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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 1) 2005 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 2) 2005 

Estimates Committees A and B Reports and Minutes - Presentation 

MRS D.J. GUISE (Wanneroo - Deputy Speaker) [2.51 pm]:  I present to the Assembly the reports and 
minutes of Estimates Committees A and B.  

[See papers 548 and 549.] 

Estimates Committee A Report - Adoption 

MRS D.J. GUISE:  I move- 

That the report of Estimates Committee A be adopted. 

I am pleased to advise the house that, overall, the estimates committees operated fairly well this year.  Last year 
there was a complaint that members did not know where they stood in getting the call and asking further 
questions, so this year we instigated a call-sheet system.  It enabled the chairmen to keep a better record of not 
only the members seeking the call, but also the member who had the call, as well as allowing other members to 
ask follow-up questions.  This year the chairmen also endeavoured to ensure that the opposition shadow minister 
received the first call, while allowing other committee members to participate in a further line of questioning.  
The call sheet meant that a short list was kept of those members seeking the call, thus enabling incoming 
chairmen to know the order in proceedings.  The chairmen were also encouraged to ensure that committee 
members knew where they stood in that process.  There was a distinct improvement.   

In terms of time management, I have read the Hansard of the estimates committees and I note that on a couple of 
occasions, complaints were made about the substance of an answer or the lack of one by a minister.  As members 
know, it is up to the minister to decide how he or she sees fit to respond.  Some opposition members expressed 
annoyance at the questions asked by government members.  However, I remind members that, for estimates to 
function well, both questions and answers need to be short and to the point, no matter who is asking or, indeed, 
answering questions.  I bring this matter to the attention of members because there was a disagreement in one 
portfolio session.  Frankly, valuable time was lost in the debate on political point scoring.  If members have an 
issue because they did not have time to ask questions, they need to reflect on their own behaviour during some 
sessions, because clearly a lot of time was wasted in one or two sessions.  Also, people need to recognise that, in 
fairness to other committee members, if they are not getting the answer they want, they have the option of 
putting their question on notice. 

I would be interested in comments from members of the estimates committees about the allocation of time.  It 
was clear that a few sessions ran out of time.  One example was the session on education.  The session 
commenced at 9.00 am, and consideration of division 16 - the Department of Education and Training - lasted 
until 2.55 pm, which meant that consideration of division 17, the Country High School Hostels Authority, ran 
from 2.54 to 3.32 pm, and division 18, the Curriculum Council, from 3.34 to 3.47 pm, so time was tight.  
Consideration of division 19, Education Services, went from 3.47 to 4.00 pm.  That was it - time over, no more 
questions.  The local government and regional development session was another example of time expiring.  
Division 57, the Department of Local Government and Regional Development, ran from 4.00 pm until 5.40 pm.  
Division 58, the Department of Land Information, received eight minutes and five questions of consideration.  
Consideration of division 59, the Goldfields-Esperance Development Commission, included four questions in its 
10 minutes.  There was one minute left for the consideration of division 60, the Great Southern Development 
Commission.  Therefore, there were no questions on that division, and I know that that caused some angst to 
some committee members.  However, it is up to the committee members themselves how they manage this time, 
unless someone wants to make a suggestion to the Procedure and Privileges Committee, through me as the Chair 
of the estimates committee.  A similar situation arose during the estimates session for fisheries, the Kimberley, 
Pilbara and Gascoyne.  Consideration of division 64, the Department of Fisheries, ran from 7.00 pm to 7.46 pm.  
No questions were asked on division 65, the Kimberley Development Commission.  Division 66, the Pilbara 
Development Commission, ran from 7.50 pm to 8.00 pm, and attracted nine questions.  Because time had 
expired, no questions were able to be asked on the Gascoyne Development Commission.  That is most 
unfortunate.  I raise this point because members of that committee expressed the view to me that one hour was 
not sufficient, and that they would like more time allocated to that portfolio session in the future. 

Another issue was one that is raised regularly.  The member for Alfred Cove raised the issue of Independent 
members on the opposition side being precluded from estimates committee membership unless they are 
recognised by the opposition as such.  I point out that all members of the Legislative Assembly have the right to 
participate in the estimates committees.  The Chairman’s guidelines state that, at the discretion of the Chairman, 
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non-committee members may participate in the proceedings, but cannot vote, move a motion or be counted for 
the purposes of a quorum.  This is reflected in standing order 229.  Chairmen usually give official committee 
members initial priority over non-committee members when allocating question opportunities.  Committee 
Chairmen attempt to give all members a fair go in estimates, including committee and non-committee members.  
However, it is fair that committee members get to ask the first questions, with others being included after that.   

Another issue I raise is in the light of some disappointment being expressed by the Leader of the Opposition that 
the Under Treasurer was not in attendance during the estimates committee hearing on the Department of 
Treasury and Finance.  Unfortunately, the Under Treasurer was required to attend a hearing of a Legislative 
Council committee.  I am sure most members of this place are cognisant of parliamentary protocol and practice 
relating to committee attendance.  The Treasurer reassured the estimates committee that he had the appropriate 
advice present, as is his prerogative.  I hope that, in future, when the week’s schedule is planned, matters such as 
this are addressed to enable a senior adviser to attend.  I hope also that our colleagues in the other place respond 
in kind.   

Another matter that came to my attention was confusion in one session of Estimates Committee B, which 
highlighted a potential problem with how off-budget authorities are listed in the budget papers.  Members were 
under the misapprehension, when dealing with a particular division, that it included two off-budget authorities.  
This confusion was not limited to just new members; other members present were also confused.  I suggest that, 
in future, off-budget authorities could be more clearly identified in the budget papers, so that that confusion does 
not arise again, and it is made perfectly plain to all members present.   

I produce, as is my usual practice, a table that shows the allocation of questions to opposition and government 
members.  It also includes the corresponding supplementary information sought as part of a division.  To save 
time, I seek leave to table that document so that the information can be incorporated in Hansard.  

[See paper 550.] 

Mrs D.J. GUISE:  In committee A, 64 requests were made for supplementary information.  I am advised that all 
the answers have now been supplied.  I take the opportunity to thank all the chairmen of committee A.  They did 
a pretty good job.  Some of them were very new, and I thank them in particular.  They had a baptism of fire.  I 
thank them for all their assistance during the week.  The job was well done.  I thank all members who 
participated for their cooperation.  I especially acknowledge the assistance and support given to us by the 
Assembly staff who did a magnificent job as usual.  On that note I will finish on committee A.   

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [3.02 pm]:  I want to make a couple of comments.  My observation was that 
the committee system did work better this year.  It was the case that ministers were more willing to answer 
questions.  From what I have seen of written answers on supplementary information, that has been done fairly 
well.  The organisation was better than it has been in previous years.   
The Deputy Speaker and chairman of the committee system reported that we had an instance - I think there were 
a couple - when the chief executive officer of a department was not present.  The instance she referred to was the 
Acting Under Treasurer not being present.  I agree; I think that is unacceptable.  An estimates committee, 
particularly of the Legislative Assembly, is about the approval of a budget.  Unless someone is ill or has some 
personal circumstance, I would expect, and I think the Speaker should expect, that the CEO of every agency be 
present and accountable.  I do not think that it was acceptable not to have the CEO of Treasury in the estimates 
committee.  I do not care what the other house is doing, quite frankly.  The responsibility of the head of a major 
agency is to be with his or her minister in the estimates committee and be accountable.  I hope that does not 
happen again.  To allow that to take place is an error, not of this Parliament, but within government.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  A particularly important piece of government legislation was being examined by an upper 
house committee.  It would have been an error of government not to have put the government’s case to that 
committee.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  My attitude to that is, bad luck.  This is an estimates committee involving the scrutiny of a 
$14 billion budget.  The head of Treasury particularly should be here to assist the Treasurer to answer questions.  
The other matter of briefing and dealing with legislation should have been rearranged.  It is not acceptable to 
start to get into a situation in which CEOs of major agencies can simply not appear for various convenient 
reasons.  I hope that it will not be repeated.   

From watching some of the federal Senate estimates committee hearings that took place over the past couple of 
weeks, I note that one of the strengths of the Senate process is that chief executives of federal government 
departments are directly quizzed.  I think we should give serious consideration to introducing that in this 
Parliament.  Some ministers had a cast of thousands supporting them.  Most of that cast should be spectators, 
which is fine, but I think for an individual department the CEO should be able to be directly quizzed.  It would 
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bring a new and higher level of accountability to this Parliament.  If someone is holding a CEO’s position, that 
person is getting highly paid and is in a senior position in this state.  CEOs should be able to answer direct 
questions on the administration and function of their department.  Policy issues should be handled by the 
minister.  We would improve the estimates committee very substantially if we had that extra level of 
accountability.  From the point of view of the agencies and CEOs, it is a good thing.  I do not think they would 
resist it.  I think that many of them would be very capable and would welcome the opportunity of answering 
questions.  When I was the responsible minister, I allowed the chief executive officer of the Department of 
Resources Development, Dr Des Kelly, to answer questions on technical issues, particularly relating to mining 
developments.  I was happy for him to answer the questions, because no-one in the state knew better than he did 
what was going on in various parts of the industry.  That approach allows more information to be provided and 
ensures accountability.   
The final point I make is directed to the Chair.  It is a trivial point.  I arrived on the first day of estimates, I admit 
in a somewhat casual mode, at the time when morning tea was being served.  It was a short break during the 
division on the police portfolio.  I found the situation to be a little Marie Antoinette-like, as members of 
Parliament were eating sausage rolls and cream cakes in the members’ bar while the advisers, including the 
Commissioner of Police, were shuffled into the strangers’ bar for a cup of coffee and a Milk Arrowroot biscuit if 
they were lucky.  I do not think that that is the nature of this Parliament, particularly when senior people such as 
the police commissioner, the CEO of the Department of Treasury and Finance or the head of the Department of 
Health are present.  We should look at that administrative arrangement.  If senior members of the public service 
are at Parliament House to attend estimates committee hearings, I do not think that any member of Parliament 
would object -  
Mr A.D. McRae:  The most senior.   
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes, the most senior.  In such situations, parliamentarians should have morning and 
afternoon tea with the advisers.  That would be a positive thing.  It is very much an upstairs, downstairs attitude 
at the moment, but perhaps not by design.  I hope that we will meet with the advisers in the future, whether in the 
members’ bar or other rooms.  It would be a good opportunity for members of Parliament to say hello in a social 
setting to senior members of the public service and vice versa.  I hope that that minor change can be made.  I 
apologise to the Chair, because I used my latent, if not all used up, authority to overrule everyone.  I apologise to 
the staff of the Parliament, because I said that the police commissioner should have a cup of coffee and a cream 
bun with us, and I think the minister agreed.   

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.06 pm]:  I will also 
comment on the estimates committee hearings.  Although I agree, to some extent, with the member for 
Cottesloe’s remark that the estimates committee hearings this year were an improvement on last year’s, a lot of 
improvement still needs to be made.  The success of the estimates committee debate relies on the responsible 
minister making sure that questions are answered succinctly, rather than verbosely.  When a minister responds, 
particularly to dorothy dix questions, in a brief and accurate fashion, it contributes to the whole estimates 
discussion.  The estimates committee hearings are an opportunity for ministers to show that they are across their 
portfolios.  In the years when I was a minister, I looked forward to the estimates committee hearings as an 
opportunity to show the opposition that I was across my portfolio.  If I did not know the answer to a question, I 
would say so, and would take the question on notice.  In the past few years the estimates committee process has 
deteriorated to some extent in that the number of dorothy dix questions that are now asked do not improve the 
debate at all.  As a matter of fact, they detract from it.  For example, during the agriculture division the member 
for Peel asked a question on pizzle rot.  Although pizzle rot is a very important agricultural issue, I do not think 
the member for Peel’s heart was in the question; he was trying to trivialise the debate.  That question was 
received with great mirth, even by the Chairperson.  The agriculture portfolio has a budget of $157 million.  That 
is taxpayers’ money.  Two hours on a Thursday night were set aside to debate not only the agriculture portfolio 
but also the Agriculture Protection Board, the Western Australian Meat Industry Authority, the Perth Market 
Authority, the Rural Business Development Corporation, the Forest Products Commission, the Mid West 
Development Commission and the Wheatbelt Development Commission.  That was not enough time.  When one 
considers the importance of the agricultural industry to Western Australia, I believe that not enough time was 
allocated for questions on that very important portfolio.  Agriculture is one of the most important industries in 
Western Australia.  I believe there is room for a lot of improvement in the estimates committee hearings.  I 
acknowledge that the bureaucrats who attended the hearings in which I took part answered the questions well 
and to the best of their ability and that the system for getting supplementary information is good.  However, 
some of the debate was trivialised.  Dorothy dixers actually detract from the debate and ministers become 
verbose and take a long time to answer questions.  It is to their credit that some government members refrained 
from asking further questions and allowed opposition members to make their points.   
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Mr M. McGowan:  You had teams of people asking dorothy dixers when you were in government.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  No, we did not.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I do not think the member for Rockingham was a member of Parliament when I first 
became a minister. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Of course he was. 

Mr M. McGowan:  Yes, I was. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The member for Rockingham came into Parliament in 1996.  Estimates committee 
hearings were not perfect then, and there is room for improvement with today’s hearings.  It is important that 
sufficient time be allocated to important portfolios such as agriculture to make sure that matters are covered 
appropriately.   

The estimates hearings were appropriate, but there continues to be room for improvement not only in the 
structure of the hearings, but also in the way ministers answer questions and the spirit in which the debate is 
undertaken.  In the main there was very good cooperation from the opposition in the management of the 
estimates hearings.  I must say that the opposition Whip and the manager of opposition business handled their 
responsibilities in an appropriate fashion. 

MR N.R. MARLBOROUGH (Peel - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.12 pm]:  I have always been a great 
believer that estimates committee hearings are for the opposition.  Members will have time to review the 
statistics that have been laid on the table by the Deputy Speaker, if they have not already seen them.  I will not 
go through them bracket by bracket, but it was interesting to note that the evidence indicates that estimates 
hearings are for the opposition.  The evidence this year is similar to last year and the year before that; that is, 
whichever way one looks at it, the opposition asks between 70 and 80 per cent of all the questions.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Not on my committees they don’t. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  The member for Hillarys should look at the statistics.  We will go through them 
and he will have time to look at them.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  There are statistics and statistics.   

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  It is also prominent that these figures, if they are any guide at all this time 
around, indicate that opposition members have become very lazy in the estimates hearings.  Opposition members 
would be embarrassed if they compared the number of questions that they asked collectively with the number of 
questions that the member for Kingsley asked when she was in their ranks. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  The number of questions? 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  The number of questions. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Why is that? 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  It is because she did her work and she did all the work of opposition members.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That is because she had the opportunity to ask questions and you were not verbose in talking 
about pizzle rot.   

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  The number of estimates hearings that the member for Kingsley sat in on and the 
number of questions that were asked under her stewardship were far greater in number and, I would say, in 
significance than the questions opposition members asked this year.  That is just a guide.  I am all for estimates 
hearings being for the opposition.  I am very much for estimates hearings being for opposition members so that 
they can sit down with the ministers and I can stay in my electorate office. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  We welcome that. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  That is the answer I would like.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That would be beneficial to all concerned. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I think so. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order, members! 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  It may be that I enjoyed estimates hearings this year more than I enjoyed them in 
previous years, as I did not get involved until halfway through them on Wednesday.  I am thinking that I will feel 
better about them next year if I do not get involved in them until Thursday, and if I am not involved in them the 
following year until and including Friday, I will be ecstatic.   
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Mr D.A. Templeman:  That is not likely. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I know it is not.  I will take up some of the points made by the member for 
Cottesloe.  I support his views on areas of the estimates committee system that we need to improve.  I will 
suggest a change that I believe could be easily accommodated within the estimates committees.  I sat in on a 
couple of estimates committees during which members ran out of time in which to speak on the division.  The 
chairman of the committees was right in pointing out that that was in the hands of the members who were 
participating.  We were given numerous warnings during the debate that we would run out of time to deal with 
other matters within the division.  However, we all know that this is about politics.  We can all benefit from 
significant political debate on a particular matter within a division.  That debate might be so interesting that it is 
important enough to prolong the debate on that division.  Members get a lot of warnings that time is running out.  
If the time allocated for a division expires, rather than completely reject those outstanding matters, I suggest that 
about 15 minutes be allocated to each of the outstanding items that are not able to be squeezed into the agenda.  
That is not an open debate, which could allow the debate on the division to continue for as long as members 
wanted.  The current system seems to be an extreme way of dealing with the issue.  Members are allocated a 
certain amount of time for each division, but when members are not disciplined enough to work within the 
allocated time, they are not given an opportunity outside the allocated time to consider other important matters 
related to the division.  I do not accept that either the word “discipline” or that style of management is 
appropriate.  It is all about politics. 

I would like the government to adopt my suggestion, which is that if members run out of time during a division 
but wish to discuss a couple of outstanding items, extra time should be allocated to discuss them, whatever they 
may be.  During the divisions in which I was involved, members received plenty of warnings from the chairmen 
that the allocated time for debate was running out.  When members run out of time under those circumstances, 
let us have a system similar to that used to get a result in soccer matches.  I suggest that members should be 
given another 10, 15 or 20 minutes to debate each of the matters that have not been discussed.  That would not 
be open slather.  Members would have to ask precise questions, but they would be allowed to ask questions 
about each important issue during that 15 minutes.  That is my key suggestion for the way in which the 
committee system could be made far more inclusive. 

On the issue of pizzle rot, I am an innocent regarding this matter and am saddened that it has been raised.  I am 
an innocent.  I entered the debate because I was asked to assist a member of the opposition by asking a question 
on the matter.  I will not say who the member was, other than he was very closely related to animals in his past 
life!  I will say no more.  I asked the question to help the member.  I am sorry that it has now reflected on my 
good character through the claim of wasting the time of the house.  I am sorry that I got involved in trying to 
help out a member of the opposition. 

The statistics will show that the ratio of questions asked by members of the opposition compared with members 
of the government was 80 to 20 in favour of the opposition.  The figures will show also that because the former 
member for Kingsley was not involved in the estimates this year, the number of questions asked by the 
opposition dropped dramatically.  Members of the opposition should look at the figures; they are an 
embarrassment.  An honest look at the figures shows who was formerly doing all the opposition’s work.  The 
decrease in the number of questions asked by the opposition this year compared with the number of questions 
asked by the former member for Kingsley when she led the opposition’s debates is an embarrassment.  I think 
there is an ongoing improvement in this process - 

Ms S.E. Walker:  You made the worst comments about the woman when she was in here, so how dare you say 
that now. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I will take back what I said. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  That would not surprise me, either. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  On the basis of what the member for Nedlands tells me the rules are, I take back 
what I said about the previous member for Kingsley.  The member for Nedlands does not have to be so 
embarrassed, because the truth is that the figures, compared with those of the previous member for Kingsley, 
show that those lot opposite are lazy.  Whereas she may get faint praise, the member for Nedlands gets no praise.  
I am consistent about that. 
Ms S.E. Walker:  That is a compliment coming from someone like you. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order, members! 
Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  The member for Nedlands has been sniping from the gutter all the time she has 
been here. 
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Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 
Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  The member for Nedlands is the only female member of Parliament I know who 
can wear stilettos, top hat and cane and tap dance under the bellybutton of a dugite!  I will leave it at that.  The 
member has been consistent all the time she has been in this chamber. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Thank you. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  The member for Nedlands is sensitive, because when her mouth is in operation 
her mind is not: if it were, she would have noticed that, during the estimates committee, she had a job to do on 
behalf of the opposition to help fill the gap left by the hard-working former member for Kingsley, because in her 
absence that gap has not been filled. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [3.21 pm]:  I concur with the comments made by the member for Cottesloe 
about the budget estimates.  The Senate has a far better way of conducting estimates committees in that it allows 
committee members to ask direct questions of chief executive officers from all government agencies.  Under that 
system it gets much better answers.  The Senate actually does get answers.  I am disappointed with our budget 
estimates process, and I have been for some years, because very often we do not get answers.  You may be 
aware, Mr Acting Speaker, that a couple of times during budget estimates I became frustrated because of the 
abuse of the system by the ministers, who gave all backbenchers folders containing dorothy dix questions - 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  Hang on a minute!  What about the ones we wanted to ask? 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member should not try to justify herself. 

Ms J.A. Radisich interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The only difference between this year’s budget estimates and those conducted in the first 
year of the Gallop Labor government is that this year the backbenchers did not have coloured folders.  In the first 
year of this government’s budget estimates, every backbencher received his or her coloured folder containing all 
the dorothy dixers to be asked of the ministers.  I can accept there being some dorothy dix questions - I know we 
have them during question time, and that seems to be part of the game - but the budget estimates process is too 
important for that. 
Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Minister for Police is one of the ministers I became frustrated with, because of her 
not answering questions.  I sat on three estimates committees - police, justice and tourism - and two were an 
absolute sham.  I had reams of questions, but at the end of the day, after trying to compete with the dorothy 
dixers that were set up by the ministers themselves and the diatribe contained in the answers that were read out 
verbatim and took ages, it was an absolute abuse of the budget estimates system in this house.  That did not 
apply only to ministers.  The Premier was also guilty of that.  He had the questions all numbered, with the 
dorothy dixers being asked by backbenchers.  The Premier then gave us a history lesson.  He not only provided 
diatribe in answer to the questions, but also went off at a tangent and gave us a history lesson about many 
different areas.  That was an absolute abuse of our parliamentary budget estimates system.  The sooner we have a 
system in which ministers are prepared to answer honest and genuine questions from the opposition the better.  I 
agree with the member for Peel in one respect: budget estimates should be a time for the opposition.  I can tell 
members, with my hand on my heart, that when I first came into this place 13 years ago I was not provided with 
dorothy dix questions to ask during budget estimates.  I used to go through the budget estimates to see whether 
anything remotely related to my electorate.  Nine times out of 10 there would not be anything and I asked 
questions along those lines.   

I actually had the job of Acting Speaker and, therefore, was a Deputy Chairman of Committees.  I know from a 
chairman’s point of view exactly what is involved.  I always had a rule that the opposition would ask at least 
two-thirds to three-quarters of the questions, because they were asking genuine questions.  Ministers of the then 
government did not have dorothy dix questions.  One or two ministers would give questions to backbenchers, 
saying that they would be grateful if they asked them because they really wanted to talk about it.  However, we 
did not have folders full of questions, like ministers opposite had.  It really shows the incompetence of ministers 
to follow that process.   
What also upset me is when I had an argument with the government Whip over how we would deal with 
particular budget estimates within some divisions.  He tried to argue with me that he wanted to bring one area 
forward and consider it before another one because he wanted to talk about the south west.  That is fine; 
however, if he wanted to talk about the south west, dorothy dixers should not have been asked.  He was going to 
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move a motion, for which he had the numbers in the committee to pass, to upset the whole routine of the budget 
estimates.  That is disgraceful and I let him know that.   
Mr D.A. Templeman:  I know you were upset. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, I was very upset during the budget estimates. 
Mr D.A. Templeman:  I was concerned that the member for Hillarys was upset.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I was concerned about the member for Mandurah.  He was concerned about me and I was 
concerned about him.   
At the end of the day, what really annoyed me is that I had reams of questions to ask but could not get to them, 
because of the innate dorothy dix questions.  A minister would go on ad nauseam, suffering from verbal 
diarrhoea, to answer a question that nobody was interested in apart from the minister.  The Minister for Tourism 
is a classic case and with the help of his sidekick, who sits next to him, we heard questions and answers about 
Rottnest.  He was all prepared - he had pictures and everything.  He wanted to table the pictures.  Of course, 
documents cannot be tabled in budget estimates.  Instead, he circulated them.  What annoyed me is that it was 
about Rottnest. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  He had to do that so that people like the member for Hillarys could understand.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I suggest that the Minister for Disability Services should not have a go at me.  He knows 
that when he does that, he always comes off worst.  He has been dumped from every major portfolio into the one 
he has now, and it will not be long before he is dumped from that.  He should not have a go at me.  If he keeps 
quiet and does not have a go at me, I will not have a go at him.  I will give him an easy ride.  However, if he 
wants to attack me, I promise him he is picking on the wrong bloke.   

The problem was that we had half an hour to debate off-budget areas, such as the Rottnest Island Authority.  I 
had a lot of questions to ask about Rottnest but at least 50 per cent of the time - I was clocking it - was taken up 
by the dorothy dixers that the minister had to rely on to get him through the Rottnest saga.  If ministers are not 
up to the job, they should not do it, and that is the point I make.  When I was a minister, I never asked any of my 
backbench colleagues to ask me a dorothy dixer.  However, at this year’s estimates committees dorothy dixers 
were used blatantly.  When the Premier stoops to the level of having dorothy dix questions asked of him, where 
are we going?   

We need to change our budget estimates system.  It is not working for the benefit of the people whom we 
represent.  Quite rightly, as the member for Peel said, the opposition needs to ask the questions and the ministers 
should not be afraid to answer them honestly.  If the questions were a bit curly or a bit too close to home, the 
ministers did not answer them and asked that they be put on notice.  Fortunately, we now have to wait only one 
month for the answer to a question on notice, rather than the three months the ministers often used to take.  That 
is what stopped me from asking questions on notice in this house.  I get them asked in the other place because we 
get the answers within a respectable time.  I suggest the Minister for Police and Emergency Services is one of the 
worst culprits for getting answers back on time or within a reasonable time because she is so worried.  Therefore, 
she takes the maximum time she can to answer the questions.  She did not answer a lot of questions in the budget 
estimates hearings.  She kept saying, “You’d better put that on notice.  No, I’m not going to answer that 
question.  I don’t believe it’s relevant.”  The minister said that.  In my view, the minister has no right to say, “I 
don’t think it’s relevant.  You put it on notice.  I’ll answer it in my own time, thank you very much.”  Budget 
estimates are a serious issue.  It should be a time when not only ministers but also government agencies are held 
to account, and we find out from them exactly where the public money is being spent and what is happening.   

Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will not listen to the member for Riverton.  He goes missing when the press wants to 
talk to him.  He says that he is not available until five o’clock, knowing that that is too late for the news.  If I 
were the member for Riverton, I would keep quiet.   

I am not satisfied with the way in which the budget estimates committees work these days.   

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Minister for Police and Emergency Services can insult me as much as she likes, but 
she will not stop me talking.   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  You were hopeless.  I was really embarrassed for you; I was.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am embarrassed for the minister every time I see her on the television.  I think, there is 
that Ms Teflon again.  It is never her fault; it is always somebody else’s fault.  It is not her responsibility.  It is 
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always somebody else’s fault.  Never mind.  The minister should talk to the media and find out what they say 
about her.  I will drown out the minister so that what she is saying will not be recorded.  She is rather nasty to 
me, and I do not like it.  The minister’s interjections are keeping me on my feet.  I was almost ready to sit, but 
her interjections are keeping me on my feet because I must try to ensure that she does not get her nasty little 
comments recorded in Hansard.  The only way I can do that is to not take her interjections.   

I would like a different system for the operation of the estimates committees.  As the member for Cottesloe said - 
I agree - we should be able to directly question the chief executive officers of all the government agencies so that 
we can get truthful and non-evasive answers.  They must respond to the people, because they are the heads of the 
departments.  At the end of the day, the ministers are just flowering around, and if they do not like a question, 
they do not answer it, or they say that it should be put on notice.  I hope that we see something different.  I will 
look into other areas.  I believe the Procedure and Privileges Committee should look very seriously at how best 
we can improve our budget estimates committees.   

They are the comments I wish to make.  I mean no disrespect to the Deputy Speaker and the chairmen of the 
committees.  She and the chairmen did their best.  I must say that one or two of them got a bit cross with me 
because I was getting cross with the minister and the dorothy dix questions that were being asked.  Those things 
happen.  However, let us try to avoid that next year.  Let us try to be nice to each other and ask and answer the 
questions in a proper way.  I cannot see any changes happening from this year to next year, but one would hope 
they do. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [3.33 pm]:  I will talk about my impressions and experience as the Whip on this side 
of the house.  First, I commend the Deputy Speaker and member for Wanneroo, who came to me, as a relative 
new boy, and worked with me to draw up a timetable that accommodated not only the members who appeared at 
the committee hearings but also some members on this side who chaired some of the committees.  She also 
worked with our manager of opposition business in trying to attend to the mechanics of the committees.  My 
feeling is that the mechanics went rather smoothly.  I take this opportunity to thank the Deputy Speaker and the 
government Whip for their cooperation in running what appeared to me to be a fairly smooth operation.  I also 
thank members on this side of the house for cooperating in that way and attending the committees that they 
should have attended.  There were no major gaps.  I commend them for that.   

However, I will share a couple of experiences that surprised me.  I suppose these are time constraint issues.  In 
the committee that dealt with the local government divisions, we never reached division 66.  That has been 
recounted today by the Deputy Speaker.  However, the person for whom I felt was the CEO of the Pilbara 
Development Commission, who had obviously travelled many kilometres at great expense.  She sat at the back 
of the chamber, but when it came to her turn, time had run out.  I know it is very difficult to accommodate things 
like that, but we must be more cognisant of those issues when we are running these committees.  We must try to 
deal with some of those divisions, especially when advisers have come a very long way.  Otherwise it is not 
courteous to them, it is not effective and it is wasteful of money, because obviously that CEO had to come a long 
way at the expense of taxpayers.  That surprised me. 

The second thing was the issue of the government asking dorothy dix questions.  It was no better shown than 
when the member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara said to the Minister for Health in the committee dealing with 
the health portfolio, “Thank you, minister, for inviting me to ask this question.”  It really came home when the 
minister said, “I didn’t invite you to ask the question, but I said you could ask me.”  As the member for Hillarys 
has said, I suppose the issue is how much of that prevents good questions being asked of the relevant ministers 
by the opposition.  That dorothy dix concept was no better shown than with that incident.   

I thank the house for the opportunity to be involved in the estimates committees.  They are in fact consideration 
in detail of the budget, and it is a great opportunity for this side of the house to seriously inspect and ask serious 
questions about the budget to deliver the best results for the people of Western Australia.   

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [3.38 pm]:  Mr Acting Speaker (Mr A.P. O’Gorman), I will need a new pair 
of glasses because you are a long way away.  Would you wave if I lose contact with you? 

I have a couple of things to say about the estimates.  I remain a very serious sceptic of the estimates process.  I 
have been in this place long enough to have seen how the estimates process worked in previous Parliaments, 
when it was conducted as a full committee of this house.  It was not a useful process.  Now it has evolved into a 
better process, but it is still not a useful process.  However, at this stage I thank the member for Wanneroo.  I sat 
in the chamber for the full day on the Wednesday, and for the first time I saw a Chair tell a minister that she had 
allowed him one ministerial statement, and there would be no others.  I congratulate her on doing that because it 
improved the process considerably.  As a good minister would, that minister had a series of statements that he 
wanted to make on behalf of the minister he was representing, but they were not made - certainly not in full.  
That was a useful process.  The difficulty that I find is in getting balance in this chamber.  What is not in balance 
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is the ability of a minister, with all the resources of a minister’s office, to come to an estimates hearing, be asked 
a dorothy dix question by one of his or her colleagues and make a statement.  This house gives ministers ample 
opportunity to make statements.  The difficulty for ministers during estimates week is that estimates is the best 
opportunity to make a statement.  I accept that.  The resources of ministers overwhelm the capacity of 
backbenchers, including government backbenchers.  In that instance, I give the member for Wanneroo a big tick.  
I have no complaint about the way government members conducted themselves on the Wednesday of estimates 
week.  I have no complaint about opposition members who were present on that day.  The process ran smoothly.  
Indeed, it was smoother than any other estimates hearings that I have experienced.  That is due to the attitude of 
members who were present that day.  However, the process is well short of what is required.  Members will get 
responses to questions and they will go through those responses.  One of the things that I found absolutely 
amazing - it happened late on the Wednesday night of the estimates hearings - was during the division on the 
Pilbara Development Commission.  The Chairman asked whether there were any questions - we were within a 
quarter of an hour of the process winding up - but there were none.  Of course, why would we ask the Pilbara 
Development Commission any questions when the area it represents produces only 50 per cent of the state’s 
income?  Why would we want to talk to a representative from the Pilbara Development Commission who had 
come from the Pilbara?  That is a significant weakness in the process.  We cannot pick on opposition members 
who wanted to ask questions during the previous division, because a range of important questions was asked 
during each division.  No questions asked by government or opposition members on the Wednesday night of the 
estimates hearings that I sat through were not worthy.  The education division, which I sat through, could have 
gone for another two hours.  I got through about a third of the questions that I wanted to ask during the education 
division.  That is not the issue.  The issue is that we did not ask any questions about the Pilbara Development 
Commission; nor did we ask any questions about the Gascoyne Development Commission.  A range of other 
people were not asked questions.  I do not blame any person in this house.  However, I am concerned about the 
estimates process.  We must look at ways of improving it.  I always take the view that government members 
must have an opportunity to ask serious questions during estimates hearings.  They need to know certain 
information.  It is not always the case that every member is happy with every other member in his or her party.  
There are ministers who do not like backbenchers and backbenchers who do not like ministers.  It happens all the 
time. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I love all our backbenchers.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is because the minister is a lovable person; however, not everyone in this house 
is.   

We cannot assume that all members have instant access, although, in general, government backbenchers have 
significant access to ministers.  I do not mind the process of government backbenchers asking questions, so long 
as they are genuine.  I have a slightly better chance of obtaining information than most in the chamber - as do the 
members for Wanneroo, Hillarys and Southern River - because I sit on the Procedure and Privileges Committee, 
which makes the decisions.  I have already signalled to that committee that I want to seriously consider the 
estimates process and to conduct it differently.  I will signal to the house where I think that process should go in 
case members have an interest in this matter and want to approach me, the member for Wanneroo or anyone else 
who is a member of the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  If we read the reports of the Auditor General and 
look at what has happened in the commercial world, we know that continuous reporting will be with us soon - it 
is not far away.  We have locked ourselves into a process of annual reporting and into a process in which we do 
things on an annual basis.  In fact, over the years reports from government agencies - I have had the misfortune 
of reading them - have become flagship documents more than annual reports, because by the time the annual 
report is prepared, the information in it is old and long past its due date.  There is a recognition of that.  I do not 
have any problem with agencies moving from annual reports to flagship documents that refer to missions and 
accomplishments.  That is fine.  However, we are moving into a situation in which the corporate world and the 
government are demanding information on a monthly basis.  They should have that information on a monthly 
basis so that they can make decisions on a monthly basis.  The process of annual reporting is fading into the 
distance and a process of continuing reporting will be with us soon.  We should be pitching our procedures 
towards the future and not be locked into annual reporting.  If most members of the house thought about it, they 
would agree with that process, because one of the serious problems for electorates is that the public service 
thinks in blocks of 12 months.  We want it to think in blocks of three, five or 10 years, depending on the issues.  
For some issues it is appropriate for the public service to look at a 12-month or six-month period.  However, 
many issues are spread across budgets and programs run over long periods.  We in this chamber know that most 
programs are described as running over a four-year period.  The investigation of such programs should be over a 
four-year period, but it should allow for frequent snapshots every 12 months.  I do not know a system that does 
that.  However, I am sure that people are looking into these sorts of processes, because it is where we are going.  
If members look at HIH Insurance and other such disasters, they will agree that the last thing we want is for 
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major corporate entities to look at their corporations once a year.  At every directors meeting, a director of a 
company requires appropriate current information.  The argument for us in this chamber, therefore, is that we 
should move to a system of reporting current and appropriate information.  We need to find a mechanism that 
allows that to occur.  I put that suggestion into the stratosphere.  Members may or may not be interested in this 
matter.  Newer members, particularly on this side of the house, will not have experienced anything else but this 
year’s estimates process.  I hope they have enjoyed that experience.  I have never enjoyed the estimates 
experience, because I do not think it is an appropriate mechanism for good corporate business - we are not a 
corporate entity in any way, shape or form - or the governance of the business of Western Australia.  Western 
Australia’s $14 billion budget requires a better approach than a week’s examination each year.  I have no 
complaint about any of the people - ministers included - who participated in the one day that I sat in on the 
estimates hearings.  The process was smoother than I have previously experienced.  The chairing of the hearings 
was better than any time in the past.  I give a tick to the staff and to the Speaker.  However, the process is well 
short of what this house requires.   

MR A.D. McRAE (Riverton - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.48 pm]:  I will make a couple of points, some of 
which agree with and endorse and reinforce some of the comments made by members on both sides of the house.  
This was my first experience - this is my fifth year as a member of Parliament - of not being a member or 
chairman of an estimates committee.  That is because I was involved as a parliamentary secretary who 
represented a minister.  I appreciate that although members were direct and pursued answers to their questions 
ruthlessly and relentlessly, at all times they did so because they were trying to uncover certain information.  That 
is a reflection of particularly the committee that I was part of but also the general approach of members 
throughout the committee process.  I appreciated that.  I want to pick up my speech where the member for Avon 
finished and talk about governance.  That issue goes to the substantive points that I want to make about the 
estimates committee process.  The aim of the estimates committees is to disclose the government’s programs and 
administration of the public sector throughout the state.  I believe there is a problem with the timing of the 
budget committee process.  The appropriation bills are introduced into the Parliament one week and the second 
reading debate follows immediately after.  That is probably an appropriate time because members are able to 
express their views about what they see in the headline matters.  However, a much greater amount of time should 
be allowed than just one week’s break after the bills have been introduced and the second reading debated, in 
which to undertake, as part of the governance process, a detailed examination of the very large and complex 
documents that are the budget papers.  

The member for Cottesloe referred to the committee process in the Senate.  I do not think we need to slavishly 
follow everything that happens in the federal Parliament; many of the Senate’s procedures can be improved.  
Nonetheless, there is a good argument to support the idea of the budget debate occurring separately from the 
budget review process.  The review process could be dealt with as an activity of this chamber away from the 
passage of the bill.  The budget estimates committee hearings would probably be better off being held in the 
spring when the government is implementing its programs.  The deliberations would not need to be conducted in 
the concentrated form that occurs now.  Indeed, it would be better if we made greater use of the Legislative 
Assembly committee room adjacent to this chamber and ran concurrent committee sessions while this chamber 
went on about its business.  In other words, examination of the budget detail would occur at the same time as the 
government implemented its program.  There is room for change.  

After being involved in five estimates committee hearings, I am not convinced that the process is perfect.  
However, I agree that it has improved over the past five years.  I have no personal history preceding five years; 
however, I understand from members on both sides of the chamber that the committee processes during the past 
five years were probably better than those held during the previous five years.  I cannot let the time pass without 
having a whack back at the member for Hillarys’ remarks, although he is not here now.  

Question put and passed. 

Estimates Committee B Report - Adoption 
MRS D.J. GUISE (Wanneroo - Deputy Speaker) [3.53 pm]:  I move- 

That the report of Estimates Committee B be adopted. 

I wish to table and have incorporated into Hansard the schedule of questions and answers that occurred during 
Estimates Committee B.  

[See paper 551.] 

Mrs D.J. GUISE:  Thirty-six requests were made for supplementary information, and I understand all the 
information has been delivered.  
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Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Have all the questions been answered?   

Mrs D.J. GUISE:  Yes; I have been advised that all the supplementary information has been provided for both 
estimates committees.   

I will address a few issues because they cover both committees.  I take the point made by the member for 
Cottesloe about morning and afternoon tea breaks.  Ministers and members can go into the strangers’ bar, so 
perhaps a room could be available in which everybody can congregate.  Members have indicated that time ran 
out on a number of occasions - whether it be for portfolios such as agriculture or fisheries etc.  That is an issue 
for the management committee to consider next year.  In answer to a question from the member for Avon during 
the previous debate, I advise that three divisions scheduled for consideration in Estimates Committee B were not 
addressed.  When a departmental person has travelled from the Pilbara, it is slightly embarrassing for that person 
not to be asked questions.  I think time ran out before we could deal with the Gascoyne.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  The same thing happened with the Mid West and Wheatbelt Development Commissions.  
We did not get a chance to ask questions on them.  

Mrs D.J. GUISE:  That is reflected in Hansard and in the tally.  It was most unfortunate.  As the member for 
Avon said, the Procedure and Privileges Committee will examine this report and members’ comments, bearing in 
mind the general appetite to have a good long look at the estimates process to see whether it can be improved 
further.  

I appreciate everyone’s comments, particularly the suggestion about how the Senate works, and on timing, and 
the points made by the member for Avon.  Members must exercise discipline so that time is not wasted.  The 
colourful debate referred to occurred, I think, in Estimates Committee B between the members for Mandurah and 
Hillarys.  I examined the sheet and noted that that debate wasted 10 minutes of valuable committee time.  The 
point of argument could have been sorted out prior to the committee rather than being allowed to eat into 
valuable question time.  I guess some of us must take responsibility for that.  On that point, although the 
arrangement did not work for the people involved, I noticed that another committee was formed behind the 
Chair.  Its members reached agreement about how consideration of the divisions would unfold and the timing of 
them.  Meetings were held prior to the estimates week, and the advisers turned up in advance of their scheduled 
time.  It all worked really well.  I encourage members to think more along those lines.  If specific times are not 
allocated for each division within portfolios, I recommend that those sorts of agreements be made behind the 
Chair prior to the estimates week.  When members undertook to do that, it worked really well.  

I will take on board all the comments made by members in this debate.  I once again thank everybody for their 
participation and cooperation.  Despite the allegation about dorothy dixers, I am sure that Hansard will bear out 
that most questions were in the context of the members’ electorates and were of a far better quality than some 
members might have felt about questions asked during previous years.  Once again, I thank the staff for their 
excellent support.  We will consider the suggestions and see what we can do to improve the process in coming 
years.  

MR A.D. McRAE (Riverton - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.58 pm]:  Mr Acting Speaker - 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Are you the lead speaker of the opposition?   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I have crossed the floor once, as the member for Avon knows.  

Mr A.J. Simpson:  You won’t do it again  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  No, I will not do it again.   

The Deputy Speaker has addressed many of the comments made previously.  I am sure that many members will 
join with me in acknowledging the fact that she has been very open to hearing comments from all sides of the 
chamber and has attempted to include people’s useful and constructive suggestions for reforming and improving 
the estimates committee process.  

As I said before, I will respond to the comments made by the member for Hillarys, who is still not in the 
chamber - afternoon tea must be going on for a fair while.  The member for Hillarys is a bit like the antithesis of 
the unbearable lightness of being: he is the unbearable heaviness of being.  It seems as though he has taken it 
upon himself to be the doomsayer for everything that goes on in this place.  Rather than come into this chamber 
and provide, as the member for Hillarys has been asked to do, the long list of questions that he alleged he had 
that were not able to be asked, and to table them or put them on notice, he conducted a general assault on 
government and adopted the easy, lazy approach of attacking Labor without getting into any substance about 
reform or improvement.  The approach that he adopts is fairly tedious.  I wanted to ask him some questions 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 21 June 2005] 

 p3086b-3098a 
Ms Dianne Guise; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Norm Marlborough; Mr Rob Johnson; Dr Graham 

Jacobs; Mr Max Trenorden; Mr Tony McRae; Mr John Kobelke; Mr John McGrath 

 [12] 

while he was on his feet, but, as is usual, he treated any interjections as though they were interrupting a great 
speech and could not be countenanced.  I reject his critique, because I find it lacks any real substance.   

I do not agree that the members’ bar should be open to other people. I had a conversation about this with the 
member for Cottesloe.  The members’ bar is one of the few places in this whole institution that is an enclave for 
only members, former members and some staff, including Hansard staff, who get to hear whatever we say 
wherever we say it.  The Centenary Room or some other similar kind of function room could be the place where 
some of the most senior people involved in the administration of the public sector in Western Australia have the 
opportunity to mix with members with whom they will be in committee and have the opportunity of general 
discussion beyond the cut and thrust of the politics of this chamber.  I wholeheartedly agree with that.  I am sure 
that the Deputy Speaker, as we have already heard, will take that on board.   

Committee processes are essential.  People’s criticism that it is somehow wrong for government members to 
come into the chamber with prepared questions that inquire into government strategy is petty.  It also 
misunderstands the role of government members in advancing the government’s agenda, which is just as 
legitimate a part of the political process as the opposition’s role to challenge government, inquire and expose 
what appear to be shortcomings.  It is also true, possibly more so this year than in the past five years in which I 
have been involved, that members of the government who were members of the committee asked numerous 
questions of ministers that were just as curly as those being asked by opposition members.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  When was that - this year? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Yes, there were a couple of absolute pearlers.  The evidence of that lies in the number of 
occasions on which government members of committees have sought supplementary information.  That is not 
usually seen from government members.  Before the time of the Gallop government in 2001, government 
members rarely sought supplementary information.  I have done some checks on it; it was a rare event.  The fact 
that government members are pursuing substantial bodies of information for their use as local members and as 
members with interests in particular portfolios is an illustration of some of the advance that we are making in this 
whole committee process.  I endorse the Deputy Speaker’s moving of this motion. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [4.05 pm]:  I take the opportunity to thank all those 
members who made the estimates committees work so well.  A number of people have commented that they 
were successful.  From my limited involvement in those I attended as minister, I certainly thought that they 
worked quite well.  I put on record my thanks to the Deputy Speaker as the chair of the estimates committees and 
I thank all chairs of those committees who took on the role of making sure that they functioned effectively.  I 
thank all members who formed the committees, the staff of the house who supported them and the senior officers 
and the many officers of departments and agencies who attended and helped put together the supplementary 
information.  There is clearly an attitude to try to improve the functions of the estimates committees.  The 
Deputy Speaker alluded to that and to the drive that is coming from the Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges to look at how things could be done better.  We have seen some quite remarkable reforms in the four 
years that the Gallop government has been subjected to the estimates committee process.  For the first time we 
have allowed off-budget agencies to be brought before estimates committees to answer questions.  We have also 
established in the standing orders some arrangements that were a sessional order for many years.  We have had, 
therefore, some achievements in improving the effectiveness and operation of estimates committees.  It is clearly 
a matter of ongoing review to see how we can continue to improve the process.  All members who have 
contributed to this debate on the report of those committees have seen the advantages, some of the disadvantages 
and how we could do it better.  On the whole, I believe we have a good process.  We need to continue to review 
it to see how we might improve it for the future. 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.07 pm]:  The committee 
process has improved this year, but there is certainly much more room for improvement.  The Deputy Speaker, 
in her role as chairman of committees, did an outstanding job, particularly by way of her chairmanship and her 
cooperation with the opposition.  I think you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), also did an outstanding job 
as a chairman and certainly contributed in fine fashion.   

I cannot agree with the comments of the member for Riverton.  Members of Parliament are of different 
characters and they put their points of view across in different ways.  The fact that the member for Hillarys puts 
his point of view across differently from the way in which the member for Riverton does it is superficial.  The 
truth of the matter is that just as much criticism could be levelled against the member for Peel for his comments 
on pizzle rot as could be levelled against the member for Hillarys.  It is part of the cut and thrust of debate.  The 
substance of this issue is how we conduct the estimates process, the responses, and the quality of those 
responses.  I am always impressed by the bureaucrats of this state, all of whom are very dedicated people, and 
with their answers to questions when a minister cannot respond, which are always succinct.  It is always open to 
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us, if we do not get the answer that we want in the estimates process, to pursue the issue by way of questions on 
notice or questions without notice.   

I make the point again that the agricultural portfolio division, which was undertaken after dinner from 7.00 to 
9.00 pm, could have been extended.  I hope that next year we will look at that issue.  The member for Riverton, 
as the new parliamentary secretary for agriculture, conducted himself well during that question time.  In the end 
it boils down to the demeanour of the people who are involved and their willingness to be cooperative.  Certainly 
there is still room for improvement.  I am sure that the Deputy Speaker, as Chairman of Committees, has taken 
on board those concerns, and I look forward to an improved process next year. 

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [4.09 pm]:  As a newcomer to this Parliament, I was told in the party room 
that the budget estimates process would be a great opportunity to ask some good questions relating to our 
electorates to gain information and insight into some of the government’s budget decisions.  When I arrived for 
the first day of the committee, I was a little bit at sea.  Having endured one day of estimates, I realised that it is a 
good process.  I congratulate the people who chaired the estimates committees.  We all got a very good hearing.  
Obviously, I was not listed for everything I wanted to be involved in, but I did take the opportunity to sit in on a 
couple of estimates committees for which I had not been listed by my party.  One of those areas was education.  I 
asked some questions of the minister representing the Minister for Education and Training, the member for 
Willagee, that I thought might be considered to be a bit too trivial in the broad scheme of things and not really 
related to the big issue of the overall budget estimates.  However, to my great satisfaction, the questions were 
referred to people from the department, who came up with answers that I was able to pass on to my constituents 
and to the schools to which I was referring.  Those schools were very pleased to hear that their cases for extra 
spending in various areas were being considered.  I was therefore able to carry out my duties as a local member a 
lot better as a result of the estimates process.  Another area in which I was able to become involved was the 
environment.  I was able to direct a question about dredging of the Swan River to the Minister for the 
Environment.  The minister admitted that dredging was a subject that she had considered and would consider 
further.  Once again, it was an opportunity to ask a question of a minister and to receive a very positive and 
forthright answer, which made headlines because the future of the river is very important.  I was very happy to 
see that the minister was prepared to be proactive on that subject, even though I believe that the government 
needs to spend a lot more money on the river. 

To return to the subject of the estimates procedures, there is one area upon which I feel we can improve.  It was 
interesting to hear the Leader of the House talk earlier about off-budget agencies.  I note that some off-budget 
agencies, including the Rottnest Island Authority, were given half an hour.  However, in one of my portfolio 
areas, racing and gaming, Racing and Wagering Western Australia was not allocated a specific time.  That made 
it a little bit difficult, because people from RWWA were not there, and the portfolio area was represented by 
staff of the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor.  While Mr Barry Sargeant did a very good job, we would 
like to have directed some questions about Racing and Wagering Western Australia to representatives from that 
authority.  People may not understand it, but Racing and Wagering Western Australia is a very significant 
authority.  It controls the Totalisator Agency Board, which last year turned over $1 billion in betting revenue.  It 
controls all the racing, trotting and greyhound clubs.  I felt that there was an opportunity for RWWA to be 
represented in the estimates committees because, as the member for Albany knows, the agency has recently 
distributed some $81 million in funding to racing clubs throughout the state, and there has been a tremendous 
reaction from clubs to that distribution.  A lot of them have contacted my office, and I am sure they have also 
contacted various other members around the state, including you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), because 
they have concerns about how that money will be spent.  I know that there is a process through which those 
clubs can make some sort of appeal if they have lost meetings, as has happened with the trotting clubs at Wagin 
and York, but I feel that if RWWA had been represented at the estimates committees, as had a number of other 
off-budget agencies, we could have asked more specific questions, and given people involved in the racing 
industry and the general public a lot more insight into how the government intends to spend this money and 
progress the racing industry.  

Overall, however, I thought the process was very good, even for those sitting in the second row.  I was told that 
members in the second row had to take pot luck, because the question opportunities are given first to the 
designated committee members.  I did not have any problem getting a question asked; the Chairmen were most 
cooperative.  If they knew a member had a genuine question to ask, they would make sure that he or she was 
slotted in.  A few dorothy dixers were thrown in, of course.  I agree with the point made about them, but they 
will be fairly inevitable.  I feel that the estimates hearings process should grant more time to the opposition to 
ask questions, because it is more difficult for us.  It is much easier for government members to get their 
questions answered in the party room, or by their colleagues.  Although we like to think that all our questions 
will be answered eventually, it can be a very slow process if the minister has a very large or very busy 
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department.  The hearings are a very worthwhile procedure, and although I am not saying that proper 
consideration was not given to the opposition this time, we should always remember that this is the one 
opportunity when whichever party is in opposition at the time can ask questions and be informed about what the 
government is doing. 

Question put and passed. 
 


