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

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [10.42 am]: I move — 
That the Appropriation (Capital 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. 

As members know, I am always trying to be helpful to the government. When the government does not see the 
urgency of debating its own legislation and that legislation falls off the notice paper, I am here to help! I have 
moved the motion to allow the government to debate its own legislation. I am going to speak only briefly on this 
motion. We have basically gone through the argument, the Leader of the House will be happy to know, but 
I understand the government’s argument to not debate its appropriation legislation is that there is more to come; 
therefore, we cannot debate the Appropriation (Capital 2010–11 to 2013–14) Supplementary Bill 2014 because it 
has already been introduced and fallen off the notice paper. The member for West Swan has outlined the 
opposition’s view on that. To be frank, we do not trust the government to bring on the debate in a timely manner 
to allow fulsome analysis of the spending outside the budget process. We heard the Treasurer say, by way of 
interjection, that because the government did not budget for fire over this summer, it had to have an 
extraordinary and unforeseen allocation for the Fire and Emergency Services Authority. It strikes me that a fire 
over summer is not extraordinary or unforeseen but is something that we should be prepared for when we look at 
what has been happening over the summers for a long time now. 
I am interested in why the government would not want this bill reinstated, because the Treasurer could bring on 
next year’s—that is, the 2014–15 bill—as well, if indeed the government is going to continue to have 
extraordinary and unforeseen spending. To be frank, as I have said, the financial management of the government 
has been a topic of much interest and debate over the time of the Barnett government—since 2008—and having 
adequate debate around money that is spent outside the ordinary budget process is fundamental to accountability 
and transparency of government because we do not get the same processes that we get through the budget, when 
we get to cross-examine the ministers and the various bureaucrats on individual government agencies. It is much 
tougher to get to the bottom of this, and the Treasurer has basically said that some of it has been released in 
various forms et cetera, but getting it nailed down is always very difficult. I dare say, as the member for Hillarys 
made the point, because we are sitting fewer weeks this year than in previous years there will not be the 
opportunity for fulsome analysis of what will be four years of out-of-budget spending—four years of 
extraordinary and unforeseen spending. 

I hope the government agrees to this motion at the very least, although the government has already voted against 
bringing back the recurrent legislation it brought back onto the notice paper. I dare say it will do the same for the 
$160 million in capital that was spent outside the budget process. I hope it will, but we will never know. There 
might be someone over there, other than the member for Hillarys, who decides that looking at where money is 
spent outside the budget process is important. I hope someone else in the Liberal Party shares the member for 
Hillarys’ view, but I look forward to that debate whenever it may come on. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Treasurer) [10.46 am]: I will not have much more to add to this, but when the 
debate came on late in the year, as the member for Hillarys has suggested, another year had already been 
finalised—2014–15. To clarify, at the end of the year they do a settlement on all the information. In 
late September or early October, around that time, we publish the statement of state finances. That gives the 
accounting of exactly what was appropriated and what was allocated, and the differential in detail. That is 
presented to this house, so there is no new information. If we were dealing with this history—which it is, and it 
is a legitimate issue to debate—it is logical to deal with all of those. The purpose is to bring a new 
supplementary appropriations bill that includes all the data, including 2014–15, to this house for it to be 
scrutinised. 

As the member for West Swan said, this is all unforeseen and unpredictable. Yes, some of it is. The largest 
payments in many of these years are the Western Australian natural disaster relief and recovery arrangements 
payments to address fires. The money comes from the commonwealth in part, and then gets appropriated. Of 
course the variability of forest fires is significant. This government funds the Fire and Emergency Services 
Authority like no other government could have ever contemplated, in their magnitude, in the range of facilities 
needed, in the improvement of equipment required, and in wages, conditions and staffing levels. That is not 
arguable—it is arguable, but on that side it would be fiction. When major forest fires occur, new equipment 
needs to be brought in, often from the east. People have to be brought in from Victoria and other places, and 
indeed sometimes from North America, and that requires compensation. Also, there has to be funding from the 
commonwealth. That cannot be foreseen; it comes in and it is paid out. It is those types of things that have been 
done over the years, and they are nothing new. Eric Ripper dealt with this; every Treasurer has had to deal with 
those things. 
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Mr B.S. Wyatt: He dealt with it; that’s right. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: He would spend it and then bring it to account after it was spent. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: But the member for Victoria Park made a statement that we should be able to predict — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): I need to alert the Treasurer that the motion is that the bill be 
restored and that he needs to speak to the motion. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am just clarifying some statements that were made in the debate on this motion that were 
false, and knowingly so. 

As I indicated, both on the recurrent and capital from 2010–11 through to 2014–15, I will bring in a new bill—
not the one that fell off the notice paper—for the Parliament to scrutinise and we can have a legitimate debate on 
the history. The information has already been brought to the house, but it is a requirement, and appropriately so, 
that it is brought in in the form of a supplementary appropriations bill. I will do that, but it will be 
comprehensive. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [10.50 am]: I want to make a quick comment on the motion because the 
Treasurer stood up to try to confuse the issue. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Just stay on the bill. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I want to make a point. The Treasurer tried to claim that $1.4 billion in recurrent and 
$157 million in capital was all about fighting fires. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: That’s ridiculous. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That is what the Treasurer stood up and tried to claim. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: And I made the Treasurer aware that the question is that the bill be restored. Let us 
try to stay on the question that the bill be restored. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: On the capital bill, which is $157 million, together with $1.4 billion in recurrent spending 
that we spoke about, the Treasurer has tried to say that that is all about fighting fires. If he had done his job 
properly and brought in the legislation when he was meant to, we could have had a full and frank debate about 
the expenditure items. 

Point of Order 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The member for West Swan said that I made a claim that it is $1.4 billion. That is false. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Members on the opposition side, points of order will be heard 
in silence. I am very capable of hearing that point raised, thank you very much, without the commentary from 
the benches. Treasurer, a point of order is not an opportunity for a general debate across the floor. There is no 
point of order. I have told the member for West Swan that the question is that the bill be restored, and that we 
should stay within that debate. I now ask the member to do that again. Thank you. 

Debate Resumed 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. 
This is $157 million of extraordinary, unforseen, urgent expenditure. The Treasurer tried to say that the 
majority—nearly all or all—of the $157 million together with the $1.4 billion was to do with fighting fires. If 
there were other items, I thought he might have talked to them. The fact is that he has refused to give Parliament 
the necessary information to properly scrutinise the government. We want this bill restored because we need 
a full and frank debate on this bill to understand what this expenditure was for. The Treasurer tried to claim 
$1.6 billion was spent fighting fires. He tried to claim that because he stood up in this place just now and said, 
“We needed that to fight fires.” But he did not mention anything else. I am therefore to assume nothing else is 
covered by these bills apart from fighting fires, because that is what he tried to tell us just now. If there were 
other items, he would have referred to them in his explanation. 
Another key point is that this is the capital bill, not the recurrent. The other point to make is that extraordinary 
recurrent expenditure is a bit more common. Capital extraordinary expenditure is not as common because capital 
requires a lead-up time. Again, it is very important that when a previous Treasurer Troy Buswell and a previous, 
previous, previous Treasurer Eric Ripper brought the legislation in, they would normally bring in and table in 
this place a list of all extraordinary, urgent unforeseen items in relation to the capital expenditure. As I said, 
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I find it incredible that the excuse for not bringing in legislation to talk about the last four years’ expenditure is 
that we are spending above the budget right now anyway. This Treasurer, who used to criticise the use of 
Treasurer’s advances when he was a commentator for the Institute of Public Affairs—I remember it—and said it 
should not be used, is now not even willing to bring in legislation to bring information to show what happened 
over the past four years. His reason is: “We are still spending outside the budget process anyway. Wait until the 
next one.” That is the excuse: “I can’t tell you what we have been doing over the past four years because we are 
still doing it and I will bundle it all together and I will bring it in.” This is from the former director of the IPA 
who used to criticise and write columns about spending outside of budget processes. He is not only spending 
outside budget processes, but actually refusing to tell us what he spent it on over the past four years. This is what 
we get with transparency and accountability from this government. Four years of spending outside budget 
processes and not giving us the basic information is done on the following basis: “We are still doing it, so I will 
bundle it all in.” His flimsy excuse for the expenditure is that they have spent it all on fires. If it was spent on 
something else, I am sure he would have listed that when he stood up to speak, but he did not. He tried to create 
this little red herring that somehow over those four years he spent $1.5 billion on fighting fires. That is the 
impression he tried to give. 
We are asking for this bill to be restored so we can have a proper full and frank debate about what expenditure 
was incurred, why it was not budgeted for, and the consequences that had on state finances. 
MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [10.55 am]: I will not take up much time of the house, because I simply want to 
restate what I said on the previous motion moved by the member for Victoria Park—I want to be consistent, if 
nothing else. I want to say, once again, that this bill was sitting before the house for over a year with no debate 
whatsoever brought on. We could have quite easily sat an extra two weeks last year; we can sit some extra weeks 
this year. There is no excuse for not bringing these bills back on. For the Treasurer to simply say, “No—look, 
that is four years’ worth. I am going to bring another one in that covers this last year” does not wash with me 
because that just smothers the whole thing over extra time. That is not good enough. I am sorry, Treasurer; that is 
not a good enough excuse. We should be debating what the Treasurer has spent on behalf of this government 
over the last four years outside the proper accountable budget process. This is the only opportunity Parliament 
has to scrutinise executive spending, which has been exorbitant—it was $1.4 billion we heard in relation to the 
previous bill. This one is not quite that high, but it is still a very large amount of money and the public have the 
right to know where and why that money was spent. The government wants to keep it quiet and the Treasurer 
says he will bring in the new bill that he says the government is working on. I have been in that position with 
legislation: it could take a year to work on; it could take nine months. My guess is that if the new bill actually 
sees the light of day, it will be brought in towards the very end of this year and it will fall off the notice paper 
when Parliament is prorogued for the election. It is not good enough. It is wrong, wrong, wrong, and it shows 
a government, which I am ashamed, is trying to keep things secret from this Parliament. We have a right to know 
about these matters because we represent the public. People have a right to know where their money has been 
spent. It is not our money; it is not the government’s money. You would think it was the government’s money, 
but it is not. It is the public’s money, and the public has a right to know where that money has been spent when it 
does not show in the normal annual budget papers. I support this motion as I supported the last two, because 
I believe in open, honest and accountable government. I am sorry, but if this is not reinstated, we can say 
goodbye to that under this government. 

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 (20) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Ms J.M. Freeman Ms S.F. McGurk Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
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Noes (34) 

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

            
Pair 

 Mr F.M. Logan Mr P.T. Miles 
 

Question thus negatived.  
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