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Division 1:  Parliament, $36 915 000 - 
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:  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.  Although 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 Chairman 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 asking 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 17 June 2005, 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 and, 
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 17 June 2005. 

I inform members that there is a difference between asking for supplementary information and asking further 
questions.  I will allow members to ask a small number of further questions if members have a particular line of 
questions they wish to pursue.  The questions must be asked in the context of a further question rather than as 
supplementary information.  I will also not have a long list of those seeking the call.  The members who are 
present will ask a question in one round and then members must indicate to me that they wish to ask another 
question, and I will put their names on the list. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  In view of the recent publicity about the graffiti on Parliament House, and 
also in view of the recent transgressions, of which members are aware, I refer to page 53 of the Budget 
Statements under the heading “Joint House Committee”, which shows that nearly $1.7 million is allocated for the 
upgrade of security at Parliament House.  The bulk of that amount seems to have been spent.  Only about 
$120 000 of that amount was spent this year.  Last year we were advised that the exterior of Parliament House 
would be monitored for 24 hours a day.  Indeed, the primary purpose of that was to watch the whole of the 
exterior of Parliament House to deter graffiti tagging and the like.  Those were the Speaker’s words, dare I say it.  
The clear intention was to make sure that all the Parliament House grounds were monitored to prevent this type 
of thing.  What went wrong?  The government spent $1.7 million on a security system.  Why did it not pick up 
this graffiti tagging?  It was not exactly a small amount of graffiti; it was huge.  This might have implications for 
the overall security of Parliament House.  What is the latest advice on the security upgrade?  Why did it not 
prevent Parliament House from being graffitied the other day?  Are the cameras watched for 24 hours a day? 

The SPEAKER:  As I said last year, the security upgrade was designed to protect the building and the 
immediate surrounds.  As members are aware, the wall that has been described by the press as the front wall of 
Parliament is actually the front wall of the fountains, which is on the other side of the parking area.  That was not 
considered to be part of the building when the cameras were put in place.  Those cameras are monitored for 24 
hours a day.  A security guard is situated in the building for 24 hours a day.  The review that may now take place 
will determine whether to extend the coverage of the cameras to the front of the grounds or whether some other 
action can be taken to prevent this type of incident from happening again.  The security was concentrated on the 
building, and that money has been spent.  If this attack had taken place on the building, it would have been 
caught very quickly.  Does that answer the member’s question? 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It indicates that what we were advised last year - that is, that the whole 
exterior of Parliament House was being watched - was ambivalent. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 7 June 2005] 

 p1d-7a 
Chairman; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Speaker; Mr John Hyde; Mr Trevor Sprigg 

 [2] 

The SPEAKER:  No.  The whole of the exterior of the building is monitored. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  My further question is: are the cameras watched for 24 hours a day? 
The SPEAKER:  They are.  They are monitored downstairs.  A multiscreen set-up allows the entire perimeter, 
which is covered by camera surveillance, to be watched for 24 hours a day. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Are the cameras monitored by the staff at Parliament House or the security 
contractors who work in Parliament House?  What happens when they go on their rounds? 
The SPEAKER:  The need for the security guards to wander around is being replaced with the cameras.  I am 
advised that they conduct mobile patrols at night.  A device in the cameras can detect movement and trigger an 
alarm so that the security personnel can go to where the problem is. 
Mr J.N. HYDE:  I refer to accommodation, which is a perennial cost to Parliament and the executive 
government.  The Leader of the Opposition has an open-door policy so that when stickybeaks like me walk past, 
they can see the changes that are being made to the building.  I refer to the internal changes to offices within 
Parliament House.  I am puzzled, because there seems to be a two-way mirror in the Leader of the Opposition’s 
office.  When the Labor Party was in opposition, members could stroll into the Leader of the Opposition’s office 
to visit the Leader of the Opposition.  There was no doorkeeper at that time.  The door to the Leader of the 
Opposition’s office seems to have been moved.  The member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara knows that he and I 
can stroll in to see our leader at any time.  He does not vet or try to stop us from getting into his office.  My 
query is about the changes that have been made in that office, particularly with a two-way mirror.  I do not know 
whether it is a way for people to spy on who is coming into their office.  I wonder how many other members of 
Parliament have a mirror so that they can vet who comes to see them. 

[9.10 am] 
The CHAIRMAN:  I presume the member for Perth is referring to the works in progress item on page 53.  It 
would be a good idea if the member linked his question to the budget. 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  I am sorry; I am referring to the accommodation line item on page 53. 

The SPEAKER:  The internal restructuring of the LOOP office was a program that was funded in the last 
budget.  Consultation took place with the Leader of the Opposition, as it would with any Leader of the 
Opposition, about what those amendments within the office were to be.  If they fell within the budget, we shifted 
walls or doors.  Whatever the LOOP office requires, that is what happens.  The same thing will occur in the 
Premier’s office.  There is provision in the upcoming budget for a refurbishment of the Premier’s office.  Double 
glazing is being put into that office, and into a number of other offices, to alleviate the noise from outside.  The 
internal structure of the LOOP office has changed since the last government, before Labor was elected, was in 
office.  That is at the discretion of the Leader of the Opposition.  We try to adhere to his requests, as we do with 
all members’ requests.  However, we do not have the financial capacity to alter the internal structure of each 
individual office. 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  Has anybody else requested the installation of a two-way mirror so that a member can spy on 
his colleagues and vet who is coming into and going out of his office? 

The SPEAKER:  The mirror may be used for security reasons.  No other office in Parliament has that 
configuration, but that is not to say that it will not. 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  Are there any other things like cones of silence?  It all sounds a bit like Maxwell Smart. 
The SPEAKER:  No, there are not. 
Mr J.N. HYDE:  There is not a cone of silence.  Okay. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  If I can clarify, my understanding is that last year in the estimates hearing the 
Speaker indicated clearly that there would be an upgrade of the Leader of the Opposition’s office. 
The SPEAKER:  Yes. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Clearly, the upgrade that is going ahead now is not as a result of the change 
of the Leader of the Opposition’s position or anything like that. 
The SPEAKER:  No. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I presume there is nothing wrong, in those circumstances, with the Leader of 
the Opposition, or, indeed, the Premier, if he wanted to do it, having a mirror situation like that so that he can 
man the reception area on his own when a receptionist is not available.  I imagine there would be nothing wrong 
with that at all, and I think that would put paid to any paranoid concerns of the member for Perth. 
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The SPEAKER:  What has happened since the last budget is that part of the upgrade has occurred.  As part of 
the new extensions to Parliament, an extra office is now being allocated to the LOOP office.  That requires 
further amendments to the structure of the place. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Alterations to the Parliament become amendments, do they? 

The SPEAKER:  Sorry; I do not quite get that.  There is an extra office, and, as I understand it, either a door or 
a wall will be added or removed, depending on how the opposition wishes to utilise that resource. 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  I do not think it is paranoia from the government. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I do not think it is an opportunity for a debate, either. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  I refer to the capital works program on page 53 of the Budget Statements.  I notice there 
the Hansard digital audio transcription item.  What progress has been made on that subject?  Can I ask another 
question now related to that, or should I wait until the first question is answered? 

The CHAIRMAN:  Let the first question be answered, and the member can seek to ask a further question after 
that. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  Can we get an update on the Hansard digital audio transcription please? 

The SPEAKER:  My understanding is that most of the actual technical equipment is in place.  We are now in 
the process of linking the Hansard text with the vision.  We are at that stage in that program. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  My further question relates to the Internet coverage of proceedings of Parliament.  It has 
been brought to my attention that the actual quality of the coverage is substandard; it keeps cutting out.  People 
have reported to me that when they have been watching it, it suddenly goes still and the image is a bit blurred.  
Therefore, it is not a high-quality coverage.  I wonder whether the Speaker is aware of that; and, if so, is there 
any way that that can be rectified? 

The SPEAKER:  We are advised that the image that goes out of Parliament is of the quality required to transmit 
successfully on the Internet, and that most problems, when they are tracked down, are at the receival point of the 
message rather than at the exit point from Parliament.  I am also told that if we enhance the picture quality any 
further, the ability of people at the other end to watch the proceedings is further reduced because of the amount 
of capacity that it takes off the computer. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I refer to the Legislative Assembly section on page 49.  The cost of services 
is shown in the financial statements.  One of the items under the expenses is employee benefits expenses.  I am 
intrigued about why this figure increased from about $11.7 million to $12.7 million during 2004-05.  It was 
budgeted at $11.7 million and came in at $12.7 million.  I notice that a little footnote indicates that the 
accounting arrangements changed between 2004-05 and 2005-06, but there is no indication that they will change 
in the financial year, as one would hope they would not.  I wonder whether the Speaker can explain why there 
was an apparent $1 million blow-out in employee benefits expenses during this financial year. 

The SPEAKER:  There is a new award, and the increase was about 3.4 per cent.  In addition, that figure 
includes the salary increases for members of Parliament.  That provides for the increase. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Obviously, there is a determination by the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal 
each year.  Is no provision made in the budget for even consumer price index-related increases in salaries? 

The SPEAKER:  For members of Parliament? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Yes, for members of Parliament and staff. 

The SPEAKER:  We are obliged to pay whatever the tribunal determines to be appropriate.  Therefore, we are 
guided by the tribunal rulings.  Apparently, for the first time Treasury has allowed us to indicate this year what 
the increases are likely to be.  Until this year, Treasury has not permitted that to be in our budget. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is extraordinary, because Treasury insists on that with other 
departments. 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  My question refers to that footnote on page 49 about the Australian accounting standards 
being used for 2004-05 versus the international financial reporting standards being used for 2005-06, which 
makes it difficult to compare apples with apples.  Can the reason that those figures vary be explained to a non-
accountant, and also why the old accounting system figures could not be used, so that we can compare apples 
with apples?   

[9.20 am] 
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The SPEAKER:  In eight-odd years in opposition, it was very annoying that every year the budget papers 
changed, so I share the member’s frustration.  I will refer the complexities of the question to our manager of 
financial services, Michel Crouche, who will explain the differences and the reasons for that.   

Mr M.D. Crouche:  The impact on the Legislative Assembly is, in fact, very minor.  The international financial 
reporting standards require the revaluation of assets.  The assets of the Legislative Assembly are very small and 
are valued regularly in any case.  Another aspect of the IFRS is that the employee entitlements need to be 
brought to account; for example, provision for long service leave, annual leave and so on.  We already do that 
with the Legislative Assembly accounts.  From our point of view, the variances have been very minor.  There is 
no difference at all between the 2003-04 and 2004-05 accounts.  That would be different for, say, a large 
government department in which there had been some major revaluations.   

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  To clarify, the suggestion is that, in this instance, the difference in accounting standards 
makes very little difference to these accounts.  

Mr M.D. Crouche:  For the Legislative Assembly, that is correct.   

Mr J.N. HYDE:  These are federal government changes that are impacting on all businesses as well this year.  

Mr M.D. Crouche:  These accounting changes are not necessarily federal.  Accounting bodies have introduced 
these changes to make all financial statements comparable.  It is largely driven by the United States and United 
Kingdom bodies, and, yes, the state and federal governments within Australia have recommended their adoption 
for consistency and compliance.   

The SPEAKER:  Plus the Western Australian Treasury has accepted them; hence we have them.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I refer to page 45 of the Budget Statements.  The cost of services in the 
financial statements table for the Legislative Council - 

The SPEAKER:  We cannot answer questions about the Legislative Council.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I refer to page 49 of the Budget Statements and to the same area that I spoke 
about earlier; that is, the cost of services in the financial statements table.  In view of Mr Crouche’s comment 
that there is probably not much difference between the two reporting standards and the impact on these figures, I 
note that the estimated actual for employee benefits expenses is roughly $12.7 million for 2004-05 and 
$12.7 million for 2005-06.  Does the Speaker know something about the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal 
determination that we do not know?  Seriously, if the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal says that it will give a 
consumer price index increase or whatever, we could be looking at a bit of an increase in that area.  I note that 
the number of full-time equivalents has remained the same.  It looks to me as though it is a stationary situation 
without the provision for a CPI adjustment or whatever.   

The SPEAKER:  Apparently, there was a funding error of $655 000 in last year’s budget, which has been 
corrected this year; hence the rather large variance.  I do not know why that was not picked up last year.  It 
related to prior years.  We advised Treasury to correct this last year. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I have an obvious further question.  What was the error?  What is $655 000 
between friends?   

The SPEAKER:  I will ask our financial services manager to answer that question. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Is that called a flick pass?   

The SPEAKER:  It is! 

Mr M.D. Crouche:  I am happy to answer that question.  The Legislative Assembly is funded on a one-line 
appropriation, which is at page 48.  For 2004-05 the total budget figure is $14.1 million.  That includes both 
operational activities of $3.5 million and special acts of $10.6 million.  When we prepared a reconciliation at the 
end of last financial year, and although the total cost was within budget, the allocation between special acts and 
operational activities was incorrect.  In fact, the funding for the operational activities was running down because 
those funds were being allocated against special acts.  We have corrected that allocation error and ensured that 
special acts are funded from the special acts funds.  That is why there is no difference between the 2004-05 and 
2005-06 employee benefits figures on page 49.  The $655 000 was a one-off figure in 2004-05.  Effectively, in 
2005-06 an anticipated increase of roughly $655 000 is already built in for special acts.   

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  The proposed program to aircondition the two chambers is not mentioned in the budget 
papers.  Is it possible that that will happen this year?   
The SPEAKER:  Yes, it is something that we hope will occur.  We have had correspondence with Treasury 
about the sale of a property at 34 Parliament Place.  The proceeds of that sale will be used for the 
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airconditioning.  We are finalising that arrangement at the moment and if that is successful, which I expect it will 
be, we hope to aircondition this chamber in the long break this year.   
Mr J.E. McGRATH:  What is the possible cost of airconditioning the chambers?  

The SPEAKER:  It is about $1.4 million, and that will include the galleries.  As a result of the passage of the 
one vote, one value legislation and the requirement for extra members in the Assembly, that figure may escalate 
somewhat to cover the cost of providing new seating in this chamber while the floor is dug up.  The 
airconditioning will go under the floor because of the nature of this building.  Members will be aware that we are 
on top of a hill.  If we rip up the boards, we will find sand under the floor.  The airconditioning system will be 
built into the ground and hopefully it will be unobtrusive.   

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  Given the fact that the number of members of Parliament might increase even more at 
some time, how much more seating will be put into the chamber in this instance?   

The SPEAKER:  If we can get the configuration to work, we are trying to allocate seating for 61 members on 
the floor of the house, plus a non-allocated chair for the Speaker.  It is easier to manage if there are a few spare 
seats.  That does not indicate that we will increase it to 61 in the near future.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will raise the perennial question about the amount of control over various 
administrative and financial affairs of members of Parliament and their services in this establishment and the fact 
that a lot of the control rests with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  This matter has been raised year 
after year.  Last year the former member for Murray-Wellington, Mr Bradshaw, asked whether there were any 
plans to bring all these matters under the one umbrella, and the Speaker said that he prayed for that.  Have those 
prayers been answered?  At that time I recall that the Speaker indicated that letters were going backwards and 
forwards and so on.  We are talking about such things as control of the imprest account and basic things like 
coordinating the provision of information technology services under the one roof, not to mention the financial 
control of members’ salaries and allowances.  Has any progress been made to bring all those under the umbrella 
of the Parliament, where most members of Parliament would agree that they would most comfortably sit?   

[9.30 am] 

The CHAIRMAN:  Before the Speaker responds, I am sure that the member for Leschenault is referring to a 
specific item in the Budget Statements, such as the item on the delivery of services.  I ask him to provide a 
reference for the benefit of Hansard and other members.   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I refer to the mission statement on page 52.   
The SPEAKER:  That was the section that I was thinking of.  It is not quite right to say that letters were going 
backwards and forwards.  Letters were going forwards, I suppose, but there was not too much coming back.  In 
fact, nothing came back.  I am sure that the new President shares the concerns of the previous President and that 
we will once again raise and pursue this issue with the Premier’s office until we get a result.  The imprest 
account at least should come under the Parliament.  The full allocation and responsibility for electorate offices 
should also fall under the Parliament.  We have the staff but not the building as such.  The computer systems at 
least need to be compatible with each other.  We are a fair way from where I hope we will be by the time I leave 
this job.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  If push came to shove and the Parliament wanted to tell the Department of 
the Premier and Cabinet that this is the way things will be done, would that necessitate the passage of legislation 
by both houses?  What other action could the Parliament take to compel this outcome?  We should wage war on 
the Premier and his office if they do not comply with this matter at some stage.   
Mr J.N. HYDE:  That was not your view when you were in government.   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member would be surprised. 

The SPEAKER:  I understand that both legislative and administrative changes would be required for that to 
occur.  I do not think we will go to war with the Premier’s office just yet.   
Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  I refer to the key efficiency indicators on the bottom of page 59 regarding allegations 
against public sector organisations.   
The CHAIRMAN:  That is under division 2.  At this stage we will deal with division 1.  We will move on to 
that question at a later time.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The regional sitting of Parliament in Albany was initially suggested, 
certainly in the public domain, by the opposition - I had to make that plug.  I think all members of Parliament 
agree that it was a tremendous success in taking the democratic process to regional areas.  As a country member, 
it was something that I had been keen to do for some time.  I have a couple of questions.  In the final wash-up, 
what was the cost of the regional Parliament?  Obviously, we will talk about the Assembly sitting in Albany.  
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Initially, the media touted a cost of $110 000.  I think the Speaker said that it would come in at about $95 000.  
What was the cost, and does the budget provide for another regional sitting of the Assembly at some stage this 
financial year?   

The CHAIRMAN:  Which page, member? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I suppose it comes under the Joint House Committee on page 52 or the 
overall figure for the Legislative Assembly on page 48.  It would most likely come under the appropriation and 
forward estimates on page 48.   

The SPEAKER:  The regional Parliament was a significant success.  I cannot remember that idea being raised 
by other people, but, if it was, I congratulate them for their foresight.  It cost about $110 000, of which we were 
allocated $95 000, and the balance was made up by the Assembly.  That figure does not include the cost of 
ministers’ officers going to Albany.  They had their own expenses.  Significantly more than $110 000 was spent 
in Albany over the few days we were down there, but $110 000 was expended by the Parliament.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Is another regional parliamentary sitting planned for this financial year?   

The SPEAKER:  I will write to the Premier in the hope of getting at least one regional Parliament each term.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Each term.  Has the Premier given any indication yet?   

The SPEAKER:  I have not raised it directly with the Premier as yet.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I presume that there is no allocation in the forward estimates for that.   

The SPEAKER:  No, there is no allocation for that in the Budget Statements. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Dare I be cynical, but that indicates to me that the government was prepared 
to do something before the last election but it seems to have gone shy of the idea since the election.   

The SPEAKER:  Who knows?  There might be another one just before the next election. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Gosh; I would not bet against it.   

Mr J.N. HYDE:  Surely there was the capacity for that in the budget last time.  If it costs only $110 000, I am 
sure that there is the capacity for us to whip up to Broome or Derby in August.   

The SPEAKER:  Unfortunately, we do not have a spare $110 000 in this budget to take Parliament away in the 
next financial year.  I do not expect Parliament to travel in the next financial year, but I hope that there will be a 
possibility of that occurring in the following one.  I hope that there will be a regional sitting in the second year of 
the Parliament.  If and when Parliament travels, as happened previously, Treasury will make an allocation of 
$95 000 or whatever it is that the government contributes, separate from the budget.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Is it the case that, at the moment, the forward estimates for the Legislative 
Assembly do not include provision for that from the government? 

The SPEAKER:  That is right.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Thank you, Mr Speaker.  I will ask a question relating to the Joint House 
Committee.  I am not exactly sure which line item it is likely to come under.  It may come under the line item for 
parliamentary administrative and support services on page 52, which has an allocation of $13.251 million.  I 
presume that part of that amount includes the cost of raising, lowering, maintaining and providing the flags that 
are flown at the front of Parliament House.   

The SPEAKER:  About $4 of that amount is allocated to it.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Fair enough.  Now I have my foot in the door!  Is there a written policy on 
the flying of flags outside Parliament House?  Today, for example, three flags are flying.  Can the Speaker 
explain how it is determined which flags are flown?  For example, the other day the indigenous flag was flying.  
I do not think it was NAIDOC Week or anything like that.  Could the Speaker indicate what the policy is for the 
flying of the flags and whether it is a written policy?   
The SPEAKER:  I do not know whether it is in writing.  It was National Reconciliation Week last week, and the 
Torres Strait Islander flag was also flying.  Usually, the Australian, the state and our parliamentary flag fly on 
three of the masts.  We respond to special occasions with whatever is required by way of flags.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Is the parliamentary flag an officially recognised flag?   

The SPEAKER:  Absolutely.  It is the one that was used to open the celebrations for the centenary of the 
building last year.   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am wondering whether it comes under the Flags Act.   
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The SPEAKER:  It is copyrighted to the Parliament of Western Australia.  One day, it will be recognised as a 
significant flag of the nation.   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Has it been proclaimed by the Governor General in accordance with the 
Flags Act? 
The SPEAKER:  No. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  So it is not officially recognised?   

The SPEAKER:  It is registered.  

[9.40 am] 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It looks nice.   

The SPEAKER:  It is a very nice flag.   

Mr J.N. HYDE:  Did the federal government offer you a free flagpole? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Only if the member for Perth would not attend. 

The SPEAKER:  We had sufficient flagpoles of our own.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  On page 53, which relates to the Joint House Committee, the 2003-04 actual 
amount for the capital contribution is nearly $3.7 million.  Has any consideration been given to making 
improvements to the catering facilities at Parliament House, in effect to open them up to the public?  

The SPEAKER:  What do you mean by open them up to the public? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  To enable people to buy a cup of coffee or tea at Parliament House and so 
on.  I am not suggesting that we go as far as putting a Dome coffee shop or a McDonald’s in Parliament House.  
I would not want that.  Has any consideration been given to providing catering facilities for visitors; in other 
words, opening up the place a bit more to the public? 

The SPEAKER:  Visitors normally come here at the invitation of members, and members are quite entitled to 
purchase coffee, meals and whatever for their guests.  We do not intend that tourist buses turn up and the visitors 
be served coffee through the staff canteen, if that is what the member is referring to.  There is money in the 
budget to upgrade some of the ageing facilities in the servery and kitchens.   

Mr J.N. HYDE:  There are enough good cafes across the road, in my electorate.   

The SPEAKER:  Some $35 000 is allocated for the replacement of equipment. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  While on the capital works budget, I again refer to page 53 and to the capital 
contribution needed to meet the equity needs in 2003-04 of approximately $3.7 million.  From that amount is 
deducted draw downs from the holding accounts and internal funds and balances.  Would the Speaker please 
explain those two accounting sources of finance for the capital works program and the implications for the 
finances of the Parliament? 
The SPEAKER:  I will ask Mr Crouche to answer this question.   
Mr M.D. Crouche:  If I heard the question correctly, with the holding account, we are effectively funded on an 
accrual basis; therefore, we are funded for depreciation each year.  The amount from the holding account is 
effectively a draw-down that we are making on depreciation charges that had been made in prior years.  Those 
have been agreed for 2005-06 on the basis that we are either replacing or upgrading ageing assets.  The internal 
funds and balances effectively refer to funds that were not spent in prior years, but are allocated towards capital 
works.  Once again, the $564 000 in this year’s budget is basically a rollover of funds to meet commitments, 
which in 2005-06 are primarily associated with building maintenance and the digital audio transcription.   
The CHAIRMAN:  I will put the question.  For the benefit of those new members who have not participated in 
estimates before, it is agreed by a show of hands.   

The appropriation was recommended. 
 


