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Division 1:  Parliament, $42 112 000 - 
Mrs D.J. Guise, Chairman. 

Mr F. Riebeling, Speaker of the Legislative Assembly.  

Mr P.J. McHugh, Clerk of the Legislative Assembly.  

Mr R. Bremner, Executive Manager, Parliamentary Services.  

Mr M.D. Crouche, Finance Manager, Parliamentary Services. 

The CHAIRMAN:  A quorum is present.  We are trying to sort out microphones, but I will proceed anyway 
because I think members can hear me.  I firstly advise members that reference for the off budget-authority 
Electricity Networks Corporation scheduled for 3.15 pm today in estimates committee B is listed as Western 
Power (Networks) on page 927 of volume 3 of budget paper No 2.  

This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard staff.  The daily proof Hansard will be published at 
9.00 am tomorrow.   

The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be restricted to discussion of those items for which 
a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated fund.  This is the prime focus of the committee.  While there is 
scope for members to examine many matters, questions need to be clearly related to a page number, item, 
program or amount within the volumes.  For example, members are free to pursue performance indicators that 
are included in the budget statements while there remains a clear link between the questions and the estimates.  It 
is the intention of the Chairperson to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that 
both questions and answers are short and to the point.   

The Speaker may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than ask that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week.  For the purpose of following up the provision of this information, I 
ask the Speaker to clearly indicate to the committee which supplementary information he agrees to provide, and I 
will then allocate a reference number.  If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek the Speaker’s 
cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the committee clerk by 9 June 2006 so that members may read it 
before the report and third reading stages.  If the supplementary information cannot be provided within that time, 
written advice is required of the day by which the information will be made available.  Details in relation to 
supplementary information have been provided to both members and advisers.  Accordingly, I ask the Speaker to 
cooperate with those requirements.   

I caution members that if the Speaker asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the 
question on notice with the clerk’s office.  Only supplementary information that the Speaker agrees to provide 
will be sought by 9 June 2006.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I refer to page 46.  The third dot point under “Significant Issues and Trends” refers to the 
Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill.  Given that the number of members of the Legislative Council will 
increase from 34 to 36 following the 2009 election, what additional resources have been allocated to support 
those two additional members, including requirements for new offices within Parliament House? 

The SPEAKER:  I would like to comment on what the Legislative Council does; however, I cannot do that.  
The Leader of the Opposition referred to expenditure by the Legislative Council.  I can tell members only what 
we plan to do in the Legislative Assembly, and that is to refurbish the Legislative Assembly chamber over the 
long break to allow for both airconditioning and additional seats for the additional members who will be here 
after the next election.  This chamber will have 64 seats after the next election.  What the Legislative Council 
plans to do in the upper house is the Legislative Council’s business.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I do not want to be difficult.  I heard what the Speaker said; namely, that he is not in a 
position to comment on the Legislative Council.  However, with respect, that is wrong.  We are approving the 
budget of the Legislative Council.  Although the Speaker may not have the information to hand, he certainly can 
comment on it.  We are approving the budget for both houses.  I accept that the Speaker may need to access 
other information.  

The SPEAKER:  What the Legislative Council does with its chamber is its business.  I would think that it 
would need to expand it, but it might not.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Obviously, if the Speaker cannot comment on the Legislative Council, he can comment on 
the increase in the number of members of the Legislative Assembly from, I understand, 57 to 59.  I think the 
Speaker said 64 new seats.  
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The SPEAKER:  There will be provision for expansion.  This sort of alteration occurs once every 70 or 80 
years.  It will allow for the capacity of the chamber to be separated, as much as possible, into two areas, with 
divisions within that, if that is possible.  It is easier to manage if there are more seats than there are members.  
There will be an inbuilt surplus to allow for the present changes, plus further expansion of the house in years to 
come.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  When will we be able to see that information in dollar terms within the budget?   

The SPEAKER:  It is in the budget now, in the Parliamentary Services area.  The cost of refurbishment of the 
chamber is about $1 million and the cost of airconditioning is about $1.4 million for both chambers.  The first 
part of that equation has occurred in the Council.  The work that we could do, such as the airconditioning plant 
and some of the ducting work, has been done in preparation for when the house rises at the end of November.  
As the Leader of the Opposition will know, this building is on a hill, and trenches will need to be dug through 
the limestone core on which it sits.  The airconditioning will all be built in module form and, hopefully, will fit 
in easily.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I understand why airconditioning is being installed in the Parliament, and we all welcome 
it.  Mr Speaker has ruled that the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Act passed by the Parliament did not require 
a budget appropriation in the upper house.  Does that now mean that that act was unconstitutional, as the 
opposition claimed in the first place?   

[2.10 pm] 

The SPEAKER:  The Leader of the Opposition might have noticed that I am not a lawyer.  However, I made a 
ruling during debate on that bill.  It is drawing a long bow to suggest that the number of seats in the Legislative 
Council somehow makes that bill invalid. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It is obviously a money bill, and the Legislative Council did not have the power to 
introduce that bill. 

The SPEAKER:  The budget is the money bill that we are now debating, and I am happy to answer questions on 
that. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I refer to the first table on page 58.  I congratulate the Speaker and his predecessor on the 
success of the improvements made in Parliament House, given that they had to do it on the smell of an oily rag.  
My question carries on from the previous question about the capital contribution.  I note that next year it will 
drop to $500 000.  Could the Speaker give me a breakdown of maintenance versus capital expenditure? 

The SPEAKER:  To get a more accurate picture, I will ask Russell to summarise the actual make-up of the 
money.  It is obvious from some tables, such as the table on page 60, that to program the improvements, we have 
utilised some of the maintenance moneys to do capital improvements - 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  That is why I am asking the question. 

The SPEAKER:  - and some of the capital money is now going into the maintenance budget to balance that 
equation; that is, about $1 million.  I will ask Russell to explain the nuts and bolts of it. 

Mr R. Bremner:  It was necessary, in order to proceed with stage 1 of the airconditioning project, to use 
existing funds that Parliament had at its disposal as cash flow.  Because of that, we deferred a substantial backlog 
of maintenance work pending the sale of 34 Parliament Place.  We have now received the bulk of the proceeds 
from that sale, and it provides sufficient funds by and large to pay for the -  

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  What was it sold for? 

Mr R. Bremner:  It was sold for $2.86 million gross and it realised $2.6 million, of which Parliament received 
$2.36 million. 

The SPEAKER:  We are very happy with that allocation. 

Mr R. Bremner:  Yes.  The $2.36 million provides sufficient funding for the Legislative Council 
airconditioning, the Legislative Assembly airconditioning and the Legislative Assembly seating, or chamber, 
refurbishment. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It is a pity that an asset had to be sold to pay for the airconditioning.  It is the sort of 
thing the government should provide. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  That is how the coalition behaved when it was in government. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I am aware of that, but it does not make it any better or any worse. 
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The SPEAKER:  I am very happy that we will be able to utilise the proceeds from the sale of that property for 
several items over a number of years. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I am actually asking about the maintenance budget. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Does the member have a further question? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I asked about maintenance.  I want to know what the maintenance backlog is now.  Will 
the $500 000 a year in the forward estimates for each of the next three years cover what we need if we have been 
using maintenance money to do other things? 

The SPEAKER:  Not fully.  There is a shortfall in our maintenance wish list, as such.  It is our hope to draw up 
a master plan in the next six months.  It will list, so that anyone can see it, what our priorities are for 
maintenance of and improvements to this building, and it will give some sort of planned attack for years to come 
for tackling the maintenance and improvements of this place for the management of space.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I have one follow-up question.  What are the three or four major maintenance issues that 
the Speaker is dealing with?  Does the Speaker have a list with him that we could have as supplementary 
information so that we do not waste time on it? 

The SPEAKER:  We can give the member a copy of the list, which also includes the Legislative Assembly 
airconditioning and seating. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Can that be provided as supplementary information? 

The SPEAKER:  I will give it to the member now. 

The CHAIRMAN:  The Speaker is indicating that he is providing a list of maintenance items as supplementary 
information. 

The SPEAKER:  I do not have to provide it again, do I? 

The CHAIRMAN:  No.  I will allocate a supplementary information number to that. 

[Supplementary Information No A1.] 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I have a very simple question.  I refer to the first dot point under “Issues and Trends” on 
page 46.  With the appointment of Mia Betjeman as Clerk of the Council, what is the process that makes her 
automatically also Clerk of the Parliaments?  I congratulate her and wish her well in the job.  However, I would 
have thought that in a more pragmatic sense the Clerk of the Assembly was clearly the senior Clerk in the 
Parliament. 

The SPEAKER:  I do not know what the process is, but the Clerk seems to know, so I will ask the Clerk to 
answer that question. 

Mr P.J. McHugh:  The Clerk of the Parliaments is a designation that relates to pretty much just the keeping of 
some documents and a few related responsibilities.  In some houses it is mistakenly considered to be a position 
of some significance and seniority.  That, in fact, is not the case in Western Australia, although some individuals 
have thought in the past that it was.  The swearing-in of the new Clerk of the Legislative Council as Clerk of the 
Parliaments was probably, in my view, not an appropriate step to take, as that position is a matter between the 
houses and is determined by the joint standing orders.  However, I am sure that was not done with any particular 
thought in mind at the time; it was probably just how the minute was drawn up. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That is why I ask as a supplementary question whether it is laid down in any rule or act of 
Parliament.   

Mr P.J. McHugh:  The joint standing orders make provision that for the time being the Clerk of the Legislative 
Council is the Clerk of the Parliaments.  Frankly, that could be changed at any time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  My question is no reflection on the person concerned; I just thought that the position 
would normally reside with the more senior of the two Clerks, whomever that might be.  

The SPEAKER:  That has not been the case up until now, but it is something on which I do not disagree with 
the member. 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  Further, in terms of the reconfiguration of the seating in this chamber, has the Speaker’s 
thought process progressed to having two seats, with aisle space on either side?  If that is the thinking, is the plan 
to take a chainsaw to the existing stock?  Does the Speaker have any plan to use the timber from the magnificent 
gum tree outside my window?  Is there anything in the budget papers that could be used to cut it down and reuse 
it for timber, perhaps in this chamber? 
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The SPEAKER:  Not in relation to the gum.  The member is talking about that awful lemon-scented gum.  The 
plans to redevelop this chamber are in the final stages of being drawn up.  As soon as the plans are done, we will 
show them to members of this house and seek their views.  At this stage my hope is that we will have seats in 
sets of only two so that members do not have to file past each other and the like and that there will be sufficient 
space so that members can access their seats directly.  With that sort of configuration, we will have to remove 
the prohibition on walking between the member on his or her feet and the Speaker.  That is probably one rule 
that will have to change in the new chamber.  I hope that a portion of this chamber will be transferred to the 
Constitutional Centre so that in years to come children will be able to actually use the pews of this Parliament in 
their parliamentary education program. 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  Given that I drew a blank in getting any of the chandeliers for the new underground train 
station in William Street, can a couple of the pews go there for people waiting for the 447 train to Mandurah?   

[2.20 pm] 

The SPEAKER:  I had not considered putting any of those pews into waiting rooms for the railway.  In fact, 
they may not be modern enough to fit in with the modern facility that is being developed.  However, any 
proposal that is put to us will get due consideration. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  In relation to the first dot point under “Major Achievements For 2005-06” on page 59 of 
the Budget Statements, how many of the visitors to Parliament House were subject to security screenings such as 
having to pass through a metal detector, and why is security screening more rigorous at Dumas House than it is 
at Parliament House? 

The SPEAKER:  We do not keep a record of the number of people who enter through the screening facility.  
We will have to get a guesstimate from our head of security, and supply that information as supplementary 
information to the Leader of the Opposition.  Was the member talking about the security relating to access of 
visitors? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Yes. 

The SPEAKER:  It is debatable whether we will take the level of security at Parliament House to the same level 
as that at Dumas House.  A review of our security programs was done as recently as five months ago and that 
was not highlighted as an area that we should have another look at.  If there is a suggestion that the current 
system is allowing undesirables through, we will have a look at it.  My understanding of Dumas House is that the 
only access is through photographic identification, and if one does not have that, it is provided on the spot.  We 
are a long way from doing that at Parliament House. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Do any visitors to Parliament House go through a metal detector type screen?  Again, it 
begs the question: if it is good enough for people to go through a thorough security system as Dumas House, 
why is it not as important for members of Parliament who are not ministers to be protected by the same type of 
security? 

The SPEAKER:  The ministers are here when we are sitting. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is true, and it is a different system at Dumas House than the one in place at Parliament 
House! 

The SPEAKER:  Screening is used for access to the public galleries.  There is no screening for people who are 
invited by members of Parliament.  The members vouch for those people. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Is the Leader of the Opposition seeking that information as supplementary information? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN:  The Speaker has agreed to provide a guesstimate of the number of people who pass through 
the screening facility at Parliament House. 

[Supplementary Information No A2.] 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  If one of the buildings was to be targeted, Parliament House would be targeted before 
Dumas House.  It is obvious that our security here is not up to the standard that it should be. 

The SPEAKER:  That is the view of the Leader of the Opposition.  There have been Three reviews of our 
security since I have been the Speaker, and each one of those reviews suggested finetuning what we are doing, to 
which we have responded.  There is a capital works program for the bollards at the western side of Parliament 
House.  An improvement to that was suggested and we are now doing that.  An upgrading of the strength of the 
windows on the western side of the building was also suggested, and we are responding to that.  They were the 
primary recommendations.  The next review, probably in about 18 months, may recommend that we do away 
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with the current card access system and introduce another one.  We do not give a brief to the people who do the 
review prohibiting them from assessing any areas.  I presume that if the system is functioning the way it should, 
those people do not recommend changes.  The dignitary protection unit of the WA Police conducts the review 
because it is the expert. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I think we have been lucky. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I refer to page 60 where there is reference to the amount to be spent on security.  Do the 
security officers have the task of protecting the building and the assets from vandalism? 

The SPEAKER:  Yes. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  If someone sought to vandalise a tree at the front of Parliament House, would it be 
security’s job to protect such a heritage asset? 

The SPEAKER:  No, those officers are employed to protect the building. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Does that include anything that is heritage listed?  

The SPEAKER:  No.  There is closed circuit television coverage of the front of the building.  If anyone tried to 
remove that tree unofficially, we would stop them. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I am not sure which section of the budget papers includes the funds that have been 
drawn down for tree services. 

The SPEAKER:  They are in the current budget figures for the Parliamentary Services Department under 
maintenance of the yard. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Therefore, with those funds has the Speaker paid for advice on the tree at the front of the 
building? 

The SPEAKER:  We have had several bits of advice and are searching for advice that the tree can be made safe.  
As yet, we have not found an arborist who will say that he or she can make that tree safe.  The only one who 
seemed to think it can be done is the Heritage Council.  We have asked the Kings Park Board and private 
aborists to provide us with information.  The interesting thing that people may not know is that on Australia Day 
this year, some 10 000 people gathered in the grounds of Parliament House to watch the fireworks.  The next day 
a large limb dropped from the tree and we were fortunate that it did not drop the night before when there may 
have been a crowd of people under it. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Is it possible for the written advice on that tree to be made available as supplementary 
information?  My understanding from having spoken to some of the tree surgeons is that they have advised that 
the tree is as safe as any of the lemon scented white gums in Kings Park.  Is that not the advice that you have, Mr 
Speaker? 

The SPEAKER:  We do not have advice saying that the tree is “just as safe”.  The advice that I am concerned 
about is that no more branches can be taken out of the canopy of the tree because it would make the tree less 
stable than it is currently.  As much as possible has already been taken out of the canopy, and that aborist has 
told us that the safety of the tree cannot be guaranteed.  However, this tree has a bit of a history. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Is it possible for that advice to be provided as supplementary information? 

The SPEAKER:  We can provide a copy as supplementary information. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Will that include advice on how to make the tree safe? 

The SPEAKER:  If there were such advice, we would provide it.  There is no advice on how to make the tree 
safe. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Have you sought that advice? 

The SPEAKER:  From every aborist who has worked on it or come into the place.  We have asked the Kings 
Park Board what we have to do to make it safe and it has not got back to us yet. 

[2.30 pm] 

The CHAIRMAN:  Mr Speaker, would you please clarify what will be provided as supplementary information? 

The SPEAKER:  The two arborist reports on the lemon-scented gum.  

[Supplementary Information No A3.] 
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Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I refer to page 54, service 1.  What is the cost per annum of leasing property outside 
Parliament House?  How many full-time equivalent staff are located off site in other buildings?   

The SPEAKER:  Fifteen Legislative Assembly staff are located off site, and 22 Parliamentary Services staff are 
located off site.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Does the Legislative Council also have people located off site? 

The SPEAKER:  Yes, the committee staff.  The Legislative Council committee office would be about the same 
size as ours. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  So over 50 people are located off site? 

The SPEAKER:  Yes. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  What are the lease costs for the Assembly? 

The SPEAKER:  The annual rental cost for the committee office is $340 000.  The annual rental cost for 
Parliamentary Services - for finance and information technology - is $140 000.  1 Harvest Terrace is owned by 
the Parliament, but there is an allocation of $5 000 in the budget for power and services.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Some of us have thought for some time that it would be better to build another building, 
as has been done in other jurisdictions.  

The SPEAKER:  Or use Hale House.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Or whatever - something that is close by.  Has any thought been given to building 
another building to not only service the people who are located off site now but also alleviate some of the current 
overcrowding in the Parliament, which means that some members have to share offices? 

The SPEAKER:  Yes.  I hope that the master plan that we will be developing will include that.  I have had 
discussions with the Minister for Education and Training about Hale House.  I hope that can be taken over by the 
Parliament.  However, a significant amount of renovation would need to take place. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  To be purchased or leased? 

The SPEAKER:  It would become ours; it is owned by the government.  However, the size of it would 
necessitate that both chambers share some of the meeting rooms and the like.  We are still studying that proposal.  
That is the sort of plan that I think can be achieved in the long run so that this whole street becomes a historic 
street. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  How long is “the long run”? 

The SPEAKER:  I was told that they are locked into leases and so forth, so it would take about three years.  
That would just about fit in with our lease commitments as well.  That would be about the length of time we 
would be looking at.  From the cost figures that I have read out, that would be a significant saving each year.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I refer to page 59.  The first dot point under “Major Achievements for 2005-06” states - 

Continued upgrades of Parliament House services and facilities for members, staff and visitors. 

I want to raise an issue about the use of the courtyard facility.  It is good that there has been some expenditure on 
the courtyard in the past year.  At times the courtyard is used for discussions with staff or people from the 
community.  However, about three weeks ago the courtyard was used for what was clearly a business meeting.  I 
stress that I am not trying to be political when I say this, because this has happened under governments of both 
political persuasions.  The situation that I am talking about involved both former and current members of 
Parliament.  The group was spread out over three tables, and people were walking around acting as though they 
were very important, and taking plans and drawings from table to table.  Although that did not prevent other 
people from using the courtyard, it was a somewhat arrogant display of a meeting, because it effectively took 
over half the courtyard.  It was certainly intimidating to other visitors to the courtyard.  I consider that to be 
inappropriate behaviour.  I am not saying people should not be allowed to meet in the courtyard.  However, there 
should be some guidance about the use of public facilities in Parliament House, such as the courtyard. 

The SPEAKER:  I do not disagree with what the member has said.  There are certainly enough meeting rooms 
within the Parliament for a planned meeting to be located in one of those rooms.  The courtyard is predominantly 
for functions of the Parliament, and for entertaining small groups of people.  I do not know about the meeting to 
which the member has referred.  If it did involve three tables and, say, 30 people, there are a number of meeting 
rooms within the building that could have catered for that number of people. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am just wondering whether it would be possible for you to look at that issue, Mr 
Speaker, along with Mr President, because some guidance should be given to members on the use of that public 
open area. 

The SPEAKER:  Yes.  I am happy to do that. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I am interested in the difference between the presentation on page 46 for the Legislative 
Council and the presentation on page 54 for the Legislative Assembly.  The Legislative Council presentation lists 
the significant issues and trends and gives some descriptive detail about the achievements for the past financial 
year and the planned achievements for the next financial year.  However, the Legislative Assembly presentation 
is much more businesslike, with not as much descriptive detail.  Is there any particular reason for that difference? 

The SPEAKER:  This is probably the last year in which there will be a difference between the two.  We are now 
tabling for the first time an annual report.  Until last year, the Parliament refused to do that.  However, because 
of some events that have occurred in the upper house, that position is no longer tenable, and we will now be 
lodging an annual report.  We are working on a system to make it standard across both chambers and 
Parliamentary Services, with standard performance indicators.  I do not know whether the Council will ever get 
to the point at which the President is examined in some sort of parliamentary debate, but that should probably 
happen too.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I think this issue relates to page 54, service 1.  It is a bit difficult to tell with this matter, 
because it concerns the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  As a member, I have found it quite frustrating 
to have to deal with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet on a number of matters.  Is there any move to 
bring under the administration of the Parliament some of the things that are dealt with by that department?  
When I got a new car last year, it took the Department of the Premier and Cabinets six months to let finance at 
Parliament House know that the amount that had to be withdrawn from my salary had to be increased, so I had to 
pay a huge amount of money upfront because the department was so slow in dealing with that matter.  On other 
occasions it has taken the Department of the Premier and Cabinet six or seven months to do things.  The imprest 
account is another example which I think would be much better under the Speaker’s guidance.  Is there any 
move towards changing some of that? 

[2.40 pm] 

The SPEAKER:  I have written to the new Premier, as I did the previous Premier.  Unfortunately, our Premier 
has the same view as the previous Premier at the moment. 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I hope you can change his mind. 

The SPEAKER:  It is a work in progress, I hope.  At the moment we have not had any movement.  I was very 
encouraged initially but I am now having to start again and hopefully will achieve that.  I think it is eminently 
more sensible to have imprest election officers and the computer systems will come under that. 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I agree totally. 

The SPEAKER:  I do not know how we would change the car leasing arrangements.  Presumably, we could 
continue to use the centralised car leasing system.  I do not know whether that would change. 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It should not take them five months to let Parliament House know there has been a 
change in some members’ payments. 

The SPEAKER:  I do not know whether that would be brought over if I was successful in my request.  At the 
moment I have not been.  That does not mean I will not keep trying.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I refer to the final dot point on page 59 relating to the work under way to improve the 
broadcasting system.  I am sure the Speaker is aware that when a lot of people are trying to access the 
proceedings of Parliament, such as at question time, the streaming cuts out both sound and vision whereas the 
federal Parliament has a seamless quality reproduction.  I was pleasantly and genuinely surprised at how many 
people in my electorate tune into Parliament, yet the quality, not the content, of the picture and sound they are 
receiving is not what it should be.  It is a great thing that people do tune in, but we have to make sure that there is 
a high-quality resolution and sound. 

The SPEAKER:  I thank the member for the question and for some notice of that question.  We have introduced 
an interline upgrade from 10 megabytes to 100 megabytes with an alternate two-megabyte backup.  In summary, 
we were told about that problem, and that is apparently the response that will fix it.  We cannot do anything 
about the infrastructure in people’s houses. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The example I am using is my electorate office where the reception of federal Parliament 
is perfect.  That is not so from Parliament House.  It is not our end; it is clearly this end. 
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The SPEAKER:  The difference is that our system cost $1 million all-up, compared to $54 million for the 
federal Parliament.  Theirs is 54 times better than ours, I guess. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I hope there is some improvement. 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  Do you know how many hits we get during question time? 

The SPEAKER:  Sometimes four!  Apparently, the strike rate is 300.  We can provide a summary of the number 
of hits in a normal month, so that people know how useful it is.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Are you supplying that information, Mr Speaker?  
The SPEAKER:  Yes.  I was just told that access to our Internet site has now reached about 90 000 hits per 
month.   

[Supplementary Information No A4.] 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Mr Speaker, I refer to major achievements for 2005-06 at page 59.  With regard to the 
courtyard repaving, who was the contractor, what was the budget, did it come in on budget and is it finished?  
While the Speaker is concentrating on that, can he make a comment about the fountains at the front of 
Parliament House?  Why are they not operating? 

The SPEAKER:  They are two distinct questions.   

The CHAIRMAN:  I will treat it as one question and a further question.   

The SPEAKER:  We have allocated $265 000 to the courtyard project.  It was not a priority, although the 
membrane under the existing pavement had collapsed in various areas and rainwater was going through to the 
floor below, so it had to be fixed.  I am extremely displeased with the result to the point at which we have 
instructed the accounts section to pay no more money for that job until it is fixed.  We have a problem with the 
locking grouting, which is not working for some reason.  There are variations in gaps between the pavers 
because the blocks have moved.  Through our supervisors, the Department of Housing and Works, we are in 
dispute with the contractor.  We can provide the contractor’s name through supplementary information.  We 
have that detail.   

[Supplementary Information No A5.]  
THE SPEAKER:  The trees were provided in an attempt to deglare that area.  At the moment, I think that is 
probably the best result. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The glare is pretty bad. 

The SPEAKER:  The glare is awful.  There was supposed to be less glare.  It is disappointing when everybody 
walks around squinting.   
The fountains at the front have not worked for the past 14 months.  We have not turned them on for the past 14 
months.  There is a fair degree of concrete cancer throughout the foundations.  It is estimated that it will cost 
$250 000 to stabilise the problem.  We invested $14 000 in the last budget to find out the extent of the problem.  
In the next year to 18 months a decision will have to be made on the final solution, but at the moment the 
fountains are turned off in the interests of their structural integrity.   
The appropriation was recommended. 
 


