hon Adele Farina have the old copy with her? If not, she can have this copy and she will be able to 
compare it with the old copy. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: I am advised that the bill was second read on 22 May, so the minister would have made 
the correction on 23 May. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: On 23 May, I said — 

The sentence beginning, “This bill appropriates the consolidated account in aggregate” refers to the 
financial year ending 30 June 2013. This date should read 30 June 2014. 

That was the first correction. I then said — 

The second correction is to remove the following clause, which reads — 

or, in respect of which payments of an extraordinary or unforeseen nature were charged against 
the consolidated account in respect of the financial year ending 30 June 2013 under the 
Financial Management Act 2006. 

That paragraph was completely removed. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I am now even more confused, because the second reading speech is now reported to 
say that this bill appropriates the consolidated account in aggregate so that the moneys may be issued and 
applied to works, services and purposes for which the consolidated account was appropriated by the Parliament 
for the financial year ending 30 June 2014. There has been no appropriation by this Parliament for how moneys 
are to be spent for the financial year ending 30 June 2014. My concern relates to not only how clause 4 fits in 
with the bill, but also how the whole bill fits in with the second reading speech and how we can make any sense 
of this. This amendment assumes that an appropriation has been made by the Parliament for the financial year 
ending 30 June 2014, and there has not been. How does this get us anywhere? I look forward to the minister’s 
explanation. 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: That clause relates to an obligation to ensure that any expenditure that is undertaken 
through the Supply Bill is properly reflected in the appropriation bill 2013–14. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: This is really a frustrating debate, because without the words that I can continue to 
reflect on, I just have to go on what the minister has said. I ask that the minister again read out the amendment 
that she read in on 23 May so that I can check that the wording is as she has indicated. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: This debate is really focusing on clauses 3 and 4 of the bill, and we are still on 
clause 1. I will make that information absolutely available when we get to clauses 3 or 4. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Minister, I was advised earlier that, as Hon Adele Farina has pointed out with a number 
of clauses and the general bill, her questions are in order, so I am happy to continue in that vein. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am happy to read it out. I will respond with what I said in the house — 

I wish to advise of two corrections to the second reading speech of the Supply Bill that I delivered 
yesterday. The sentence beginning, “This bill appropriates the consolidated account in aggregate” refers 
to the financial year ending 30 June 2013. This date should read 30 June 2014. The second correction is 
to remove the following clause, which reads — 

or, in respect of which payments of an extraordinary or unforeseen nature were charged against 
the consolidated account in respect of the financial year ending 30 June 2013 under the 
Financial Management Act 2006. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: As I understand what the minister has said, the only change in the first part of the 
paragraph starting “This bill appropriates the consolidated account” is the change from 2013 to 2014. It should 
now read — 

This bill appropriates the consolidated account in aggregate pending the subsequent detailed 
appropriations. These moneys may be issued and applied to the works, services and purposes for which 
the consolidated account was appropriated by Parliament for the financial year ending 30 June 2014 … 

Again, it assumes that Parliament has made an appropriation because it actually states “for which the 
consolidated account was appropriated by Parliament for the financial year ending 30 June 2014”. The minister 
will not give us any indication about what the government intends to expend the supply moneys on, and simply 
says that it is to continue the work of Parliament. We were under the understanding that it was to continue the 
work of Parliament as it was appropriated under the budget for the financial year ending 30 June 2013 and also 
to deal with any unforeseen or extraordinary events. Now we are being told that it is not to do with that at all; 
this Supply Bill will enable the government to spend money on anything that Parliament appropriates money for 
in the financial year ending 30 June 2014. We are being asked to agree to a bill that appropriates money to be 
spent in a way that Parliament will decide on at some future time. Are we serious? This is worse than skeletal 
legislation. The minister says that she does not want to deal with hypotheticals, yet she presents a hypothetical 
bill to this Parliament. It is just extraordinary. What we are doing today, tomorrow, the next day or whenever we 
pass this legislation is giving the government carte blanche to spend the money provided through the Supply Bill 
on absolutely anything it wishes to. Let us forget about the appropriations for the financial year ending 30 June 
2013, which we can at least go to the budget papers and have some understanding of. Let us forget about 
circumstances of an extraordinary or unforeseen nature. We are talking about absolutely anything. Not only do 
we have a new government, but also we have a new party, because it is ignoring all its pre-election 
commitments, and we have absolutely no idea what it might want to spend this money on. The government 
thinks it is quite appropriate for it to come to this place and ask for a cheque for up to $7.9 billion to spend on 
whatever it likes and it expects that we will sit here quietly and nod our agreement without any justification at 
all. 

The minister has now made the case for why she needs to provide this chamber with some indication of how the 
government intends to spend the supply money. This is not a standard Supply Bill. The government is asking for 
carte blanche approval by Parliament to spend money however it likes without having to provide any 
justification to this Parliament before it spends the money. And that is the issue here. We will have absolutely no 
idea how that money will be spent because, from the minister’s explanation, we will not find out until she comes 
to us with the appropriation bill for the financial year ending 30 June 2014. This is ridiculous. The government is 
asking us to retrospectively approve anything it has decided to spend the money on in the intervening period. It 
is unknown to me that a Parliament should ever be asked to give this sort of retrospective approval. It is taking 
retrospective approval to a whole new height. It is just as well that I asked the question. Should a matter relating 
to this budget ever go to court, I think the judge would find it very hard to locate in Hansard a statement by the 
minister that amended the second reading speech. It is certainly unheard of. It has certainly not happened in the 
time that I have been associated with Parliament. If I had not asked the question, it would not have been 
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contained within the discussion of this bill, as would normally be found in Hansard. I am pleased that I asked 
this question and the matter has been brought to light. 

We really need some clarification from the minister about what the government intends to spend this money on. 
The minister needs to provide some explanation, because the government is asking for carte blanche approval to 
spend the money on whatever it likes and not be limited in any way to appropriations that are known by this 
chamber and by the general community. Given that this is a new government and, in my view, a new party, 
because it just ignored all the commitments it made before the election — 

Hon Ken Travers: A Premier with amnesia. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: That is correct. I think the honourable member has a point there. 

How does the government expect us to approve a bill that gives it carte blanche approval to spend money 
however it likes? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: A Supply Bill provides approval for the government to continue to spend an 
aggregate amount. Hon Adele Farina read the following — 

These moneys may be issued and applied to the works, services and purposes for which the 
consolidated account was appropriated by Parliament for the financial year ending 30 June 2014 … 

That makes it very clear that the moneys may be issued and applied to the works, services and purposes for 
which the consolidated account is then appropriated—the word “then” is not there but that is what it refers to—
by Parliament for the financial year ending 30 June 2014. There is no inconsistency in this part of the clause or 
the second reading speech; they are entirely consistent. I am very pleased that the member raised this matter 
because before she did, I had no idea that she had the unamended version of that second reading speech. It makes 
life difficult for people if they do not have those amendments. I agree with that. I am sitting here with my 
amended Supply Bill and second reading speech. Behind it is the old speech, so I can refer back if I need to. I 
agree with the member. It is good that she raised that matter because I was not aware that she was looking at an 
unamended copy of it when she made those comments. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: One of the things that we need to clarify is that there is no amended second reading 
speech. The second reading speech was amended. I know it is a subtle way of describing it but the minister made 
a second reading speech and then she made corrections to it. They are not even amendments. She advised the 
house that there were errors in her second reading speech. I understand why the Clerks will be distributing the 
second reading speech that the minister gave. The only thing that needs to be added is the minister’s corrections 
to clarify that there were errors in that second reading speech. That is probably the better way for the house to 
describe it. 

It is best to deal with this now rather than waiting to debate clause 4. This is a Supply Bill but it allows us to 
spend money. Ultimately, the government still needs to appropriate that money. Will the money be appropriated 
in appropriation bills no 1 and no 2 or is it the government’s intention to appropriate it in appropriation bills no 3 
and no 4? If there is a Treasurer’s advance, it may even get out to no 5 and no 6. I think I recall appropriation bill 
no 5 and no 6 being introduced. Could the minister clarify whether the money that the government is allowed to 
spend under this bill will be appropriated in appropriation bills no 1 and no 2 that come down with the budget or 
is it the government’s intention to bring in appropriation bills no 3 and no 4 later? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It will be no 1 and no 2. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am intrigued as to how that will work. I would imagine that appropriation bills no 1 
and no 2 will be fixed as at the budget cut-off date. There will then be a period between the budget cut-off date 
for no 1 and no 2 and the introduction of the budget and the passage of the budget bill, at which point it will still 
be operating under supply. I would have thought in those circumstances to be able to get the exact figure of the 
appropriation that the minister requires, she would need to do it as part of appropriation no 3 and no 4. Could the 
minister clarify that for us? 

Committee interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 2144.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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