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APPROPRIATION (RECURRENT 2010–11 TO 2013–14) SUPPLEMENTARY BILL 2014 
Restoration to Notice Paper — Motion 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [10.07 am]: I move — 

That the Appropriation (Recurrent 2010–11 to 2013–14) Supplementary Bill 2014 be restored to the 
point it reached prior to its removal from the notice paper on Tuesday, 16 February 2016. 

Maybe I will have a bit more luck convincing the government to support my position on this motion, unlike the 
previous debate. I propose to restore two bills to the notice paper. I will make some comments and I am sure the 
Leader of the House will not mind me speaking on both of them, and in that way I will not need to repeat myself. 
I dare say the motions to restore the Appropriation (Recurrent 2010–11 to 2013–14) Supplementary Bill 2014 
and the Appropriation (Capital 2010–11 to 2013–14) Supplementary Bill 2014to the notice paper will be dealt 
with cognately in any event, and the Treasurer is nodding his head furiously at me. 

I do not intend to speak for a huge amount of time, but it is worthwhile to just quickly outline the history of bills 
from the government side that have fallen off the notice paper. It is not unusual for notices of motion from the 
opposition to fall off after 12 months; it is, however, unusual for government bills to fall off. Since 2003, there 
have been only eight pieces of government legislation that have fallen off the notice paper, including the 
Royal Perth Hospital Protection Bill 2008, which fell off twice; the Land Acquisition Legislation Amendment 
(Compensation) Bill 2014 that the leader of government business has already reintroduced; the 
Aboriginal Heritage Amendment Bill 2014, which we just voted on; and, of course, the Prostitution Bill 2011, 
which was not progressed by the government in its first term, despite being a very important part of the election 
of the Barnett government in 2008. What is unusual here is that we are talking about appropriation bills. 

Just very quickly, in a couple of minutes, the history of this is that prior to 2003 Parliament was prorogued each 
year. At the end of each year, everything on the notice paper effectively fell off. In 2003, Hon John Kobelke, the 
then Leader of the House, made a referral to the Procedure and Privileges Committee stating that the Governor 
had received advice from the State Solicitor that Parliament did not need to prorogue each year and, basically, it 
only needed to prorogue each term—so, at the end of each four-year cycle. That was then referred to the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee and its fourth report of 2003 came back to the house. I will quickly read 
what that committee said that led to standing order 144A —  

Currently upon prorogation all business on the Notice Paper is removed. Orders of the Day for bills can 
be restored on motion. If no prorogation occurs, some Orders of the Day (private members, 
Legislative Council messages, etc.) could remain on the Notice Paper for several years. It is desirable to 
have a mechanism that allows an automatic clean up of stale Orders of the Day which are not being 
proceeded with and accordingly it is proposed that Orders of the Day which have not been debated for 
12 months be automatically removed from the Notice Paper. 

That led into what has become standing order 144A about the motion that we are effectively debating now to 
allow legislation to come back on the notice paper. Since that recommended change in 2003, as I said, it has 
applied to only eight pieces of legislation, but it has never before been an appropriation bill. It is important for 
this to come back on for debate—I am surprised that the government did not see it as important enough to debate 
it at all for 12 months—because of the significant amounts of money that it deals with. This is effectively the 
money that is spent pursuant to section 27 of the Financial Management Act. There are four subsections. 
Subsection (2) states — 

The Treasurer may authorise expenditure in a financial year that exceeds the amount appropriated by an 
Appropriation Act for that year for expenditure … 

That applies to what is described as “extraordinary or unforeseen matters”. This got a lot of debate earlier in the 
Barnett government’s life, particularly in the first term when the recurrent spend was very high, running at 
around 10 per cent average growth per annum. The Treasurer’s advance was enormous. We are effectively 
seeking to retrospectively approve the money spent under section 27 of the FMA, which should be for 
extraordinary or unforeseen matters, but, as we know, over the years extraordinary or unforeseen matters capture 
basically any government decision regardless of how extraordinary or unforeseen they may be. The opposition 
thinks that the government should support us in moving the motion to have the Appropriation (Recurrent 2010–
11 to 2013–14) Supplementary Bill 2014 put back on the notice paper because we are not talking about 
insignificant sums of money. For the recurrent bill, we are talking about $1.4 billion spent outside of the 
appropriation process over the years 2010–11 to 2013–14, as set out in the Treasurer’s second reading speech. 
Over that period, $1.4 billion in recurrent payments was not approved by this Parliament. We have not seen 
anything and it was not in the budget or the appropriation bills. It has been spent. Under section 27 of the FMA, 
we have to come back and talk about this. Interestingly, the government introduced this bill but declined to 
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debate it for 12 months. Embarrassingly, it has therefore fallen off the notice paper. I can kind of understand why 
it has fallen off. The Appropriation (Capital 2010–11 to 2013–14) Supplementary Bill 2014, which is the next 
notice of motion that I have on the notice paper, deals with just over $157 million spent in capital, not according 
to an appropriation bill, outside of the budget process under section 27 of the Financial Management Act. I am 
surprised that this fell off the notice paper. The finances and financial management have been, I think we would 
all agree, a big part of the Barnett government’s story since 2008. Everyone in this room agrees that the 
Barnett government has spent huge sums of money; that is not in dispute. However, doing that and spending 
significant sums of money outside the Parliament’s processes means there needs to be a sense of priority in the 
government to ensure that the matter is debated in a transparent way. I hope that the Treasurer will get to his feet 
and say that he is comfortable with this bill going back on the notice paper and that he looks forward to debating 
it this year. I also hope, certainly like former Treasurer Buswell and maybe Treasurer Porter, he gives the 
opposition a detailed list of the breakdown of that spend so that we can debate whether there were, in the first 
instance, indeed extraordinary or unforeseen or, in our view, reasonable circumstances. I do not think there is 
anything controversial about this motion, unlike the Aboriginal Heritage Amendment Bill 2014. This is an 
important part of the transparency of how the government spends public money, which has been, let us be frank, 
rampant over a long period. The fact that this bill has fallen off the notice paper is embarrassing for the 
government. The government should support this motion to have it put back on the notice paper and hopefully 
have it brought on for debate before Parliament is finally prorogued at the end of this year. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [10.15 am]: As I foreshadowed in the previous debate to bring the 
Aboriginal Heritage Amendment Bill 2014 back onto the notice paper, I support the member for Victoria Park in 
his motion to bring back what I believe are very important appropriation bills. They have been sitting on the 
notice paper since the dying days of 2014, so we are talking close to 18 months ago. They were not debated last 
year when they should have been because they are very important bills. As the member for Victoria Park said, 
they allow this Parliament to scrutinise the executive’s expenditure. I believe letting these bills drop off the 
notice paper and not reinstating them is total arrogance on behalf of the Premier. He is the one who makes the 
decisions, not the Treasurer; the Treasurer is a very knowledgeable person and many people think that he should 
be Premier, but he is not. The Premier makes these decisions; he is a one-man band. The simple fact is that these 
bills should have been debated last year. We saw an absolute debacle in this chamber on the dying day of the 
sitting last year. It was an absolute debacle; I have never seen it in the 24 years that I have been here. I am not 
blaming the Whip, although he has some responsibility, and I am not necessarily blaming the Leader of the 
House, because it is a very arduous job. I did it for four years and I did it in opposition for nearly eight years, so 
I know what a job it is. Notwithstanding that, the government has a responsibility to run the business of this 
house. I have never seen the house close on one day and open up a new Parliament sitting on the same day. The 
member for Mandurah moved the motion at that time, which curtailed the possibility, to some extent, of debating 
these very important bills that need to be reinstated and that is the motion to reinstate these bills. Unfortunately, 
the member for Mandurah was not here in the dying hours of that day because other legislation was supposed to 
be coming on — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Member, you just need to keep to the question that the bill be 
restored. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Madam Acting Speaker, I am actually trying to do that. I am explaining why these bills 
dropped off the notice paper and they should not have. I honestly believe that I am keeping within the realms of 
the standing orders. The problem that we had on the last sitting day was that, as I say, it was all over the place. 
We could have sat for another two weeks and debated these bills. We could have debated the 
Aboriginal Heritage Amendment Bill 2014 if we wanted to, but some people wanted to get off early and enjoy 
Christmas. That is fine, but do not deny the rights of this Parliament and the rights of every member in this house 
to speak on such important bills and to find out about and scrutinise the government on such important bills as 
the appropriation bills. I think the shadow Treasurer said that it was $1.4 billion; that is not an insignificant 
amount. It might be to some people and I will not name them at this stage, but I will later. To everybody else, 
$1.4 billion is a huge amount. We should have dealt with that. On the last sitting day when I believe that these 
bills should have been brought on, what did we do? The Leader of the House said that he wanted to take two 
bills at the end of that day; one was the Integrity (Lobbyists) Bill 2014 and the other was the Noongar (Koorah, 
Nitja, Boordahwan) (Past, Present, Future) Recognition Bill 2015. We dealt with the integrity bill fairly quickly 
in the second sitting of Parliament that day. We should have dealt with the Noongar bill, because that was moved 
by the Leader of the House. The Clerk on the day read out that that bill be now taken. That was the Premier’s 
bill, but he was not here. That is another very important bill, but he was in the bar watching telly, as I understand 
it. He was not here to deal with his own bill. What happened? Because there was nobody here to take carriage of 
the bill, the manager of opposition business moved that the debate be adjourned. That was the only thing she 
could do—she could have moved that the house be adjourned, but there were other things — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: That was the Whip, not me. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I think that the member for Midland moved that the debate be adjourned. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Anyway, member. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I have it that she did. That curtailed the debate once again. We could have sat for another 
two weeks; we got up in November. When I first came in here, we would often sit until December—the middle 
of December, sometimes. When there are important bill such as appropriation bills, I think if we have to sit for 
two extra weeks, not everybody likes to, but we should do that. We have an obligation to represent the people in 
our electorates and to be able to scrutinise such important bills. 

We have the biggest debt ever in Western Australian history. The Appropriation (Recurrent 2010–11 to 2013–
14) Supplementary Bill 2014 contains some important information. From my recollection, a lot of information 
has come out during debate on these types of appropriation bills about money being spent without the 
authorisation of Parliament and not having been part of the budget process. By not allowing this bill back onto 
the notice paper, this Parliament is being denied the right to interrogate the Treasurer and his staff, who would 
know all the details. Members would be surprised that in the past I have seen some very, very interesting 
conclusions and facts come out in relation to spending that nobody knew about. That is why this bill should be 
brought back on. 

The government will control this place using secrecy if that is what it wants to do. I see that as what is happening 
now. The government does not want the monetary situation to be scrutinised because its irresponsible financial 
management is there for everybody to see. This will be another case, I believe, of seeing where money has been 
spent in an irresponsible way; I am certain of it. That is why the government does not want the bill to come on. 

Also, because it would be a general speaking debate, members can talk about anything they like. The 
government is denying members on both sides of the house—backbenchers on my side, of which I am one, and 
members on the other side of the house—the opportunity to talk on important issues. That is the purpose of this 
bill. That is the purpose of all appropriation bills. When the government learned on the last sitting date that this 
was a general debate bill, in my view that is when it decided it did not want to bring it back on. The government 
could bring it back on, and it would still not be debated. The only time I have seen bills fall off the notice paper 
in a situation like this is when Parliament has been prorogued when an election was called—either an early 
election like the Premier of the day in — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Carpenter. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Carpenter—I could not remember his name; he was not in this place long! 

When Carpenter called the early election in 2008, all the bills on the notice paper fell off the notice paper, and 
that was it. That happens after prorogation. This is my twenty-fourth year in Parliament and there are only two 
other members in this house who have been here as long as I have—the Leader of the House and the Premier. 
We have spent more time in this Parliament than any other — 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, no; the three longest serving members are on this side. The member for Midland came 
in after we first sat, so we have six months or nine months—whatever it was — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: A year. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: We are a year ahead of her. She is certainly the first female member to be in this place for 
that length of time, and I congratulate her on that. 

We are talking about the importance of this bill being reinstated to the notice paper so that this Parliament can do 
its job and scrutinise the spending, whether wise or foolish, of this government. It is totally wrong for the 
executive to usurp the rights and privileges of this Parliament by not reinstating this bill, by not debating it last 
year and by not sitting an extra two weeks. We will not sit 22 weeks this year; we will sit 20 weeks, if we are 
lucky. I know why the Premier does not want this bill on the notice paper: he wants to try to clear as much as he 
can of the notice paper because the house, with all due respect, has been badly run for the last few years. I am 
not blaming the Leader of the House. Let me make it quite clear that I quite like him. He does his very best in 
very difficult circumstances. The person who runs this house is the one — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: — who has no clothes! I assure members that that is the situation. I know that because it is 
similar to when I was Leader of the House. I do not blame the present Leader of the House. 

I am surprised that my backbench colleagues do not want this bill reinstated. It would give them another 
opportunity to get speeches on the record and send them out to their constituencies in time for the next election. 
They and members opposite are being denied that, but the opposition will have more opportunity to speak than 
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backbenchers on this side of the house. We will be encouraged to sit down, shut up and keep quiet: “This is an 
important year; we just want to go to the election. We don’t want you speaking out of turn.” But it is wrong, 
wrong, wrong for the government to abuse parliamentary privileges and procedures in the way it is by not 
reintroducing this bill. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Treasurer) [10.25 am]: The history the member for Victoria Park read out 
was interesting. I tried to get it from Treasury but could not, so I thank him for that. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: You need to speak to the Clerk. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Okay—a better source. 

The issue is the Appropriation (Recurrent 2010–11 to 2013–14) Supplementary Bill 2014. All the information 
included in that bill has been presented to Parliament in some fashion already, so it is basically a look at history. 
Going back to 2010, a bill before the house that fell off the notice paper because it was not debated for 
12 months was an issue last year. The issue was that it went up from 2010–11, and 2011–12 was dropped off and 
was not debated because of the election. Those years were added to the 2012–13 and 2013–14 bills. In late 
September or early October, after the Annual Report on State Finances, the data for 2014–15 was sitting there 
ready to supplement, and we were preparing a supplementary appropriations bill. The issue last year was 
whether we should debate the 2010–11 to 2013–14 years or whether we should amend the bill to include another 
year that has now has finished—2014–15. 

I do not support this motion, but I confirm that we will bring on another supplementary appropriation bill that 
will include all these years—2010–11 through to 2013–14; the bill we are debating now, the one that fell off the 
notice paper—and add to it 2014–15 because the data and results are now available. They became available in 
early October, after the issuance of the statement of state finances. We will not agree to add the bill that fell off 
the notice paper. This calendar year of 2016 we will bring forward for debate, as required, a new appropriation 
supplementary bill that will include 2010–11 through to 2014–15. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: When will you bring that bill in? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is being prepared, and we will bring it forward and put it on the notice paper. It is 
a requirement, and I commit to having that adequately debated during 2016. 

One thing I cannot commit to—it will be interesting because we will prorogue for the election during 2015–16; it 
is an important year—is that the results for that year will be available. They will not be available until 
late September or early October. I cannot say that we will get that through, but I will try. However, I will give 
a commitment that we will bring in new appropriations recurrent and appropriations capital supplementary bills 
that will include all the years and all the information available in the bill that fell off the notice paper and add it 
to 2014–15. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [10.28 am]: I want to speak to this motion because, basically, we do not trust 
this government when it comes to transparency and accountability. It is quite incredible that in 2015 we are 
unable to talk about a bill that relates to expenditure from 2010–11. 

The Treasurer’s advance is for urgent and unforeseen circumstances. It is for extraordinary items. I will make 
a couple of points on what the Treasurer said. He said, “Well, we’re going to have another one, so we don’t need 
to debate this one. We’re going to add it all together.” On that basis, we may as well have one budget bill for 
four years because there will be another budget bill. It does not make sense. These bills should be released 
annually. This is the minimum level of accountability of government. 

A key point is that the Treasurer said that the items included in these bills have been somehow disclosed in other 
forms. They are shown only in aggregate numbers in the budget papers. The prospective spending in each budget 
is scrutinised through the budget and estimates processes. This will not allow that same level of scrutiny of an 
enormous expenditure. Again, we are seeing a government that is not willing to face the basic tests of 
accountability and transparency on expenditure. It is a disgrace that the government has held on to this 
expenditure year upon year and now says that it is doing some more things so it wants to combine it. With that 
logic, the government would not have annual budgets; it might as well just introduce one budget for four years. It 
is absolutely not acceptable. 

The Liberal Party is very proud of its financial record. It is proud of its record levels of net debt. It is proud of its 
record deficits. We hear it all the time. If it is so proud of its financial record, why does it not want to be held to 
account? It does not want to talk about it. The reality is that the government knows it cannot manage the finances 
so it wants to limit the opportunity to discuss it. I notice that Eric Ripper was quoted in the newspaper today. 
I remember when I was working in government and we had to bring in these Treasurer’s advances. It was 
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difficult. The then Treasurer did not like doing it because this is expenditure that basically should not occur. It is 
extraordinary expenditure; it is something that does not go through the proper processes of Parliament, frankly. It 
is not subject to the annual appropriation bills. He was reluctant to undertake spending out of the normal budget 
cycle. But that is all this government does. We should remember that it introduces draft budgets into this place. It 
does not know what is in them. When we say to ministers that a certain budget says something, they say, “That is 
Treasury’s document; I have never seen it.” They treat the budget papers as draft documents prepared by 
Treasury, which they have no ownership of. The Minister for Health is a key example. I do not think he has ever 
read a budget paper. He never sticks to them. He has never read them. It is something that Treasury concocts 
without his involvement! That is how the Minister for Health sees it. These are key elements of transparency and 
accountability. It is a disgrace that it is not being introduced. 

I wish to make another key point. Because this expenditure is extraordinary, we asked for an itemised list of 
expenditure. We have not received that since 2009–10. We have not had it for four or five years. The Treasurer 
at that time—I think it was Troy Buswell—provided an itemised list of expenditure. That is the basic test of 
accountability. The government comes to this place and says that it is still spending out of control. Frankly, if the 
Treasurer’s expenditure is so tight, he should not be introducing new Treasurer’s advances for 2015–16. If his 
budget process is so strong, as he says it is, he should not be introducing these advances. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: What you’re saying, member, is that the money spent to fight forest fires, which are very 
unpredictable, is not appropriate. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Treasurer is saying that he has not adequately funded the Fire and Emergency Services 
Authority to fight fires. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: As you well know — 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No. The government comes into this place each year warning people about the fire season, 
but the Treasurer obviously does not fund FESA to fight fires. That is what the Treasurer is saying. We heard 
that from the member for Murray–Wellington yesterday. The Treasurer is saying to me that he does not 
adequately fund the fire agencies. Each year we have the propaganda machine saying, “Everyone, take your own 
responsibility because the Treasurer does not accept responsibility.” 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Each year the government seems to have a massive fire under its watch. It should be part of 
the budget process. The Treasurer is telling me that there was inadequate funding to fight those fires. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: There’s always extra funding for firefighting. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Well, that is what the Treasurer is telling him. That is his admission. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: If it’s in here, it’s inappropriate. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Treasurer has been caught out. He is telling me today that he did not have adequate 
funding in the budget to fight that fire. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: No, we’re not. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That is what he is saying. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: You cannot maintain an argument. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That is what the Treasurer is saying—that he did not have adequate funding in his budget. 
What was it—$30 billion? The Treasurer did not have enough funding in the budget to fight the fires. That is 
what he said. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Just remind yourselves that the Hansard reporter is trying to 
take down the words. If you are yelling at each other across the floor, that cannot happen. I think we have done 
that. Treasurer, please restrict your interjections now. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Treasurer used an extreme example. Is he telling me that $1.4 billion of expenditure 
from 2010–11 to 2013–14 was to fight fires? Is that what he is telling me? Is he saying that $1.4 billion was to 
fight fires? Again, there is no level of transparency. The Treasurer is sitting next to the Minister for Planning, 
whom I admire in some ways but he failed to bring in an operational report with any numbers. As I said, I was 
surprised the page numbers were kept in the operational report as everything was blacked out. It was an absolute 
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disgrace. He was caught out. I heard him on the radio saying, “Maybe we went a bit overboard blacking out 
those numbers.” You guys cannot submit yourselves to any scrutiny. I find it extraordinary that a former director 
of the Institute of Public Affairs was agog and aghast when we said that debt is really high or that 
Western Australia has a record deficit. He was shocked that we would be questioning the Treasurer for bringing 
in a $30 billion deficit. He was shocked and insulted that we questioned the Treasurer for delivering a $30 billion 
debt. Yet again, we have seen a government that is proud of its financial record but unwilling to talk about it in 
this place. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Ms J.M. Freeman) casting her vote with the ayes, with 
the following result — 

Ayes (21) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Ms M.M. Quirk Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Ms J. Farrer Ms S.F. McGurk Ms R. Saffioti  
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Mr C.J. Tallentire  
Mr R.F. Johnson Mr P. Papalia Mr P.C. Tinley  
 

Noes (33) 

Mr P. Abetz Ms W.M. Duncan Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr F.A. Alban Ms E. Evangel Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.M. Francis Mr R.S. Love Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr W.R. Marmion Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr I.M. Britza Mr B.J. Grylls Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr K.D. Hames Ms L. Mettam Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Mr V.A. Catania Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms A.R. Mitchell  
Ms M.J. Davies Mr C.D. Hatton Mr N.W. Morton  
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A.P. Jacob Dr M.D. Nahan  
 

            
Pair 

 Mr F.M. Logan Mr P.T. Miles 
 
Question thus negatived. 
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