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APPROPRIATION (RECURRENT 2017–18) BILL 2017 
APPROPRIATION (CAPITAL 2017–18) BILL 2017 

Estimates Committees A and B Reports and Minutes — Presentation 
MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands — Deputy Speaker) [4.51 pm]: I present to the Legislative Assembly the reports 
and minutes of Estimates Committees A and B. 
[See papers 830 and 831.] 

Estimates Committee A Report — Adoption 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): The question is — 

That the report of Estimates Committee A be adopted. 

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands — Deputy Speaker) [4.52 pm]: As members are aware, the Estimates Committee 
A hearings were held over three days from 19 to 21 September. On each of those days, committees A and B sat 
between 9.00 am and 10.00 pm. As always, it was quite a timetabling challenge. I would like to thank members of 
staff for their contributions, particularly the committee clerks, our parliamentary officers Denis Hippolyte and 
Rachel Wells, who did a fantastic job overseeing the two committees and keeping good humour, and Assembly 
office staff and Jaclyn Berry, who put a great deal of effort into making sure that everything ran smoothly. 
A special mention to the Clerk Assistant (Procedure) Liz Kerr, who provided me with a sounding-board, advice 
and assurances as I tackled my first estimates process as Deputy Speaker. 

Members may be interested to know that this year the number of questions asked was slightly lower than the 
previous year. However, the percentage of questions asked by the opposition was greater. Of the 1 235 questions 
asked across both committees, opposition members asked 91 per cent or 1 126 questions. The number of 
supplementary questions was also lower this year, with 72 questions overall asked compared with 189 last year. 

The first estimates process following the election of a new government is always challenging. I want refer to our 
Acting Speakers, most of whom had been in the role for just a few short months. Members for Southern River, 
Forrestfield, Geraldton, Moore and Wanneroo, thank you very much for your contributions. Of particular note, 
I would like to thank my friend and colleague the member for Mirrabooka for her contribution as Chair of 
Estimates Committee B. The estimates process places a huge demand on members’ time because they have to 
combine the responsibility for chairing committees with expectations of asking questions as members of estimates 
committees themselves. In that regard, I particularly thank the members for Geraldton and Moore. Finally, I thank 
all members for their cooperation this year and I commend these reports to the house. 

MS J.M. FREEMAN (Mirrabooka) [4.54 pm]: I rise to speak on the Legislative Assembly Estimates Committee 
B and the estimates committee process in total. The Deputy Speaker, the current Acting Speaker and I have 
experience of the estimates process previously the other way round, when the Labor Party was in opposition, so 
for many of us it was a new process. We thank the clerks for all the assistance we had in that process. Whether 
chairing a committee or asking questions as a member, I always find the estimates process to be an extraordinarily 
good time to find out information about issues around the budget. I know that members appreciate that. Members 
have told me after hearings that I have chaired that they appreciate the chairing as well. 

I have made it a bit of a point of contention that I do not see myself as a “Chairman”; I see myself as a “Chair”. 
I do not need my gender allocated to me. I note in Hansard we are recorded as “Chairman”. I have been known to 
strike the “man” out of the title on the name markers placed before us and on the documents. I am of the 
understanding that unless we have a change of standing orders we will continue to be named “Chairman”. I do not 
want to get into a semantic debate necessarily, because I know that some people like to belittle it as not important 
or dismiss it as the rantings of a feminist, but much has been written and there is lots academic literature on the 
importance of language, the importance of language in this place and the important role language plays in 
acknowledging the diversity of representation of women and men in this Parliament now. On that basis, it is 
important that we see a change hopefully by the next time — 

Ms L.L. Baker interjected. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: It is in Hansard. The Deputy Speaker tells me that “Chairman” should not be in Hansard 
this time. Perhaps I have the Hansard uncorrected proof and maybe the Deputy Speaker can ensure that the 
corrected proof of the record of the Parliament will simply state “Chair”. Thanks for the thumbs up from the 
Deputy Speaker. 

Everyone is enormously respectful of the public officers who come to Parliament to be asked questions, and I think 
that that is a testament to all members. For all the time I have chaired estimates hearings people have been 
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enormously respectful, but, perhaps, in the future we could think about how we can be a bit more respectful of 
people’s time. It concerned me in opposition and now in government that many public officers sit and wait to come 
into estimates hearings to present to the committee. They have put in enormous amounts of work and tried to 
second-guess all sorts of questions. When they do not get an opportunity to assist the minister to answer questions, 
I feel it is sometimes not as respectful as it possibly could be. 

I will always remind members in opposition that at some stage in the future they may find themselves, hopefully, 
as a minister; it is not something that I have yet had. If they have been sitting across from those public officers and 
end up being a minister responsible for that department, they do not want to be remembered as that cranky person 
in committee who was rude and asked the public officers difficult questions. I could happily tell that to a couple 
of people quietly in the corridor that whilst their questions were sometimes appropriate to the minister—the 
previous Premier and member for Cottesloe once commented on my reaction to the cut and thrust of this 
Parliament, that it can be a brutal place—we should all want to use the estimates hearings to explore the budget. 
Political point scoring is important, but that has to be done with substance and respect for the public officers who 
attend. 

I want to point out and I have to have not quite found it in Hansard, but one member of the opposition repeatedly 
asked the same question of the minister 16 times for 29 minutes. Whilst he did that, another government 
department was waiting to present or advise the minister. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: There is nothing wrong with that—in trying to get an answer. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Member for South Perth, the same question was asked 16 times for 29 minutes. After 
a while, the member tried to question the public official directly and I had to rule that out of order. It got to that 
stage in which it was clear that the minister was not going to answer it, and it made it completely uncomfortable 
for the public officer. The member opposite then continued to the point whereby he tried to circumvent the minister 
and I had to rule that out of order. Meanwhile, a group of people were waiting and prevented from appearing. 
When I see that, I just think, “Those public servants must just become frustrated and wonder why they spent all 
that time doing all that work.” 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is equally frustrating when a minister doesn’t answer a question or refuses to. That is the 
game. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I am suggesting to the former Premier and member for Cottesloe — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is not for you to come in here as chairman of a committee and criticise members of Parliament. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I apologise if the member thinks I am criticising; I was trying to have a constructive debate. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s not the way to do it. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I apologise if the former Premier and member for Cottesloe thinks that. I was trying to 
point out what I thought was a constructive conversation about estimates committee B. If the member thinks I am 
doing something inappropriate, he has clearly put that on record. I am clearly putting on record that I thought that 
this estimates committee B and the questioning was inappropriate. We have now both put something that we think 
is inappropriate onto the record, and I thank the member for that. 

I also want to put something that I thought was inappropriate on the record. One member, who had not been signed 
onto the list, came in to ask a question. I said, “Of course you can ask a question. Everyone is allowed to ask 
questions.” They then proceeded to abuse the minister and seek to be thrown out on a political issue. When we are 
dealing with public officers and I am the person chairing it, I find that awkward and disrespectful. As a person 
who chaired the committee, I think it brought disregard to this house of Parliament. The member for Cottesloe is 
one of the people who has always thought that this place should be held in high regard, and when I am chairing 
and I see such things, I do not feel that this place is being given the regard that we all want to see in this place. 

MS L. METTAM (Vasse) [5.05 pm]: I would like to start, in my comments regarding estimates, by thanking the 
clerks, Chairs, parliamentary staff and members of the various government departments and agencies who 
committed time to this process. Budget estimates is particularly important for the opposition. It is largely seen as 
a process and tradition that is an opportunity for members of the opposition, largely, to drill down into the budget 
and ask specific questions to the minister, with the support of ministerial or agency staff, to get a clear 
understanding of the thoughts and a lot of the work that goes behind the budget papers. At times, this process, 
particularly for this year’s budget, was confusing for agency staff. I was part of proceedings that related to the 
mega Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation and there was definitely some confusion on behalf of 
the minister and staff on which portfolio various questions and agency issues sat under. That points to broader 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 10 October 2017] 

 p4306b-4316a 
Ms Lisa Baker; Acting Speaker; Ms Janine Freeman; Ms Libby Mettam; Mr John McGrath; Mr Ian Blayney; Mr 
Kyran O'Donnell; Mr David Michael; Mr Zak Kirkup; Mr Shane Love; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Tony Krsticevic; 

Mr Peter Tinley; Mr Sean L'Estrange 

 [3] 

issues relating to the machinery-of-government changes, the confusion that exists within the government agencies 
at the moment and the concern there. 

I was involved in a few different proceedings. I am very grateful to the ministers who gave preference to opposition 
questions and made a decision not to filibuster on various questions asked by the opposition, but I was particularly 
concerned with other ministers during other sessions. I point to the session that I was involved in with the 
Minister for Water and the significant amount of filibustering involved when deliberate dorothy dixer questions 
were asked. 

In this instance, an agency came all the way from Busselton only to be asked one and a half questions because of 
a deliberate attempt to stifle any proper examination of important issues that I wanted to see explored and raised. 
On the flipside, I appreciate that the Minister for Tourism did not take questions from his own side, but favoured 
questions that we were going to put to the minister. That is a valuable lesson for all ministers of Parliament—
namely, to ensure that the opposition is given preference of time and that questions are answered in a succinct 
manner. Although we asked questions on behalf of the opposition, we also asked questions on behalf of many 
people and industry groups in Western Australia who would like to know and be given a further explanation of 
what points in the budget actually mean. The estimates process is pretty lengthy so I would like to underline the 
importance of ministers’ staff respecting what the opposition seeks to achieve in the process. I point to what 
I experienced as the good conduct of many of the Chairs and some of the ministers during the process. I make the 
point that the budget estimates process is a very important time for the opposition to drill down into the important 
issues of the budget on behalf of the Western Australian community. I underline the importance of this process 
being respected. 

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [5.10 pm]: I was not going to speak on this but I will because it has been 
a point of conversation. I was last in opposition eight and a half or nine years ago, when we were on this side of 
the chamber. I think estimates is a very good time for members of Parliament and for oppositions in particular. 
I will pay tribute to the member for Cottesloe. The first time we went into estimates as a government, he said that 
he wanted us to remember that estimates is mainly opposition time and not to ask too many dorothy dixers. 
I remember when we were in opposition when Hon Bob Kucera, who used to sit over in the corner, got up to give 
a dorothy dixer, he would not only give the dorothy dixer, he would tell us about his whole life in the police force. 
It would go on and on. We sat here waiting to ask a question and it became very frustrating. One day the former 
member for Hillarys packed up his bag and stormed out in protest against what was going on. I found the recent 
estimates hearings to be good and I had no problems. I thought that the ministers were good. 

The member for Mirrabooka raised a couple of points. I think that it is wrong for members to attack public officers. 
That is not the way it works—we must always ask questions of the ministers. I know that shortcuts are sometimes 
taken, but it is the job of the Chair of the committee to make sure that all questions are asked of the minister. The 
minister is there to protect his staff, just as members of the opposition cannot go directly to public officers in 
departments. If we have any questions, we have to go through that department’s minister. The same applies during 
estimates hearings. I found that the ministers were quite good. The biggest problem for us on this side, especially 
for me—I got caught out all the way through it—was knowing when to ask the question. I wanted to ask the 
Minister for Racing and Gaming some questions about the TAB, but every time I asked, they said I was in the 
wrong division. I could not find out when to get in the right division. Obviously, the bringing together of the 
agencies created a different playing field for us as members of the opposition. Hopefully, next time we will be 
better equipped and more prepared. That side of it was a little bit confusing but the ministers were always prepared 
to take questions on notice. I have already had a couple of responses from government ministers. I would not like 
to think that any members attacked public officers, but the member for Mirrabooka must remember that when we 
are trying to flesh out something this is our only opportunity. It reminds me of watching Senate hearings in 
Canberra, where the public servants get a grilling—more so than here, where all the questions go through the 
minister. As the Premier said, it is a bit of a bear pit, but as far as I was concerned I think that the estimates hearings 
went fairly well. 

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [5.14 pm]: I want to speak very briefly. I thank the staff and my fellow Chairs. 
Overall, the budget estimates hearings went well. Of course, more than anything, estimates is a really important 
accountability mechanism. I consider I saw some interesting insights while chairing. I think we see a bit of the 
character of the minister, but we also see a bit of the character of parliamentary secretaries—one was a real 
standout, just quietly. I am a bit concerned at the time it took to get the proofed Hansard back. It seemed to take 
forever. I want to put on notice or ask whether it has taken longer to get the proofed Hansard back this year than 
other years. As the Deputy Speaker said, the opposition got ninety-whatever per cent of the questions. However, 
it was noticeable to me that in some sessions government members asked no questions. In particular, I remember 
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when the Treasurer was there the member for Armadale sat where the member for Moore is sitting for eight hours 
and said nothing. 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Do members opposite want to hear me out? 

I felt a bit sorry for the member. He would have had an intelligent contribution to make but he obviously was not 
able to. I felt the same about the member for Swan Hills when we were discussing Western Power, Synergy, and 
all that sort of stuff, which I know is her patch. Once again, she sat there and did not ask a question. I was 
disappointed in those two things. 

Bringing agency staff in here was talked about. I do not think the government did it this year and I think we 
abandoned it a couple of years ago. All the heads of the development commissions would troop in. The head of 
the Kimberley Development Commission is from Kununurra and the head of the Pilbara one comes from Karratha. 
These people were all flown in at great expense. They sat there for about two minutes—nobody asked them 
a question—and trooped out again. I remember sitting down and calculating one day what I reckoned that little 
exercise had cost. As I said, I think that is no longer done. I thought it was a quite remarkable waste of money. 
I remember asking the head of the Mid West Development Commission some question—I made him up 
a question—so at least the poor bloke had something to show for his time here. 

Estimates is an important accountability mechanism. I enjoyed it this year; other years, I have not. As the member 
for South Perth just said, the instructions from quite a few of our ministers were that they did not want any 
questions from government. They wanted to face the opposition questions. When we see a minister who waits for 
the government question and takes eight minutes to answer it, it says something about how confident they feel in 
their portfolio. 

MR K.M. O’DONNELL (Kalgoorlie) [5.18 pm]: I wish to say that I thoroughly enjoyed the estimates hearings. 
Possibly, I need to get a life, but I did. I, too, wish to commend the staff on how they ran the proceedings. I wish 
to commend the two ministers that I dealt with: ministers Templeman and McGurk. They both had different 
procedures. Minister Templeman referred to his staff many a time, whereas minister McGurk did not; she ran it 
herself. One thing I would push for when we get into government is no dorothy dixer questions. I agree with the 
member for South Perth and the previous Premier that it is a time for opposition. The government should let the 
opposition ask the questions. I wish to say thank you for making it a good session.  

MR D.R. MICHAEL (Balcatta) [5.19 pm]: I thought I had better make a brief contribution as government Whip 
on the consideration of the estimates reports. Obviously, with my background working for a few members of 
Parliament, and especially in the eight years preceding March, I always viewed estimates as opposition Christmas. 
I spent a lot of time over a two-week period helping the members of Parliament and shadow ministers I worked 
for at the time to write questions, and it is hard work. I will get to that in a second. I have always thought that 
estimates is so important to the Parliament and to our system of government here in Australia and 
Western Australia. It is a way of getting information out of the government and keeping it accountable and open. 
As we know, there is a lot of information that is not in the budget. There is a lot of stuff in the budget that has to 
be there, but is not of great use in keeping a government open and accountable. There is a lot of stuff to drill down 
into that is not there, so estimates is a great way of getting that information from ministers. It is a great way to find 
out the status of projects and programs, whether they have been cut, they are new ones that no-one knows about 
and all those sorts of things. It is great to get facts and figures and genuinely examine the budget. There are 
obviously other ways to do that. The parliamentary question system is a great way to get information, but with that 
there is a delay in getting an answer. Sometimes, depending on how the question is written, a member may not get 
the information that he wants. That is the way it is always going to be. There is something very elegant about 
sitting eye to eye with a person and asking them a question. That is what estimates allows us to do. Members can 
also write to ministers and get information, but again, that can take weeks or months. I remember working in the 
member for Willagee’s office and we got an answer to a question back nine months after having asked it. I will 
not name the then minister because he is sitting in the chamber. Sometimes we do not get answers as quickly as 
we would like. Estimates is a good way of getting information out of the government and keeping it honest and 
transparent, especially for the opposition and the community. Estimates is important. 

Obviously, this was my first estimates in government and as Whip. In the old days, if I was not sitting watching at 
the back of one of the two chambers, in the public gallery or on the live stream at work, I would be at home until 
10 o’clock at night with the feed up watching it on the computer or streaming it onto the TV. I have no life! Like 
question time and everything that happens in this place, even for some who have been around for a very long time, 
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it is daunting sitting in estimates. Actually sitting in estimates is very different than what I had imagined it to be. 
I had a whole day in Estimates Committee B. 

I want to say a few thankyous. Thank you to all members of Parliament, on the government side for all the preparation 
by ministers and backbenchers, but especially to opposition members. I know full well what it is like with a two-week 
turnaround to have to go through the budget papers and work out what questions to ask. The shadow ministers and 
their staff do a lot of work, so I thank them. The estimates committees go from 9.00 am until 10.00 pm, so they are 
very long days. When I was here at eight o’clock in the morning making sure all of our people were here, I would see 
some government and opposition members and I would see them again at night when I was leaving for home. They 
were spending an entire day here—again, long days in estimates. I thank the parliamentary staff, the chamber staff 
and Hansard. Estimates is not so much a debate, but a certain type of interchange, and it can be a bit dry. It requires 
a different set of skills to quickly know what people are talking about when referring to the budget papers. The 
issues are not always topical and they range from one thing to another. To the chamber staff and Hansard, thank 
you for your work. I also thank catering and the building staff for keeping things running and open during that 
time—again, three long days. While we are on building staff, I do not know whether many members are aware, 
but on, I think, the Tuesday night we nearly evacuated and stopped estimates. There was a burning smell emanating 
from the audiovisual room directly below this chamber and the Speaker said that there was a chance that in five 
minutes we would have to evacuate. It was being checked out to make sure things were safe, but if it could not be 
determined that things were safe, estimates would have been over for the night. Thankfully, that did not occur; the 
problem was identified and resolved. I am also told that the day after the end of estimates the roof in the chamber 
started having water come through it. If that had occurred a day earlier, estimates may have ended a little bit earlier 
or would have had to be rescheduled. Thankfully, those things did not happen and thank you to the building 
maintenance staff for taking care of those issues. To the clerks and the department staff, I understand that the 
timetabling this year was extremely challenging given the machinery-of-government changes and the changes to 
the structure of the budget that ensued, and I thank you for that work. I understand that estimates timetable of the 
preceding years is the base for the year after, but obviously that could not happen this year and a lot of the 
timetabling had to occur after the budget had been presented. I understand that was challenging and I thank all 
those involved. I thank ministers, shadow ministers and staff for the preparation in the short time frame they had. 
Everyone, opposition and government, was in a new position and doing something that probably had not done for 
quite some time, if ever, with the changes to the machinery of government. The member for South Perth mentioned 
an issue of there being multiple ministers responsible for a department. Again, I did not notice too much confusion 
in the Hansard that I read, but obviously there was a little bit. 

Mr J.E. McGrath interjected. 

Mr D.R. MICHAEL: Who to ask, yes. Hopefully, those issues can be ironed out for next year and we will all 
know who to ask questions of. I thank the Deputy Speaker for her hard work and also the Chairs. Again, having 
chaired a local government audit committee and dealing with staff and all the questions that councillors like to 
raise, it is difficult. The Chairs are not just chairing a debate during which they can just sit back—no disrespect to 
you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr S.J. Price)—and to let that debate flow while watching for things as they appear. 
They had to know the page of the budget paper being referred to in order to make sure that the question is relevant 
to the budget and all those other things. Estimates is something different that happens once a year. Chairs need to 
be on the ball and very awake. I thank the Chairs for a very good job. Again, having watched estimates as an 
opposition staff member for the last eight years, I was very sensitive to any Chair that was being partisan or giving 
different rulings for different sides, but I detected none of that this year. I think all the Chairs were very impartial 
and did a very good job. 

The member for Geraldton mentioned advisers. I saw a few who are new hanging around in the corridors, some 
looking pretty nervous for their first estimates, but again some have to spend some time here, depending on when 
they get called in. They have to spend a bit of time just hanging around the building and some of them did not 
have many questions to answer when they got into the chamber. The advisers who come into a place like this, 
which is completely foreign to most of them, do a very good job to get the information out and help the ministers 
as quickly as possible. 

It is not my place to be controversial, especially only nine months in, and I would not have the audacity yet to 
suggest we start changing standing orders, but based on comments and some of my personal views from the last 
eight years on the way that we do estimates over those three long days trying to cram everything in, maybe one 
day we can look at addressing some issues. For example, if no-one wants to ask a question of a department, do we 
have to bring department staff in, and sometimes fly them in, at great cost to government? Maybe the Procedure 
and Privileges Committee could look at things like that at some stage. Again, that is my personal opinion and I am 
not suggesting we change standing orders; I am not that much of a rebel! 
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Another issue is the timing of divisions. I was in the division of the Minister for Transport; Planning and towards 
the end of that division the Public Transport Authority and the Western Australian Planning Commission had zero 
questions asked of them because time was getting on. Whatever strategy the opposition had, there were divisions that 
members wanted to ask questions on. I remember the look on the minister’s face when the PTA went through with 
not a question asked about Metronet. That is probably similar to question time here sometimes. The issue of how the 
timing is done could be looked at at some stage, or if I am here long enough, I might look at it in the future. 

Again, thank you to all members, especially those on this side of the house who spent long days here. Some 
members spent all day here on some days. I am sure the opposition had several reserve members here just waiting 
in their offices in case someone got sick, which I did not think would happen. Someone did get sick and we were 
signing people in and out, but that is okay. Again, estimates is very important. I agree that it is very much a time 
for the opposition to make sure that it keeps the government accountable. I think, given that most of us were in 
new roles, we worked very well.  

MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [5.30 pm]: I, too, would like to join members to thank committee staff and 
the Chairs who oversaw the estimates hearings process. These were my first estimates hearings as a member of 
Parliament, but sitting in this chamber as an adviser, I spent, I think, five previous estimates session with the state’s 
twenty-ninth Premier, the member for Cottesloe. I know the intensity that often goes into those estimates sessions. 
I would typically get every agency’s file a week or so beforehand and go through it page by page and make sure 
that I knew it all so that in rare circumstances I could help the member for Cottesloe attend to a page. It is an 
intense time. I enjoyed the fact that the opposition had the opportunity to question government. Just on that, and 
perhaps with some indulgence from the Deputy Speaker, 91 per cent of the questions that the opposition got the 
opportunity to ask were through requests for supplementary information. Are we aware of whether that has all 
been returned? No, it has not. 

Ms L.L. Baker: It had to be returned by a due date and you should be seeing the results of that. Do you not have 
everything you need? 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I do not think so, but I can check. 

Ms L.L. Baker: Let me know. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I will; thank you. I am keen to make sure that in all future estimates hearings distribution 
can go to everyone, not only those who were in the chamber, or that everyone could receive some sort of 
notification. I am not going to take up much time because the member for Carine is eying me down here. 

Mr A. Krsticevic: I was thinking that the supplementary information must have got lost in the 3 000 questions. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: That is right. I enjoy estimates because I enjoy asking questions, which I think everyone in 
this place recognises. It is also a good opportunity to eyeball ministers and we get a measure of them and how 
strong or weak they might be because we can address their performance right here. 

Mr M.J. Folkard interjected. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The member for Burns Beach might indeed have my measure there, but I am not a minister. 
This was a good opportunity to see those ministers perform or not perform—a few floundered from my 
perspective. I want to clarify a situation that I think the member for Mirrabooka raised. I honestly believe that the 
estimates are an opportunity to address issues in the budget broken down by agencies. Obviously, public servants 
employed in those agencies are very well paid and very experienced. I think it is incumbent on all members in this 
place to identify issues and ask them questions. I do not think anyone has attacked an individual—a director general 
or anyone like that—but we should never confuse stern or direct questions to an agency with an attack. As the 
member for South Perth raised, that sort of line of questioning happens all the time in the Senate and no-one bats 
an eyelid. We cannot somehow think that they are a protected species in here. They are paid for by the taxpayer, 
and I believe that they should make sure that they are present and answerable to this chamber when the time 
comes—which is only once a year. The opposition gets the chance to go through the budget line by line in the 
estimates hearings once a year. I have nothing else to add. 

I recognise two speeches that members can give in the parliamentary calendar that matter only to the people in this 
chamber and those who serve to support it. One is the motion supporting the estimates process and the other is the 
speech at the end of the year when we all congratulate each other for getting through another year. It is one of 
those speeches that never really matters to anyone outside these four walls. I think it is a good opportunity to 
recognise the efforts of staff, members of Parliament and their staff and certainly the opposition. There are now 
only 13 of us. It is an interesting situation to be so overwhelmed at times by the 41 members opposite. 

Mr R.S. Love: Try being five. 
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Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Quite right—try being five, as the member for Moore points out. I would like to thank 
everyone again for being part of this relatively smooth estimates process. 

MR R.S. LOVE (Moore) [5.34 pm]: On behalf of my colleagues in the National Party and me, I congratulate all 
participants in the estimates hearing process. I especially pay tribute to the staff throughout the process. I see the 
Clerk of the chamber here tonight. I was grateful for the advice of staff that come into the chamber. I am also an 
Acting Speaker and Chair during the estimates process. We do not know what is going on, but they do. They are 
far smarter than we are; they are much better educated. Without them, the whole process would probably grind to 
a degraded and very embarrassing halt. Thanks very much to them. 

I thank the Deputy Speaker for her leadership throughout the process, which was, as I said, very good. It was the 
first time I have been in opposition at an estimates hearing, and also the first time that I have chaired some of the 
estimates hearings as well. It was a very interesting and a very intense period, I have to say, when I was running 
from one chamber to chair it, and then going to the other chamber to sit in and think of some intelligent things to 
say or pick up on some of the threads as they evolve. 

Mr A. Krsticevic: I was there for you. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Sitting next to the member for Carine in a couple of the estimates hearings was very easy because 
he was just on fire right throughout; question after question—bang, bang, bang. I became frustrated with him in 
the end and told him to shut up so that I could have a say! But he thoroughly enjoyed the process, as did I. It is 
instructional to have to work our way through those budget documents and pick out the areas that the public and 
my electorate and my party are interested in and try to tease out those issues. 

As I said, everybody participated very well in the process. I was a bit disappointed that some of the requests for 
supplementary information that were refused; members were asked to put the questions on notice. Many ministers 
were very diligent and a particular parliamentary secretary—the member for Geraldton and I were in a chamber 
together—did a great job. Many ministers did a great job. But I think a few were too ready to put people off and 
not to provide the information and instead ask members to put the questions on notice. The danger is that people 
will view the estimates process with less regard if there is no genuine attempt to provide supplementary information 
there and then. I am not going to single out any particular person, but I thought that some of the information could 
have been more forthcoming. Most people I questioned were forthcoming, but there were a couple of occasions 
when I thought perhaps the information could have been provided and it was not. It makes the process run a bit 
smoother and it is in the spirit of the process that we have the advisers there. It is an opportunity to sort of tease 
out things, and if the response is just to put the question on notice, why are we here? We are here to have the 
opportunity to pursue some inquiries with the minister or the minister representing and those public servants who 
represent their departments and agencies. 

I thought that the public servants who came to the hearings that I was involved in were very professional, well 
prepared and did a good job. A couple of them looked a bit nervous. Perhaps it was their first estimates hearings 
and the first time they have been in the chamber, but they all carried it off very well. I thought that overall it was 
a good process. I would like to thank once again Madam Deputy Speaker for her organisation, all the other Chairs 
and everybody else who participated in the process. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [5.39 pm]: I was just listening to the member for Moore and I want to add to 
what we he said. I thought it was a well-run estimates process; I place that on the record. I want to make the point, 
particularly for new members, that when a minister is asked a question, their responsibility is to try to answer it. 
If they cannot answer it on the spot for obvious reasons, the next responsibility is to answer it within the estimates 
process. It is not a choice to say to put it on notice. That choice is not open to members of Parliament. The only 
case for putting something on notice is if the minister knows or their director general with them advises them that 
it would not be possible to answer the question in the prescribed time. I think that has been misunderstood. Some 
new ministers seemed to think it was an option. It is not a choice process. As I remarked in one estimates hearing, 
if the government really wants to get its budget through, ministers have to make a genuine effort to either answer 
the question at the time and within the time limit or explain that it is impossible to answer in that period, and then 
it can go on notice. I am not making a big complaint about it, but it is not an optional choice; ministers have 
a responsibility to be accountable to Parliament. 

MR A. KRSTICEVIC (Carine) [5.40 pm]: I thank the ministers who were at the estimates hearings that 
I participated in. I really enjoyed them. Obviously, we have question time in Parliament and it is frequently a bit 
of a shemozzle. Ministers do not really answer questions and things go around in circles. That is the difference 
with the estimates process. Members ask questions and ministers genuinely try to answer those questions; and, if 
they do not have the details, they pass the question on to the department heads, who elaborate in their answers. 
The thing that was reflected most strongly to me is that when ministers allowed department heads to answer 
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questions, it did not bring down the minister or the government; it helped in the accountability process and it 
helped us to understand what is going on in the budget. I think there is a lot to be learnt from that and how that can 
contribute to better government, especially during question time. I hope that ministers reflect a little on the fact 
that answering questions is not a bad thing; it adds to their credibility, it adds something constructive to the debate 
and it also shows that they have nothing to hide. I am sure that people do not have too much to hide. 

I also want to thank government members who did not ask a lot of questions during the estimates hearings. I think 
that was good. I did not expect that to be so extensive, as I had a lot of questions to ask of the relevant ministers 
and I had a lot of further questions to ask to probe and dig into the finer details. I think that is an important part of 
the process. Some committee Chairs were better than others in allowing further questioning. I think it is important 
to allow further questioning so that members can dig deeper into that process. That in itself was useful. 

There also was a little bit of confusion about the ministers and the machinery-of-government changes, but not as 
much as the member for South Perth experienced. If members did not pay attention to the service areas that were 
being dealt with, they might have got confused about the agency and then not reflected the finer details in the 
budget estimates hearing on, say, service areas 6, 7 and 9. That may have thrown people a little bit. We had 
a discussion with the member for Willagee about the service areas and there was a bit of confusion, but his 
comment was, “Just ask me whatever you like”, so there was some flexibility with that service. We did not go 
down that path of asking him questions that were not about the relevant service areas, but initially we were 
confused about how that was written in the documentation, but we ended up on the right track. So it was an issue 
from that point of view. 

Chairing the hearings was not an easy job, but I think the Chairs did a great job. Hopefully, everybody learnt a lot. 
It is the first time I have participated in this process while in opposition. It was useful and we learnt a lot. During 
the hearing with the Minister for Local Government, I thought I threw him a few difficult questions to start with 
just to put him on the back foot. I saw him scratch his head a couple of times, so that was a bit of fun. Then we 
eased into the mundane and laborious task of digging into details and trying to gather information. That was useful. 
It will be good to get more answers through supplementary information. That process was a bit hit and miss, 
depending on which minister we had, but I was happy to put those questions on notice and/or refer them to the 
upper house through its process. There are lots of avenues for us to explore that. 

On the whole, I found the experience to be useful and I found most ministers to be reasonably willing to share 
information. I hope that that continues in the other debates in this house and that the government has confidence 
in its ability to answer questions and deliver good government. If ministers have confidence in those two things, 
they will not be scared to answer any questions that are asked and they will not need to use rhetoric and the 
innuendo of the past and will deal with their performance here and now. Let us see how that goes in the future. 

I thank everybody for their contributions. I also thank the member for Vasse for the great work that she did in 
scheduling members for the sessions. I got the evening session pretty much every night, so I thank her for that. 
I am a bit of a night owl, so that worked in my favour. Obviously, I know what it is like to be the government 
Whip and to have to deal with members and try to herd them around. Believe it or not, I thought it was more 
difficult to run through the process in government than it was in opposition, which I found surprising. I am not 
sure that the member for Vasse found the experience enlightening, but she did a great job and I thank her for 
everything she did. Of course, I am surprised that the member for Dawesville had any questions left to ask during 
estimates! I thought he would have exhausted his list, but obviously he has a lot of capacity. I look forward to his 
contributions in Parliament in the future. On that note, I thank all members. 
MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee — Minister for Housing) [5.45 pm]: I note that only one hour has been allocated 
for this debate, so as a member of this place and also as a minister in this place, I take the opportunity to make 
a statement on behalf of the Treasurer, who had to step out for some media obligations, to record in Hansard for 
the benefit of members the government’s appreciation of the support of everyone on both sides for the chamber 
staff and the public servants in supporting all ministers at their first estimates hearings of the McGowan 
government. One point I will make about that is in response to some of the comments by the opposition about 
questions on notice and the questioning process. I refer members to chapter 21 of the standing orders, which deals 
with estimates committees. A review of that chapter will identify a significant number of gaps in relation to 
turnaround times and those sorts of things. The matters that the member for Cottesloe raised about the obligations 
of ministers to answer the questions within the framework of the estimates committees is met more in convention 
than in the rules, if anybody were so moved to contemplate referring some of those matters to the appropriate 
house committee to make sure that in the future the estimates hearings operate at the pace that they need to. 
The point I would like to make is that, from the point of view of a first-time minister, the role of the estimates 
committees is fundamentally important. We often talk about it as being part of the democratic process, which it 
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fundamentally is, and being at the core of the accountability to which the opposition holds the government. 
However, some new members might not understand that it also is an opportunity for the government and its 
departments to ensure that they have their processes in place and understand what they are doing. With the 
machinery-of-government changes, 41 government departments were reduced to 25, and the arrangement of the 
budget papers was a significant challenge for the Treasurer and Treasury and the whole of government to ensure 
that those accounts were reflected in a way that could be read and scrutinised, which is, of course, the prerogative 
of everyone. 
I want to make a comment about the role of the public servants. I agree with the comments of the member for 
Dawesville about the scrutiny that the public service could be, should be and quite often is under. I do not think we 
should resile from the opportunity to quiz public servants. As the practitioner experts in their field, they probably 
have a lot more to contribute to the detail in particular areas that would be of interest to the opposition. It is always 
the prerogative of the executive to manage its politics to ensure that it can perform its role as a government. 
The point about the turnaround time for questions needs to be considered in some detail—for example, the 
scheduling. The last estimates hearing I attended was deep on Thursday night and there was a public holiday on 
the Monday. By the time the agency had the chance to turn around some of those questions, it had only four 
working days to return them to the committee. As the member for Cottesloe said, I took advice from the director 
general of the Department of Housing and some of the information sought was outside the department’s capacity 
to pull it together not only in its quantum form but also to make sure they were absolutely happy with the numbers. 
As we all know, checking the numbers is fundamentally important to make sure we do not mislead.  
In terms of bringing into the chambers agencies and/or any public servants or resources required, I do not think 
we should ever step back from reinforcing or exercising the sovereign right of this Parliament to question any part 
of our community, certainly where taxpayers’ resources are expended. We should never shy away from that. That 
means if public servants sit in the chamber all day and never answer a question, that is fine because when we seek 
the files, it is clear that more is involved in preparation by the departments than in the explanations. That is 
fundamentally part of the process and I do not think we should ever step back from the responsibility of questioning 
any of those at any time. On that basis, thank you very much for your time. 
Question put and passed.  

Estimates Committee B Report — Adoption 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr S.J. Price): The question is —  

That the report of Estimates Committee B be adopted.  
MR S.K. L’ESTRANGE (Churchlands) [5.50 pm]: Given I did not speak in the debate on committee A, I have 
decided to speak on both Estimates Committee A and B during the committee B report adoption debate.  

First of all, I also would like to congratulate our Whip and the government Whip for their hard work in putting the 
estimates committee agenda together for both A and B committees. It would not have been an easy task. Certainly, 
some of us on the opposition side of the chamber have up to five portfolios. Trying to ensure that we were able to 
cover our relevant government portfolios without times clashing would not have been easy. It would have been 
a bit of a Rubik’s cube. I think they did a good job. That job was made somewhat trickier given the government’s 
structural changes to government. In the past, we knew what the departments were and who the ministers were, 
but the structural changes meant some of the departments had been rolled into a new portfolio with a new minister, 
so we had to work out how we allocated our committee members, particularly those holding shadow portfolios, to 
address their questions to the relevant minister. It was also quite a tricky test for the committee to put the agenda 
together and make sure that the right people were in the room at the right time. I extend the warmth and gratitude 
that we are feeling in the chamber today towards our Whips because they did a wonderful job.  

I will make also some comments about the conduct of ministers and their staff. On the whole, I supported how the 
ministers and their staff presented at these estimates committee hearings. For me, estimates is essentially an 
extension of what we normally do during the consideration in detail stage. From my experience in this place, when 
a minister dealing with a normal bill comes to the table in the chamber at the consideration in detail stage, when 
question are asked of the minister they normally seek advice from their advisers and answer the question. On 
occasions, they might filibuster and try to avoid answering the question but, generally, they understand how 
important and significant consideration in detail is in making sure they get their bill through. They may try to 
squirm around it on occasions, but on the whole, they use the consideration in detail stage to scrutinise bills and 
carefully address the opposition’s concerns.  
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I take that as an example but during estimates—I covered a number of portfolios myself—some ministers did not 
do that. It was almost as though they saw the estimates process as an extension of question time. Rather than take 
the usual approach when they sit at the table in the middle of the chamber and deal with the consideration in detail 
stage formally and properly, they used questions in estimates to throw back accusations of what we did in 
government or to filibuster on the competence of the former minister or whatever. I was disappointed with that 
approach that some ministers took because I think they forgot. They were not in question time; it was not about 
sparring across the chamber in an open forum; it was about considering in detail the budget papers—the estimates. 
I was disappointed that they did that. Not all did it, but some did. It is an observation; the Minister for 
Child Protection does not have to take it as advice. Although I was not in any of her sessions, she may well not 
have done what I am describing. I am saying that in the sessions I attended, on occasions, the minister did not deal 
with questions as though they were consideration in detail style of questions, but chose to launch into the 
opposition. I did not think that was appropriate given that we were there to critique the budget.  

I observed also that some ministers—maybe this was guidance given to them by the government leadership; I am 
not sure—seemed almost determined not to refer anything to an adviser. One minister in particular brought in more 
advisers I think than there are members on the opposition benches.  

A government member: That is not hard to do.  

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: If someone had taken a photo of it, members would see what I am talking about. It was 
remarkable. All the benches opposite were filled with advisers around the minister but the minister did not once 
allow an adviser to speak. It was almost like a scene from Erin Brockovich when they had to front with lawyers at 
the boardroom table and Brockovich’s lawyer said, “Right, you put on a suit; you put on a suit. How many have 
they got? Right, we’re going to go in with four.” It was remarkable. It was a show of force that was not relied 
upon. I get back to my point that, on occasions, questions were asked of the minister that could be clearly answered 
because an adviser would have known the answer. It would have been a technical question about something in the 
budget, seeking information about what was happening with it. The minister did not know the answer and avoided 
answering it. Rather than referring to the director general or one of the senior advisers to give us the answer, we 
could see they were determined not to do that. I thought—I could be incorrect in my assessment—it was 
a leadership decision that ministers answer the questions, rather than let the opposition side get advisers to answer, 
almost as though the opposition was trying to be tricky and trip up ministers. We get that that is the cut and thrust 
of politics. There were occasions when a decent answer could have been provided by an adviser if the minister 
was not sure, but that was avoided. I think that was unfortunate because, again, I do not think that was proper 
process for the estimates.  

On the whole, most questions were answered. On occasions, even the ministers accepted that the numbers in their 
own budget paper did not add up and there were apologies for that. I thought it was good that apologies were made 
and, hopefully, they will get that right next time.  

I conclude by saying that as an opposition, the only observation I really want us to take home from both committees 
A and B, even though this debate is on committee B, is that ministers take questions seriously as though they are 
sitting at the table in the centre of the chamber during consideration in detail. They should take the approach that 
the questions are about line items in a bill to be approved by Parliament. Take it seriously and do not see it 
as an opportunity to filibuster and sledge but recognise that the estimates process is a serious process of the 
Parliament of Western Australia and it should be respected.  

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands — Deputy Speaker) [5.58 pm]: I will speak quickly on an addendum to my earlier 
comments on Estimates Committee A specifically in relation to the terminology we use in Parliament. Members 
will be pleased to know that the Clerk and I spoke before the estimates process started. When I got to my desk, 
I realised that it had not been removed as quickly as I had hoped it to be removed. However, the Clerk went 
immediately to Hansard and asked whether we could change the nomenclature to Chair rather than Chairman. That 
was done quite quickly. I have an email from the Reporting Services Manager confirming that the estimates 
committee has an amended form of side name for the occupants of the chair so that rather than Chairman it is now 
Chair. I hope that will stay in perpetuity, along with some other reforms in the standing orders around gender.  

Question put and passed.  
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