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SUPPLY BILL 2013 
Committee 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Alanna Clohesy) in the 
chair; Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental Health) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 
Committee was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I thought that the minister might respond to the question asked before we were rudely 
interrupted for the afternoon tea break. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I have provided the information around the fact that it would come down as part of 
appropriation bills No 1 and No 2. We are actually struggling to remember the final bit of information the 
member was seeking. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, no. I am happy to assist the minister by repeating the question; there is no drama 
there. The point I was making was the budget cut-off date for determining appropriation bills No 1 and No 2 will 
be some time — 

Hon Helen Morton: That’s right, I remember now. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: In fact, the minister may confirm or deny this, but my understanding is that the budget 
cut-off date will be in early July this year; it is quite late in terms of the process. In fact, I now believe that it is 
8 July for the cut-off date. 

Hon Helen Morton: You hear very well; you are very good! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I thought so; it is later than usual. Normally it is about six weeks before. Basically, there 
will be a range of expenditures between then and when the government might finally get the Supply Bill through. 
I am just trying to understand whether or not there will be a need for a Supply Bill No 3 or No 4? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is normally one month before; not more than that. The member is quite right 
because he actually did hear the advisers tell me that the cut-off date this time around is 8 July. As I have said to 
the member in answer to a previous question, agencies will provide information to Treasury around what level of 
expenditure will be required on a fortnightly basis. On this basis, it will be a full month. 

Hon Ken Travers: Sorry, what was that last bit? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: As I said before, the level of information that is provided by agencies to Treasury 
requiring the level of expenditure that will be required—being undertaken on a fortnight-to-fortnight basis—on 
this occasion, it will be a monthly basis. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am sorry; I am not sure what the minister means by “on this occasion, it will be a 
monthly basis.” I do not understand the context in which the minister makes that comment. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: As I have indicated, the amount of funding that is required from 8 July, which is the 
cut-off time, to 8 August will be notified to Treasury prior to or on 8 July. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: But will supply not need to continue through until the passage of the appropriation bills? 
Would the government not then have to actually predict it out until a rough date in October—hopefully, not later 
than that? I am sure we will be able to get a briefing on the Supply Bills, but would that be a better date going 
out? The government needs to be predicting expenditure more than a month out. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That information could be provided right now, if it was necessary. 

Hon Ken Travers: Could you? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, I am not saying that I will. 

Hon Ken Travers: I thought we had a breakthrough there! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am just saying that agencies are able to do that work; to make those predictions with 
some fair accuracy. But that level of information will be provided. 

Hon Ken Travers: It will be for more than a month? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: My final question to the minister—because I think it goes to the way in which this 
government is managing the budget circumstances—is: are any appropriation bills no 3 and no 4 outstanding, 
that have not been introduced but are required for previous Treasurer’s advances and the like? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes, there are. There are some outstanding Treasurer’s advance bills that will need to 
be resubmitted. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can the minister tell us how far back they go and why they have not been presented? 
The minister is actually asking the house to take her on trust; I think it is important when we are dealing with a 
bill like this—when the minister is asking members to take her on trust on so many matters—that she should 
give the chamber disclosure on how many there are, the years they relate to and when she expects to have them. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am advised that it is two or three, but if the member is looking for the exact 
numbers, I would happy to take that on notice and get that information for him. 

Hon Ken Travers: Two or three? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Does the member want more detailed information? 

Hon Ken Travers: Yes, I would. I would appreciate that, thanks. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Before we took a bit of a break, I was trying to make the point that the Supply Bill 
2013 is actually very different to other Supply Bills, and the minister indicated that it was not. I would like to 
draw members’ attention to the Financial Management Act 2006. As members are aware, this act allows for the 
supply of money—that is, up to 20 per cent of the total amount appropriated for the previous year—to be done 
automatically. How that money is to be applied, section 24(2) of the act states — 

The authority conferred on the Treasurer by subsection (1) authorises payments and advances to be 
made only for the purposes — 

(a) for which expenditure was authorised for the previous year by the Appropriation Acts; or 

(b) for which expenditure was authorised under section 27(1) to meet the requirements of the 
previous year. 

Section 27(1) provides that — 

The Governor may, on the recommendation of the Treasurer, authorise expenditure in a financial year 
that is not provided for by an appropriation by an Appropriation Act for that year. 

It relates to expenditure for extraordinary matters without appropriation. If members go back to the minister’s 
second reading speech where we have those words that I read out earlier with the two propositions under which 
the bill would provide money, that set of wording is consistent with the Financial Management Act 2006. 
Through the minister’s correction of the second reading speech, we now have a completely different situation 
from that envisaged by the Financial Management Act 2006 in terms of the automatic supply. Not only is the 
government coming to the Parliament asking for an amount of money to be supplied in advance, which exceeds 
anything that has previously been provided through a Supply Bill, and certainly exceeds the provisions of the 
Financial Management Act 2006, but, in support of the point that I was trying to make earlier—that the minister 
said was certainly not the case—it also extends the basis on which the government can expend the money 
provided by this Supply Bill. 

Members need to be very aware that this is not an ordinary Supply Bill we are dealing with here. The 
terminology that is used is very different from the terminology used in the Financial Management Act 2006, 
section 24. With this act, not only are we supplying the government with moneys of up to 40 per cent of last 
year’s appropriations for the last financial budget, but we are also allowing the government to expend the 
moneys well beyond what this Parliament determined was fair, reasonable and acceptable when it passed the 
Financial Management Act 2006. This goes well past what this Parliament has previously considered to be fair 
and appropriate expenditure of moneys under the provisions of a Supply Bill. Members need to understand that 
this is what we are dealing with. I think the minister needs to correct the record, because when I asked this 
question earlier, the minister said that the wording proposed for this bill is standard for Supply Bills and that it 
was not extending the intent of Supply Bills from what has previously been the case. When it is compared with 
the Financial Management Act 2006, it certainly does expand the intent of the application of those supply 
moneys. I think it is important that the minister corrects the record on that count. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I would like to clarify that the Financial Management Act 2006 grants an automatic 
continuation of 20 per cent of funding and section 27(1), to which the member referred — 

Hon Adele Farina: It was section 24(2). 
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Hon Ken Travers: Section 27 relates to the Treasurer’s advance and section 24 relates to the payments before 
granting supply. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Can members just wait a moment because I was getting advice on section 27(1)? 
Section 24(1) merely limits the amount of automatic supply without a Supply Bill and, consequently, the need 
for a Supply Bill. Obviously, the Treasurer’s advance, which is referred to in section 27(1), is applicable only if 
there is no Supply Bill and can supply only the previous level of funding. That is the limitation under that 
section. The Supply Bill is about going forward. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: In case I misspoke earlier, I was referring to section 24(2), which sets out the terms 
under which moneys provided by the automatic supply can be spent. The words used in section 24(2) are very 
similar to the words in the minister’s second reading speech, which, prior to the minister seeking to correct the 
second reading speech, indicated that the expenditure of those supply moneys was limited. When I made the 
point earlier today that this Supply Bill goes beyond what is normal for a Supply Bill, the minister said that, no, 
it does not. I want to point out to members that the wording in the standard supply provision that allows 
automatic supply under section 24(2) of the Financial Management Act 2006 is very similar to the wording in 
the minister’s second reading speech. The correction that the minister has introduced to the second reading 
speech has expanded the application for which supply moneys can be directed. I think members need to be under 
no illusion that this bill not only provides a significant amount of money to the government, but also extends the 
capacity of the government to apply those supply moneys to a range of expenditure that would not normally be 
permitted under a Supply Bill, and certainly is not permitted under the automatic provision of supply 
incorporated in the Financial Management Act 2006. As I stated earlier, I think the minister needs to correct the 
record and make it clear that that is the case, rather than her earlier statement that I was wrong. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Obviously, the member has not seen the Supply Bill 1967, which applied to 1968. 
That information is almost identical to the information in the clause of this Supply Bill. There is consistency in 
the way that Supply Bills are being applied. The reason that the provision in the Financial Management Act 2006 
is a narrower constraint on expenditure is that, in that process, Parliament does not have an opportunity to vote 
on it, whereas the Supply Bill comes before Parliament. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister has got me a little confused between sections 24 and 27 of the Financial 
Management Act in relation to supply. If the Supply Bill is not through by 1 July—hopefully, it will be and will 
be given royal assent, but we can worry about that on clause 2—the government will have the capacity to 
continue to spend money. That is in section 24 of the Financial Management Act. Section 27 allows for 
expenditure in advance of an appropriation, and requires it to be appropriated subsequently. The amount of 
expenditure that can occur under section 27 is limited by section 29 to an amount equal to three per cent of the 
total amount appropriated for the previous financial year by the appropriation acts. If we pass this Supply Bill, 
section 27 will not have an effect because we will not be limiting the expenditure; we will be granting 
permission for the government to expend money. Hon Adele Farina is correct in her analysis that the 
comparative section of the Financial Management Act that we need to look at relates to what the government can 
and cannot do in circumstances when supply is not granted, rather than section 27, because if we start to bring in 
section 27, we will limit ourselves to three per cent, but the government wants far more than three per cent; it 
wants 40 per cent. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The member is correct. Section 27 is about the Treasurer’s advance opportunities; the 
other is about automatic supply for two months. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I would like to pursue the issue raised earlier by Hon Ken Travers. If this Supply Bill is 
not passed by 1 July 2013, what will be the lay of the land at that time? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Supply will be limited to either 31 August or 20 per cent of the level of funding, 
whenever that is expended. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: In accordance with section 24(2) of the Financial Management Act 2006, the moneys 
provided in that automatic supply can be applied only for expenditure that was authorised for the previous year 
by the appropriate appropriation acts and for expenditure that was authorised under section 27(1), which relates 
to the extraordinary and unforeseen circumstances. So the government will not be able to apply any of the supply 
money for any projects or initiatives that might be included in the appropriation acts for the period ending 
30 June 2014. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is correct as far as the Financial Management Act and the automatic supply, 
which does come before Parliament, are concerned. A Supply Bill is a different bill, which does come before 
Parliament. I know that the member is trying to suggest that one should replicate the other. The very reason that 
we have come to Parliament with a Supply Bill is that it is about going forward from here; therefore, it is not 
constrained in the same way that the automatic two-month extension is. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is the minister now suggesting that the Supply Bill goes further than what is contained 
in clause 24? That is completely different from what she has been explaining to us in the past few days. 

Hon Helen Morton: Not at all. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: She was previously suggesting that she would be limited to the conventions that relate to 
those areas that had previously been appropriated and those matters that may have been appropriated using 
section 27, the Treasurer’s advance. Now she is suggesting that she is able to use it to spend on anything that she 
is going to appropriate next year. That is very different from what she previously explained to the committee. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The member raised the point about the extent to which Treasury is able to authorise 
payments to agencies. As I have said, they fluctuate. They are not even. They are based on expenditure that has 
already occurred. Obviously, there are increases in that expenditure related to increased need and demand 
et cetera that can be brought on in that process. If there is anything unforeseen or extraordinary, it needs to come 
via a Treasurer’s advance. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am still a little confused. Maybe I will give a practical example and the minister can 
help us out here. The government has a proposal to build a light rail system into the northern suburbs. 
Previously, money was allocated to start planning for that. The total over a number of years is about $15 million. 
The government has now entered into a contract for $20 million. Whilst I would have thought that that early 
planning work would most likely be treated as recurrent expenditure, I expect that the contract that has now been 
entered into will be capitalised into the capital works budget. We have previously appropriated money for 
planning but we have never appropriated money for construction of the light rail. The government has now 
entered into a contract. The government must have made a decision to do that at the cabinet level. I am assuming 
that this Supply Bill will continue to fund that contract. I am trying to work out whether the government will be 
funding that contract using the Supply Bill. How does that work when it has not been reported to Parliament in 
any way that that is what the government is doing with that money? If that is the case, the minister is asking us to 
take her on face value that the government can appropriate and use this money for anything, whether it has been 
approved by Parliament or even reported to Parliament, without advising Parliament what the government is 
spending the money on. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: If Hon Ken Travers is saying that that funding has already been — 

Hon Ken Travers: I don’t know. I’ve seen a contract. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I do not know details about that level of information at an agency level and nor does 
anybody at this table. 

Hon Ken Travers: I am using it as a practical example. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Exactly. Conceptually, if there has been an approval process by which money has 
been authorised for expenditure, can it continue to be expended into the coming financial year under a Supply 
Bill? The answer is yes. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: For that to have occurred, it must have been authorised under section 27 as a Treasurer’s 
advance. 

Hon Helen Morton: Possibly, yes. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: When we get to the later clauses, we can ask details about what the minister has 
authorised under section 27 so that the Parliament knows what the government is spending money on. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I want to go back to the answer that the minister provided earlier. She said that in the 
event that this bill passes, the government will be able to allocate money that is provided as a result of this 
Supply Bill to projects that it intends to appropriate for the financial year ending 30 June 2014. This is made 
possible because the Parliament has voted on the Supply Bill. 

I turn to clause 4 of the bill, still trying to understand the interrelationship between clauses 3 and 4. It 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. 

Is the explanation that the minister gave earlier intended to be captured by clause 4? Is the minister saying to this 
place that the government will be able to spend the supply moneys for projects that have not been appropriated 
under the budget for the financial year ending 30 June 2013 but will be appropriated in the budget for the 
financial year ending 30 June 2014 because the Legislative Assembly has voted on this Supply Bill? 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: My advice is that it can only be one or the other. If it is via a Treasurer’s advance, it 
will be brought into the appropriation bill at the time that appropriation bills are passed or it needs to be part of 
an appropriation. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I have a problem with this. If the minister is saying that the passage of this Supply Bill 
through the Legislative Assembly triggers the ability, with the exception of the Treasurer’s advance, to spend 
money on projects that were not appropriated in last year’s budget, why does clause 4 apply only to votes by the 
Assembly for the period beginning 1 July 2013 and ending 30 June 2014? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: As I have explained previously, it is because it is a money bill. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Perhaps I am not making myself clear. It seems to me that there is a gap in the Supply 
Bill when we relate it to what the minister is saying the government will be able to do with the passage of this 
bill. As I understand it, the only way that the government currently, with or without the passage of this bill, can 
expend moneys on projects that were not appropriated in the budget for the financial year ending 30 June 2013 is 
by way of a Treasurer’s advance and that project being deemed extraordinary and unforeseen. If a Treasurer’s 
advance is not issued, the government cannot expend these Supply Bill moneys on any projects that were not 
appropriated in the previous financial year’s budget unless there is a vote by the Legislative Assembly within the 
period 1 July 2013 to 30 June 2014. I ask the minister whether that is correct. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I think I have said this before, but I wanted to clarify it once again with my advisers. 
The information I have is that it has to be part of a Treasurer’s advance or part of an existing appropriation. The 
example given was around capital expenditure, so we are talking about a level of funding in the vicinity of 
$500 million. Those items would need to have been either appropriated through an existing appropriation or part 
of a Treasurer’s advance. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: But does clause 4 of the bill not provide for a third option; that is, if the Legislative 
Assembly—ignoring this fine chamber—votes on an appropriation at any time between 1 July 2013 and 30 June 
2014? Does that mean that a bill could be put up to expend — 

Hon Helen Morton: That’s an appropriation. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: It does not necessarily need to be an appropriation bill, such as the general 
appropriation bills that we deal with at budget time; it could be quite a separate individual singular bill of some 
other nature that makes an appropriation that could result in the expenditure of these supply moneys. I seek to 
clarify whether that is the intent of clause 4; or is the intent of clause 4 simply to relate to the standard budget 
appropriation bills that occur with the handing down of any budget? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: My question was an either/or, so I am not too sure how “Yes” answers it. 

Hon Helen Morton: I think you were asking: does this apply to a standard appropriation, and the answer is yes. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: My question was: Does clause 4 purport to refer to the standard appropriation bills that 
relate to when the budget is handed down, or does it also apply to an individual appropriation that may be 
brought down well before the budget in August? Is it possible for the government to come to the Council before 
the budget is brought down, before this Parliament considers the budget appropriation bills, to appropriate 
money for a project that was not an appropriation under the current financial year’s budget? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: With an existing act that allocates funding, such as the road trauma trust account, a 
certain amount of that money will go to this, that or the other. Those kinds of acts continue to operate, so funding 
can be applied through the process in those acts. The references in clause 4 to “the warrants under the hand of 
the Governor” and to the Legislative Assembly refer to a proper appropriation that needs to come through 
Parliament. Parliament has its normal appropriation process, which everybody is familiar with, but there is the 
possibility of a separate stand-alone appropriation coming through. I am trying to find out how and when that has 
ever been used. Those processes are possible, but they still have to come before the Parliament and would still be 
deemed an appropriation bill. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Maybe I can try to assist the debate. 

Hon Helen Morton: That would be nice. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. I think one of the things that we are getting confused about is what clause 4 
literally means — 

Hon Helen Morton: Why don’t we leave that until clause 4? 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 26 June 2013] 

 p2144d-2151a 
Hon Ken Travers; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Adele Farina; Deputy Chair; Hon Darren West 

 [6] 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Let us just finish it now, because when we get to the consideration of clause 4, I want to 
cover a number of detailed points with the minister. This is something that we need to talk about now because 
this is about how clause 4 interacts with clause 3. 

I am trying to help because I think I understand the answer to the question that was asked. Clause 3 sets an 
amount of money and clause 4 in its strict interpretation provides that the government can spend the money on 
any matters that are then appropriated next financial year. That is what the government has to do. The 
explanatory memorandum makes clear that the convention is that the government will not spend that money on 
matters that have not been either previously appropriated or provided for under the Treasurer’s advance. 
Therefore, effectively, the government has that three per cent — 

Hon Helen Morton: In the previous year. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, in the previous year, so there are those two coming in. But clause 4 is incredibly 
broad. It is a very interesting clause because it states that the government can, in a literal sense, spend the money 
on anything it likes so long as at some point in the next financial year it appropriates, which is really interesting. 

Hon Helen Morton: It’s incorporated into — 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: — an appropriation. It is a really interesting concept that we are authorising the 
government to do something that it then has to do something else about in the future, but there is a convention 
about how and what the government would do. I think that that is the key difference. The minister’s explanation 
of how the money will be spent is about the convention and not what clause 4 actually allows the government to 
do. As a Parliament, we are putting great trust and store in the executive to abide by the convention. That is my 
understanding of it and I think that might help the chamber understand. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Generally the member is correct; however, the information I am being given is that 
the sum must be incorporated into the appropriation bill. But if unforeseen circumstances occur, then the only 
thing that is available after that is a Treasurer’s advance. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: In the way clause 4 is currently written, it allows the government to spend the sum on 
anything it likes as long as it is then put into an appropriation bill. It is a quite interesting bill in that we are 
appropriating money to be spent on something, and that is why the convention becomes so very important. The 
government could do whatever it likes with the money, as long as it then introduces an appropriation bill. The 
interesting question is: what happens if that appropriation bill is never passed? That is again why there must be a 
massive sense of trust. 

Hon Helen Morton: And that’s how the two-month provision operates as well. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, the two-month provision is different. The two months restricts the government to 
what has happened in the past. Clause 4 operates in a different way. It basically says, “As long as you do 
something in the future, you can do it in the past.” Parliament is giving away its rights to the executive to control 
that expenditure by this clause, but limited to the amount in clause 3. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Alanna Clohesy): The Minister for Mental Health. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: There is no further response. Can I just ask, Madam Deputy Chair, rather than calling 
me, to wait until I ask for the call, please? 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: I can try to do that. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Thank you. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is all right, Madam Deputy Chair, I will always prompt the minister to get up if she 
feels she needs to get up. However, I think we have covered the issue, and the sense that I get is that she agrees. 

I just want to make a couple of quick points before we finish with where we are up to at this stage. I appreciate 
having been provided with a copy of the Supply Bill with the incorporated correction made by the minister. I just 
make the comment that in future the best way of doing it would be to have a copy of the second reading speech 
with the correction attached to it. It will be incredibly confusing for people if they believe the second reading 
speech was written with the correction inserted. For the benefit of the house, if it happens in future, the best way 
of dealing with it would be to ensure that the second reading speech is as it was given to the house and attach to 
the back of it any later correction made by the minister. 

Hon Helen Morton: I think the whole occurrence is fairly unusual. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I mean if it ever happens again. With the way this government mismanages its finances, 
there is always the chance that it will happen again. I accept that in this regard it is not necessarily the minister’s 
fault. 

I realise that earlier in the debate I used a colloquial term that is used by members on this side of the chamber. 
Some newer members may not have understood the term and may have thought there was an actual standing 
order 18–17. “Standing order 18–17” is a term that members of the opposition use to highlight when the 
government has 18 votes and the opposition has 17 votes, and it feels that it can do whatever it likes. We 
therefore use the phraseology that it is standing order 18–17. It is not an actual standing order. It used to be 
standing order 17–16 when there were only 34 members of the house. I say that in the event that there may be 
some confusion for new members; I am not suggesting that there is an actual standing order 18–17. It is probably 
a term that is understood only by members of the Labor Party, as often a conservative government tends to have 
a majority in this place because of the structure of the gerrymander that still exists for the way members are 
elected, and therefore they never face the circumstances of standing order 18–17. 

Hon Helen Morton: What? I thought we’d fixed that up. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No; we did in the lower house. Sometimes the government believes that having 18 votes 
means it can do whatever it likes and that the 17 votes of the opposition are irrelevant. I just say that in the event 
that there was any confusion about what I meant by “standing order 18–17”. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Is this Parliament for beginners? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. I just wanted — 

Hon Michael Mischin: It should be in your caucus room. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Mate, there is a reason for doing it. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I thank Hon Ken Travers for pointing that out because I was wondering what some of 
those terms meant. Many terms have been used in the past few weeks since I was elected to this place that I am 
getting my head around. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Order please, members! Hon Darren West has the call. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Deputy Chair. 

Not being as experienced as some of my colleagues on this side, once again I come to this bill from an electorate 
perspective. What we found today in this debate about such an important issue as supply is just how important it 
is to review everything that is done in this place. My understanding from where I am sitting is that it is our job. 
In fact, the job of all of us is to review legislation such as the Supply Bill. As I have said before, I do not have an 
answer to my very first question of why we are dealing with this legislation, but I am getting there, members. I 
understand how difficult it must be for the Minister for Mental Health to sit at the table while all these questions 
are being asked, many of which I do not understand. I am pleased to hear that the minister does understand them 
and that she is able to give us answers to many of the questions we ask, as it is our job to review legislation put 
before us, and in this case clause 1. We are in a difficult position, too, because here we are being asked to review 
this legislation, the Supply Bill, which is vital to the ongoing fiscal management of the state in the hope that it 
will be passed by this house and a lot of questions remain unanswered. We are getting there; I believe the debate 
is leading us to a good place. I am hopeful that in the time we have to debate this bill we will get there and that I 
will be a lot more enlightened and can make my vote a lot more confidently on behalf of my electors. 

When I spoke last, the minister pointed out that she had had experience in running the financial arm of a very 
important government service. That heartened me, as I also run the financial arm of my business. The minister 
asked what I did before I came into this place. To me business is very important, as that is my line of work. I 
operate a business, which is not as big as the business we are running here, but it is a significant turnover 
business to me and the fiscal management of that business is the most important part of my business. As I have 
indicated before, members, I believe that to be the case in the financial management of the state and the Supply 
Bill that we are debating today. 

I am heartened to hear, therefore, that the minister and indeed the Treasurer have had experience in running 
businesses, and that they have an idea as to what is required in running the finances of the state of Western 
Australia. However, I still do not understand why we have to debate this Supply Bill. Why did we not just get the 
budget? It would have saved everyone a lot of time, a lot of thinking, a lot of questions and a lot of answers. We 
could have just had the budget brought down in the traditional way that budgets are normally brought down in 
this place. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 26 June 2013] 

 p2144d-2151a 
Hon Ken Travers; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Adele Farina; Deputy Chair; Hon Darren West 

 [8] 

For me as an analytical and pragmatic person, my alarm bells go off every time the narrative is different from the 
action. It starts off with small children. Small children will have a different narrative from their action, and all of 
a sudden we say, “Wait a minute, there’s something going on here.” That is why it was so important that we 
review this bill, because, as we saw, a very unintentional and very simple mistake was picked up today by 
reviewing the second reading speech. I now understand how that mistake was made, and I am very glad that that 
mistake was picked up and corrected. And so it should be, because if we make mistakes in this place there are 
big implications for people. I am therefore very pleased that that correction was picked up and dealt with. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am very sorry to interrupt. I do not wish to interrupt the member’s speech, but I am 
being told that I have to report progress because of the timing. I am wondering whether I can do that or whether 
you, Madam Deputy Chair, are able to do that. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Hon Darren West still has nine minutes and 46 seconds, and has the call. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am happy to defer to the minister. 
Hon Ken Travers: Just complete your speech. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I am sorry, I am getting instructions. I am still talking. 
Hon Ken Travers: Yes, finish it. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: You have the call, Hon Darren West. 

Hon DARREN WEST: There are other things that I did want to raise about when the actions and the narrative 
differ, so I will talk about that later on. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Thank you, Madam Deputy Chair. I really appreciate the comments that 
Hon Darren West is making and, of course, the mistakes around the second reading speech were fixed on 
23 May, I think it was. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, on motion by Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental 
Health). 
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