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ESTIMATES COMMITTEE 
Appointment - Motion 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [2.01 pm]:  I move - 

That for the purpose of considering the estimates and expenditure for the fiscal year 2003-04 the 
following order be made - 

 313. Consideration of Annual Estimates 
 1 A Committee of the Whole (the “Estimates Committee”) is appointed to consider the 

Annual Estimates of Expenditure and related documents (the “Budget Papers”) which, 
on being tabled, stand referred to the Estimates Committee accordingly. 

 2 The Chairman of Committees, acting with the advice of the committee established 
under SO 125A, is to determine - 

(a) the Votes in the Budget Papers to be considered and the order in which they 
will be considered; 

(b) for each Vote, the day and time for its consideration; 

(c) the final date for lodging questions on notice (if any) relating to each Vote; and 

(d) cause a copy of that determination to be given to each member, each minister, 
and the chief executive officers of the departments or other State 
instrumentalities whose operations are wholly or partly funded from the Votes 
determined under paragraph (a). 

 3 Any variation or cancellation of a determination is to be made, if practicable, in 
accordance with the requirements of subclause 2.  

 4 The Chairman of Committees is the Chairman of the Estimates Committee and has 
those powers necessary or incidental to the maintenance of the orderly conduct of its 
proceedings. 

 5 When considering a Vote - 

(a) there is no question to be resolved; 

(b) members may ask oral questions of the appropriate minister in the Council and, 
with the minister’s consent but subject nonetheless to SO 331, of any person 
appearing with that minister. 

 6 The Estimates Committee is not to require the attendance of a person by name or office 
unless the person is authorized or required by law to perform a function with a public 
purpose and there is no capacity for a minister - 

(a) to give directions as to the manner or occasion when the function is to be 
performed, or  

(b) to alter or nullify an effect resulting from a performance of the function. 
 7 Not later than 1 sitting day after the day on which the question for the second reading of 

a bill appropriating the Consolidated Fund for the ordinary annual services of the 
Government is first put, the Estimates Committee may report on any matter arising from 
its consideration of the Budget Papers. 

 8 Standing order 234 does not apply to a bill that appropriates the Consolidated Fund in 
accordance with the Budget Papers if, when it is read a second time, no notice has been 
given of a motion for a purpose permitted under section 46 of the Constitution Acts 
Amendment Act 1899, and in such a case the question for the third reading is to be put 
immediately. 

 9 The House stands adjourned over each day that is subject to a determination under 
subclause 2(b). 

 10 Despite subclause 9, if satisfied by the Leader of the House that a matter requires the 
immediate attention of the House, the President may recall the House to sit on such a 
day at a specified time, and any proceedings of the Estimates Committee on that day are 
suspended for the duration of the sitting. 
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 11 The business to be transacted on a day provided for in subclause 10 is that determined 
by the Leader of the House and need not be confined to consideration of the matter for 
which the House is recalled. 

There is not a great deal for me to say about this.  It is simply a formal motion.  There have been some questions 
about whether paragraph 6 of the motion is appropriate.  Hon George Cash will be raising the issue of whether or 
not there was an understanding that paragraph 6 would be part of the motion.  I will wait to hear that debate.   

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [2.03 pm]:  The purpose of this motion is to enable a sessional 
order to be put in place that would set the parameters under which the Estimates Committee of the Legislative 
Council would carry out its work on the consideration of the annual estimates.  It is a similar sessional order to 
that agreed to in the past.  However, in a moment I will speak in particular to paragraph 6, which I will argue is 
not necessary.  I understand that in past years there was no need for it. 

If this sessional order is agreed to, I will be required, as the Chairman of the Estimates Committee, to produce a 
document and submit it to the Leader of the House, as chairman of the business management committee, at a 
meeting that I understand is scheduled for tonight.  That document will set out the various activities I have 
undertaken on behalf of the committee to ensure that the administrative provisions have been put in place to 
enable the Estimates Committee this year to consider the budget between Tuesday, 3 June and Thursday, 5 June.  
I had indicated to some members that it was proposed that the Estimates Committee would sit from Tuesday, 3 
June to Friday, 6 June.  However, at a meeting this morning with the Deputy Chairmen, it was suggested that the 
Friday activity, which was to take place until 1.00 pm, was not necessary on the basis that it could be included in 
the Wednesday and Thursday evenings.  I had made the assumption that, because the House had agreed to sit 
until 10.00 only on Tuesday night, and finish at 6.00 pm on other nights, it should be carried through.  However, 
as I hope the House in due course will adopt the whole of the sessional order, when the business management 
committee endorses, or otherwise, the various propositions it will be agreeing to sit late on Wednesday night and 
Thursday night; that is, until about 10.00 pm.  There is nothing over the top about that, and in doing that we 
would not have to sit on the Friday, which apparently suits a number of members.  We would still bring in the 
same number of departments and organisations that have previously been agreed to, but the timing will be a little 
different, and all matters can still be attended to.  As usual, a notice was sent to all members of the Legislative 
Council inviting them to set out the departments they preferred to come forward and participate in the Estimates 
Committee.  In keeping with the past two years, only a limited number of members responded.  I take that as a 
great indication of support for me and the committee, because I can only assume that - 

Hon Ken Travers:  It shows they are happy with the budget.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I knew they were happy with either the committee or the budget - one or the other.  

Hon Ken Travers:  It is probably a combination of the two.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I think it is a combination of both.   

I am not able to produce a schedule at this stage for members, only because it is in my other office, which is a 
long way from this Chamber, but the four major bodies - education, health, police, and Treasury and Cabinet - 
are included, along with those bodies that manage to win a place by way of preference of various members.  We 
have endeavoured to see that ministers need to appear on only one day at the most.  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Fantastic! 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The Minister for Racing and Gaming says that is fantastic, but the bad news is that when 
the Friday work was transferred, it went onto Thursday evening, and I think the minister now has the whole of 
Thursday, right up to 10.00 pm.  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I will sleep on Tuesday and Wednesday.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That is right!  We have done our very best to spread the workload, and the Deputy 
Chairmen have agreed who will chair the various sessions.  

Paragraph 6 of the motion provides that - 

The Estimates Committee is not to require the attendance of a person by name or office unless the 
person is authorized or required by law to perform a function with a public purpose and there is no 
capacity for a minister - 

(a) to give directions as to the manner or occasion when the function is to be performed, or  

(b) to alter or nullify an effect resulting from a performance of the function.  

In the past it has not been considered necessary to apply that paragraph.  I assume it has been the view of the 
committee that it is up to the minister responsible for a particular budget agency - that includes the parliamentary 
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secretaries - to ensure that the appropriate people are called before the committee.  In some cases that can be 
only the chief executive officer and a limited number of officers.  In the case of health, it has been the practice 
on past occasions for up to 20 officers to attend.  However, that is a decision for the chief executive officer.  No 
doubt that decision will be made in consultation with the minister.  That is a matter for the minister to work out.  
This year we intend to emphasise in the letters advising departments that it has been agreed that they should 
appear before the Estimates Committee and that they will be obliged to provide answers to any questions put on 
notice prior to the Estimates Committee on matters that relate to the Estimates Committee.  They will be advised 
that it is important that those answers be returned by a particular date, which will be stated to the business 
management committee tonight.  If the business management committee agrees with the report to be submitted 
tonight, members will be advised in the next few days that they will be able to ask up to five questions on notice 
of the various agencies or departments that will be called before the Estimates Committee.  Those questions will 
have to be submitted by 19 May.  If they are not submitted by then, no guarantee will be given on the provision 
of answers.  We will also advise the departments that they will be required to return answers to those questions 
by 23 May.  Hopefully, that will enable us to distribute the answers to the members who put questions on notice.  
As Chairman, I can only do my best to see that answers are given.  I certainly cannot warrant the answers.  In 
that regard, we will emphasise to the departments that they have an obligation to ensure that they attend to those 
matters within the time frame that is set.   

Under paragraph 6 of the motion, the obligation is on the chief executive officer.  I do not believe it is a matter 
for the committee to decide who should or should not attend the Estimates Committee.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Doesn’t paragraph 6 say that we cannot require them to attend?   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  It states -  

. . . is not to require the attendance of a person . . . unless the person is authorized or required by law - 

Hon Ken Travers:  So, if they have an independent function.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That is right.  I cannot recall to which of the agencies that we intend to call this year it 
might apply - I do not have the document in front of me.  The Auditor General and the Inspector of Custodial 
Services will attend, but I do not know of any other person who falls into that category.   

Hon Ken Travers:  What would be the problem of leaving in paragraph 6, if you were not intending to require 
anyone to attend?   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I do not believe it is necessary, because we have not done it in the past.  Some members 
also want to read other matters into that paragraph, which could delay proceedings within the committee.   

On the general management of the Estimates Committee, I am aware that some members are concerned that not 
enough time is given to particular agencies or departments.  The fact is that limited time is available to us.  The 
committee can respond only to the requests made for the departments that are called.  Regrettably, on some 
occasions in the past when agencies were called, members who had assured me they would be in attendance to 
ask questions did not appear.  As a consequence, remaining members in the Chamber sometimes had to scramble 
for questions so as not to embarrass the Legislative Council, because a process had been put in place.  Perhaps I 
overexaggerate the situation, because no member should have to scramble for questions.  I am in the business of 
bringing forward the departments that are required to appear and the members who want to appear.  I say to the 
Leader of the House that on the basis that the House agrees to this sessional order, I will move an amendment to 
delete paragraph 6.  I will be in a position to submit a report to the business management committee tonight.  On 
the basis that the business management committee agrees to the proposals contained in that report, the various 
departments and members will be informed and we will be able to conduct the Estimates Committee this year.   

In closing - I have not said in conclusion yet, because sometimes we say in conclusion six times - the Deputy 
Chairmen who will chair the various sessions have been asked to offer questions in the first instance to the lead 
speakers of the respective parties.  That has been agreed between the Deputy Chairmen and me at a meeting.  If a 
member believes he or she will be disadvantaged by that, I suggest that he or she liaise with the lead speaker in 
his or her party.  There is no question that, with the limited time available to us, we will not be able to get an 
answer to every question. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Are you suggesting that they will get more than one question at a time?   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes.  As occurred last year in response to requests from the previous year, I expect that 
the lead person from each party will be given an opportunity to ask a number of questions so that there are some 
flow-on effects, so to speak.  However, members should recognise that those questions cannot be a page long.  It 
must be fair.  In the end, I expect the Deputy Chairmen to apply some sort of time constraint.   

Hon Ken Travers:  I think that is a positive reform.   
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  I thank Hon Ken Travers for raising the issue, because it gave me the opportunity to say 
that if a member were to ask a question that was a page and a half long, there would be a good chance he or she 
would get to ask only one question and not three or four or whatever.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  It would not be a question, but an essay.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Quite so.  There is a good chance that if the question or essay were one-and-a-half pages 
long, the minister would not answer it anyway; he would choose to answer only the bits he remembered.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I would; my answer would be yes or no.   

Amendment to Motion 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Having given some brief explanation of why we should agree to this sessional order, I 
move - 

That paragraph 6 be deleted.   

I invite the support of members for this amendment.   

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [2.17 pm]:  I will be more comfortable about 
supporting the amendment when I better understand the effect of the paragraph that it seeks to delete.  Certainly, 
this paragraph is part of my motion, but on reading it through in detail I wonder what the effect of the 
amendment will be, because I am not certain of the effect of the paragraph, which is based around a double 
negative.  Clearly, this paragraph is not about independent officers giving evidence before the Estimates 
Committee.  The paragraph contains a double negative, and states -  

The Estimates Committee is not to require the attendance of a person by name or office unless the 
person is authorized or required by law to perform a function with a public purpose and there is no 
capacity for a minister -  

It then lists certain things. 

Hon George Cash:  I understand, for instance, that the Department of Health has a number of officers who carry 
out statutory functions in which the minister cannot direct them.   

Hon Ken Travers:  We would be able to invite them even if this paragraph were included in the motion.  They 
are the people we would be able to require to attend.   

Hon George Cash:  In the past it has been left to the chief executive to bring forward the people whom he 
believed were competent to answer those questions.  Chief executives have included those statutory officers in 
the past.  There has not been a need to single out those statutory officers.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Does paragraph 6 prohibit the Estimates Committee from calling independent statutory 
officers over whom the minister’s power of direction is limited in the ways described?  

Hon George Cash:  As I understand it.   
Hon Ken Travers:  No, I think it is the opposite.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is where I have a problem.  It seems to be a double negative.   
Hon George Cash:  My colleague who raised the issue is now able to explain it in his words.   
Several members interjected.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  As I said, this is not a problem, but I want to be sure that the House has clarity of 
understanding about what we are doing.  I do not have that clarity, and as much as I try to read the clause 
through logically, the double negative continues to confuse me.  I will be happy to be further enlightened.   
HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [2.20 pm]:  I want to delete this paragraph for the same reason it was 
deleted last year.  I am not sure how it got back in.  Paragraph 6 was in the original proposition, and I objected to 
it and moved an amendment.  The Leader of the House and I had a stand-up fight over it.  I wanted to make 
certain that civil servants understood that they could be compelled to give evidence to the Estimates Committee.  
I must have been prescient.  The idea was that we normally expect civil servants to turn up with the minister and 
the minister to make sure the civil servants attend and are able to answer the questions.  The inclusion of the 
provision would have meant that the committee had no capacity to compel attendance of a civil servant who did 
not attend.  The committee could not make sure, as any committee should be able to make sure, that answers 
were given.  When I moved an amendment to the paragraph to stipulate that a minister should attend with such 
people as was necessary, the Leader of the House objected.  The only reason I moved the amendment to require 
the minister to do that was that the Leader of the House had included in his paragraph a statement that the 
committee could not do it.  We resolved that issue by deleting the paragraph.  I was surprised to see it this year, 
as it was not part of the final sessional order of the House last year.   
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Hon Kim Chance:  You were no more surprised than I.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  It seems that it must have been an error on the part of the Leader of the House.  He must 
have picked up the motion as he originally moved it, as opposed to the motion he intended to move; that is, the 
final sessional order.   

Hon Kim Chance:  It is the Government’s place to choose its advisers.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  Exactly.   

Several members interjected. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  We can have this argument again if members want, but we had it last time. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  You never did it when you were in government.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  We always made sure that people turned up.  We made sure that everybody was there.  The 
undertaking given by the ministers was that they would be there.  The reality is that this paragraph was removed 
last time because I moved an amendment that required ministers to make sure the civil servants were there.  The 
strange thing is that after I moved it we had the situation of the -  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Order, members!  If members want to have private 
conversations, they should leave the Chamber.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  We then had the problem with the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and her civil 
servants, who totally disregarded the fact that it was a committee proceeding and did not answer the questions 
that were asked of them.  I make it clear that if we set up a Committee of the Whole, it is a committee.  I do not 
believe we should remove the right of the committee to make sure that answers are given.  The committee might 
not necessarily need to use that power, but it must have the power in reserve.  We had the interesting situation 
recently of Hon Graham Giffard saying that he cannot make sure that people turn up.  That occurred in the 
debate we had when I sought to give him an order to get these answers and to make sure that people turn up.  
Hon Graham Giffard said that he could not make sure those people attended.  He cannot.  However, he said that 
the Estimates Committee could.  The committee cannot do that if this paragraph is included in the sessional 
order.   

Somebody must make sure that if a civil servant gives the finger to the committee, there is some capacity to 
make sure he is required to answer the question.  There is nobody in this House who can do it.  Hon Graham 
Giffard has told us at length that he cannot do it.  Therefore, the committee must have the power.  I am not 
saying that the committee should work out who should attend.  The Government should work out who should 
attend, but if answers are not readily given, the committee must have some compulsive powers to ensure they are 
provided.  It is a reserve power.  I do not believe it should be needed, but it must be available to enable the 
committee to say to someone who is appearing before it that he can be compelled to answer the questions.  We 
are not saying who should give him the questions, but we will make certain that somebody gives them in the end, 
because that is the point of this.   

I was a bit surprised that this paragraph was included in the proposed sessional order in the light of the history of 
this matter.  The Leader of the House moved it last year and I objected to it.  We resolved the issue by leaving it 
out.  We then had the debacle of the Perth urban rail development team deciding not to answer its questions.  We 
spent almost a year trying to fix that.  We had the argument of Hon Graham Giffard that he had no capacity to 
make sure that people turned up to the hearings.  Then, blow me down, the Leader of the House today moved to 
include the same paragraph in the sessional order.  That would leave us virtually without any capacity to ensure 
that witnesses answer questions.  If I thought the Leader of the House had done it advisedly -   

Hon Kim Chance:  It was not a deliberate act.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  My instant assumption was that he used the same motion that was moved last year rather 
the final sessional order.  If I had thought he had done it sneakily, I would not have asked somebody else to 
move a deletion for me; I would have seen the Leader of the House personally and got hot under the collar about 
it.   

Hon Kim Chance:  My main reason for raising the issue is that I am still having difficulty with what the 
paragraph means because of the double negative.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I can tell the Leader of the House what it means.  Generally speaking, it is saying that we 
rely upon the minister appearing -   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  The Leader of the House has asked for clarification.  He cannot 
hear that clarification if everybody else is speaking.   
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Hon PETER FOSS:  It is not my paragraph, but I understand it.  That is why I moved that it be removed.  I can 
see the constitutional reasons for it, which are appropriate.  It is saying that we have either a minister who is 
responsible or an individual who is responsible to the House without being responsible through a minister; that 
is, people such as the Ombudsman, the Inspector of Custodial Services, the Equal Opportunity Commissioner 
and the Auditor General.  There are a number of people - 

Hon Ken Travers:  The main officers of the Parliament.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  People who are responsible directly to Parliament as opposed to people who are not.   

Hon Kim Chance:  What about the Clerk of the Parliaments?   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I am not sure.   

Hon Kim Chance:  This is getting more fascinating every minute.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I know what the intent of the paragraph is.  I am saying to the Leader of the House that we 
agreed last year to leave it out.  I think circumstances justified it being left out, and it is inappropriate to include 
it now.  We agreed on its removal last year.  I assume that it was included in the motion this year by accident, 
and that as soon as somebody confirms that it was removed last year, we will not have a problem with it.   

Several members interjected. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I will ignore the stupid interjections from the peanut gallery, which, as usual, has got it 
wrong.  I know why the peanut gallery is saying that.  It is embarrassed about its absurd behaviour this morning 
over another matter.  Obviously it is still smarting.  That incident has had a continued effect into the afternoon.  
Lunch was not enough to assuage its feelings.  I will ignore the peanut gallery, as that is what is causing the 
problem.  I think I have reached an understanding with the Leader of the House as to why I wish the paragraph to 
be removed.   

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [2.29 pm]:  I will advise my colleagues to support the amendment 
moved by the Opposition.  This Government came into power on the platform of openness and accountability.  It 
said that it offered a clean slate and that it would answer questions.  That tit-for-tat approach - “You could not do 
it for us; therefore, we will not allow you to do it for us because now we are the Government and what we say 
goes” - is not a supportable argument, especially for a Government that says that it is more accountable than 
other Governments.  I have always been of the view that when public money and resources are involved, 
Parliament, on behalf of the community or the taxpayers, should have the maximum opportunity to find out how 
those resources have been used.  Therefore, to put in a paragraph that impacts on one of the normal standing 
orders and the powers of any committee within this Parliament, is appropriate for the estimates process.  I will 
address other issues when we get back to the substantive debate. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Hon Dee Margetts can address the issues with regard to the 
substantive debate now if she so wishes because she has not previously spoken.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I will put into the mix some other issues.  I have discussed the following matter with 
my colleagues.  I understand that there are time deadlines when organising the Estimates Committees and that 
members must put in their bids to ask questions.  The estimates process is meant to consist of a series of 
questions about what is contained in the budget.  We understand that the budget incorporates everything that 
happens in departments.  However, matters will always arise in budgets for which members are not prepared; 
that is, provided not everything has been leaked prior to the handing down of the budget.  Therefore, it seems 
extraordinary that if something arises during the budget process about which a member has not booked a time - if 
one likes - on which to ask a question, there is no provision to deal with that.  If an issue arises in the budget that 
has not already been covered by people’s bids, there should be some means by which members can appeal to 
have that option to ask questions.  That may or may not happen, but budget estimates are meant to be about the 
budget that is handed down and questions should be allowed to range widely.  Anomalies can arise if the bids 
and the preparation for the questions on that budget have to be locked in before members actually see the budget.   

I agree with all speakers that there is a problem with the ability of members to follow a line of questioning in the 
manner that would normally be carried out in the committee stage of a Bill.  The opportunity for questioning is 
much less than that, which is a pity.  Work must still be done to find out how the estimates process can operate 
more efficiently and how we can follow up on matters that arise out of the process of questioning. 

Having supported the amendment, the Greens (WA) will support the overall proposal.   

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [2.35 pm]:  To be absolutely honest, I 
am not too fussed whether paragraph 6 stays or goes, but we must clearly understand the intent of the person 
who seeks to have this paragraph deleted.  As it stands, paragraph 6 allows the Parliament to call to this 
Parliament those officers who do not have a connection through a minister.  Therefore, the only way they can be 
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questioned is to have them come before the Parliament.  Members have given enough examples of officers who 
fit into that scenario.  It is absolutely appropriate that the Ombudsman or someone who is not answerable to this 
Parliament through a minister can be called before Parliament.  Paragraph 6 allows us to do that.  There are 
questions about how we can require people to attend an Estimates Committee - we can have that debate at 
another time.  However, even if we are able to do that, by deleting this paragraph it says that the Estimates  

Committee can seek to have any public servant attend before it.  For example, it can request the level 1 public 
servant in the Western Australian Tourism Commission or any other department to come before the Parliament.  
If that is what the Parliament wants to do, so be it.  I suspect that at that point the minister may take the actions 
that are then available to stop certain lines of questioning from occurring.  I am fairly confident that there are 
enough provisions within the standing orders and other means for that to occur.  Therefore, the whole thing 
becomes a bit of a nonsense anyway. 

The member seeking to delete this paragraph, who constantly reminds members on this side of the House about 
our responsibilities as ministers or parliamentary secretaries to the Parliament, is now seeking to undermine that 
responsibility.  Ultimately, Hon Kim Chance as Minister for Agriculture, is responsible to this Parliament for the 
actions of the Department of Agriculture and the other departments within his portfolio.  At the estimates, he will 
bring before the Parliament those officers who he thinks will assist him to fulfil his duties.  That should be his 
responsibility and part of his accountability as a minister.  If he does not do that and the Parliament believes that 
he has not brought in the necessary people and is unable to answer the questions, then Parliament must go after 
the minister.  Hon Peter Foss continues to remind members on this side of the House about that all the time.  In 
the past there have been examples in which a Government has sought representation from agencies and, in some 
cases, government trading enterprises.  I am sure Hon George Cash will remember when we asked for senior 
members of a particular government trading enterprise to attend the Estimates Committee.  Those senior 
members chose not to attend.  The following year, they were called again.  I think they got the message.  As the 
parliamentary secretary who had to handle that government trading enterprise at the time, I made it clear that we 
expected a particular person to attend and provide answers to the Parliament.  With the exception of one case in 
which one of the members of the Greens (WA) sought to get that person to engage in discussion about a policy 
matter, as the parliamentary secretary I allowed him to answer the questions that were asked of him.  However, 
when members tried to get him to express a view on policy, I made it clear that that would be a government 
answer and not that person’s answer - as is provided for under the standing orders. 

The estimates process has worked well.  I have not heard anything said that supports the comment by Hon Dee 
Margetts that somehow this is a debate about tit for tat.  I am not arguing that we should not delete paragraph 6 
because the previous Government did not include it for us when we were in opposition.  In fact, Hon Dee 
Margetts was not here when the previous Government was in office -  

Hon Dee Margetts:  I was just listening to the response -  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I did not see it as a tit for tat argument. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  You were not listening to the interjections from your own side. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  It is not that type of argument.  The Estimates Committees held under this Government 
are significantly better than those held by the previous Government.  However, that does not mean that we 
cannot continue to improve on them.  Each year there have been improvements to the committee process.  The 
comment by way of interjection to Hon George Cash highlighted that, yet again, there will be further 
improvements that will assist in the functioning of those committees.  For opposition members that will be a 
significant advantage compared with when I first came into this place as an opposition member and the call went 
around the room and members were allowed to ask only one question at the time.  Members waited for hours 
before they got to ask their second question, if they were allowed to at all.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  If you used too many words, you were not allowed to ask a question.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  That is right.  There were some benefits to that process but its accountability has 
significantly improved, which is not to say that it cannot be improved further.   

For Hon Peter Foss to ask for this paragraph to be deleted so that Parliament can go behind the minister and 
choose whom it wants to have come into this Parliament -  

Hon Dee Margetts:  It is just keeping things in line with the normal standing orders relating to committees, that’s 
all.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  No.  That issue needs to be addressed.  In committees, the practice has been to normally 
invite the minister to come.  Even on a non-policy matter, it would involve the minister.  I have sat on 
committees before which Hon Peter Foss and the officers attended.  He was one of the few ministers who did 
that.  In most cases, the minister would happily send the departmental people along and leave it up to the 
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standing orders to protect them.  In some of the committees I have served on I think we have often breached 
those standing orders by asking officers about policy matters.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Very often that is because most of the ministers are in the other place.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Again, we have representative ministers who, in theory, could fulfil that function if they 
chose to.  Hon Peter Foss is one of the few members I can think of who has attended a committee and required 
questions be asked through him.  That is the appropriate function.  Ministers are obliged to bring the appropriate 
people with them.  As well as indicating portfolio areas it would be very useful if before the session on, say, the 
Department for Planning and Infrastructure, members identified specific areas, such as planning, Main Roads or 
a particular subsection of a portfolio.  As Hon George Cash said, a large section of the Department of Health 
bureaucracy sits in the Chamber for sometimes up to four or five hours at 10 o’clock at night and the people 
involved are not asked a question.  It would be better if people indicated which specific areas of the budget they 
wanted to address.  Most parliamentary secretaries or ministers would ensure that the senior people for those 
sections of the department were present.  That is the correct procedure if we want to facilitate the estimates 
process.  Ultimately, if we are to show ministerial responsibility, on which we are lectured so often by Hon Peter 
Foss, the minister must be the person responsible.  The motion to delete paragraph 6 signals that the Parliament 
wants to go behind that process and choose the people who can come into the Chamber.  If we, as ministers or 
parliamentary secretaries, fail in the Estimates Committee process, I am sure we will be howled down and given 
a serve and questions will be put on notice.  

I do not think it will make a huge deal of difference.  The standing orders dictate that people can be compelled to 
attend and outline the process for sending for people.  If people are called and the minister is in the Chamber 
representing his portfolio, I suspect I know what the answers will be in 90 per cent of the cases, except when we 
would have let the representative answer a question anyway.  In one respect, it is a bit of a nonsense argument.  
We must be very clear about what I think is the intent of this amendment, although I am accusing Hon Peter 
Foss, not Hon George Cash as the mover.  Paragraph 6 will allow us, through a minister, to bring people into the 
Chamber.  This amendment seeks in some way to undermine that ministerial responsibility.  I find that quite 
amusing and, based on the lectures we have heard from Hon Peter Foss about ministerial responsibility, I will 
enjoy the results if it is passed.  I look forward to the estimates process.  If members want to address specific 
areas of a portfolio for which I am responsible as parliamentary secretary beforehand and they have a number of 
questions, I will try to get the responsible officers to assist us in that process.  That is a better way of working.  
Members on the other side have always reminded me that this place works only through cooperation.  If we tried 
to subpoena, which this amendment would allow - it works both ways - that cooperation would go out the door 
and the estimates process would be the worse for it.  

A cooperative approach would be far better.  I always enjoy giving speeches that I find in the top draw of the 
desk over here!  I look forward to the decision of the House.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (16) 

Hon George Cash Hon Frank Hough Hon Norman Moore Hon Christine Sharp 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Barry House Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Barbara Scott Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Ray Halligan Hon Dee Margetts Hon Jim Scott Hon Bruce Donaldson 
(Teller) 

Noes (9) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Graham Giffard Hon Tom Stephens Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Ken Travers  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 

            

Pairs 

 Hon John Fischer Hon Jon Ford 
 Hon Bill Stretch Hon Louise Pratt 
 Hon Alan Cadby Hon Sue Ellery 

Amendment thus passed. 

Motion, as Amended 
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HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [2.52 pm]: - by leave:  I thank members for granting me the leave 
to make a few further comments. 

I agree with much of what Hon Ken Travers has said, particularly his final comments.  This Legislative Council 
will not operate successfully unless there is cooperation between the parties.  That does not mean to say that a 
member cannot use the standing orders to achieve a particular objective.  I am sure members will.  However, I 
brought some comments to the House this afternoon in good faith.  The Estimates Committee wants to work with 
ministers to achieve a suitable objective for the community of Western Australia.  It would be very easy - and 
probably has been done in the past because this system came into being in 1989 - for a minister to talk through a 
complete session if he wanted to.  That is not in the interests of a minister. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Absolutely, if he had Syd Shea to help him! 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I must say the Leader of the House is pretty good at that!  He often talks on matters 
relevant to the question asked.  Members are keen to learn about particular issues in areas for which the Leader 
of the House has responsibility.  The current Estimates Committee is not a perfect system by any means.  It 
could be changed in a number of ways.  However, it has been the usual practice of this House to give some 
consideration to the budget after it has been delivered.  I take on board the comments made by Hon Dee Margetts 
that questions may arise as a result of the budget that need to be pursued.  The current system allows members to 
ask five questions, if they want to exercise the option.  This year, questions must be submitted by 19 May.  The 
date may be inconvenient but the budget will have been delivered by that deadline.  I re-emphasise that the 
Estimates Committee must be worked in a spirit of good faith otherwise it will not work at all.  If members want 
to spend a lot more time analysing departments I suggest that the Estimates Committee be instituted as a 
standing committee for the whole of the year rather than its expiring after it reports its budget deliberations.  
That is one option; however, it could be said to be interfering with the Standing Committee on Public 
Administration and Finance because that committee has particular roles.  In the interests of auditing, I would like 
nothing better than for the Department of Health to come in for a full day.  Members would know the whole day 
was devoted to health issues.  In the end, it would also be in the interests of the department because various 
financial matters could be discussed.  Issues between commonwealth and state finances could also be discussed.  
At the moment, that is not the way we have agreed to run the Estimates Committee.  A number of options could 
be pursued; it is up to members whether they want to consider them.  For the time being, this is an appropriate 
sessional order for the system we operate.   

The business plan to be submitted tonight is appropriate having regard to current circumstances.  As Hon Ken 
Travers has said, I hope that this year is an improvement on last year.  If we maintain this system I hope we see 
another improvement next year. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Each year has been better than the previous. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I agree.  That goes back to 1989.  When the Estimates Committee system was first 
established in that year, there was an assumption that the Government of the day would be buried in budget 
considerations. 

I was in the Legislative Assembly prior to 1989.  At one stage, I had responsibility for the police portfolio.  We 
had a budget debate that went right through the night.  I was due to speak at six o’clock in the morning and ask 
the then Minister for Police and Emergency Services, Ian Taylor, a series of important and relevant questions.  
Hon Ian Taylor was then the member for Kalgoorlie.  The Perth-Kalgoorlie plane departed at about 6.30 am 
every weekday.  When we got to the police vote - things are different in the Legislative Assembly because they 
vote on appropriations - I looked around for the Minister for Police and Emergency Services to ask my 
questions.  I was told he had left for the airport and was on his way to Kalgoorlie.  On that day, we did not even 
discuss the police vote.  No other member in the Assembly had any answers to my questions.  In those days, 
ministers in the Assembly would make up answers if it suited them.  There was no question they were making 
them up because they did not have the technical knowledge to answer some of the questions put to them.  It 
seemed to be almost an accepted practice because the weight of numbers meant that any objection was soon 
quashed.  Our system may not be perfect but, with a bit of good faith and the opportunity to ask public servants 
questions, it is reasonable.   

Hon Ken Travers has already said that when he, as the parliamentary secretary, has to decide whether a question 
relates to policy or is operational, he has always erred on the side of trying to provide an answer through a public 
servant to the member asking the question.  Only on very limited occasions has he stepped in to say something is 
a policy matter that should quite properly be handled by him.  That has been a great exercise.  If anything, the 
benefit has always been given to the member in respect of the distinction between a policy and non-policy issue.  
I invite members to support the Leader of the House’s motion so that we can get this year’s Estimates Committee 
up and running. 
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Question put and passed.   
 


