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Division 46: Office of the Government Chief Information Officer, $9 243 000 — 
Ms J.M. Freeman, Chair. 
Mr D.J. Kelly, Minister for Innovation and ICT. 
Mr G. Nunis, Government Chief Information Officer. 
Ms M. Burchell, Executive Director, Policy and Governance. 
Mr D. Geraghty, Chief Financial Officer. 
Ms Naomi Arrowsmith, Chief of Staff. 
Ms A. Anderson, Senior Media Adviser. 
Mr N. Burgess, Senior Policy Adviser. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. 
It is the intention of the Chair 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 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 account. Questions 
must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current division. Members should give 
these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility of more than one minister, 
a minister shall only be examined in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 
The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what supplementary information he 
agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. 
If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to 
the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 2017. I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on 
notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question on notice through the online questions system. 
I give the call to the member for Churchlands. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I refer to page 685 of volume 2 of budget paper No 2  and the line item “Item 85 Net 
amount appropriated to deliver services” under “Delivery of Services”. Why was the budget for 2016–17 
$3.387 million, but the 2016–17 estimated actual was $6.205 million? Why the increase of $2.8 million? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: I will ask Mr Nunis to go through that. 
Mr G. Nunis: It relates to the underspending associated with the innovation funding that was granted for that 
particular financial year, 2016–17. That unspent funding was $2.818 million, which was allocated to our budget 
and therefore has been transferred in the new financial year to the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and 
Innovation. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Is the Government Chief Information Officer saying that the $2.8 million was 
transferred to another department prior to the end of the financial year? 

Mr G. Nunis: Not prior to, but it was in our allocation and that money was unspent, which was the allocation; 
therefore, post 1 July we transferred the money. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I am trying to capture this because the budget had the amount allocated at 
$3.387 million, so what you actually spent was $6.205 million, because it states “estimated actual”, so that is what 
was spent. From what I am hearing, if that money is not spent under the budget of the Government Chief 
Information Officer, and was never budgeted for anyway, because it is $2.818 million more, is this just money that 
the office has decided to bill against this budget, which has actually gone to another department? 
Mr G. Nunis: No. The allocation for that financial year was $6.2 million as a result of a decision by the previous 
government on 1 July to allocate innovation funding of $5 million for that year, so subsequently that occurred 
during the term of 2016–17. That actual sum had been allocated as a result of the period from which we are looking 
at and the election occurring, and unspent funds were the result; we did not spend the money and therefore it has 
been unspent. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: So with regard to the additional $2.818 million, was the decision to add that amount of 
money into the budget made after the 11 March election? 
Mr G. Nunis: No; it was always added. 
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Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Okay; thank you. I have no further questions. 
Mr B. URBAN: I refer to page 685 of volume 2 of budget paper No 2 and the third dot point at the bottom of the 
page under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency”. What has the McGowan government done to strengthen 
digital security across government? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: I thank the member for the question. Obviously, digital security is a big issue. As a government, 
we are trying to move services, for two reasons. First, the government holds a lot of valuable information that the 
public expects us to keep safe. We know that there are growing threats to cybersecurity. We also know that, as 
a government, we want to move more of our services to, or allow people to access more of our services through, 
digital platforms. We cannot do that unless people have confidence that that information will be properly cared 
for, and we cannot do that unless we are confident that we have business continuity plans in place in the event of 
a cyberattack. When we came to government, we identified cybersecurity as a key priority. I was very aware that 
the Auditor General had released eight consecutive reports under the previous government that highlighted that 
the government was failing to adequately perform in the cybersecurity area, particularly around the protection of 
personal information and business continuity. I think only 40 per cent of government departments met the 
benchmarks that the Auditor General had set in those areas. 
Those Auditor General reports were sitting out there, stating that we were performing very poorly in this area. The 
WannaCry ransomware attack that occurred not long after we took government was an international wake-up call. 
The National Health Service in the UK was severely impacted upon by that ransomware attack. As a government, 
we have identified this as a priority. One of the things we have done since is update the whole-of-government 
digital security policy to make sure that departments are required to comply with international standards in this 
area. Basically, every department has to have a cybersecurity policy and clear governance around that policy. The 
policy has to identify risks and the plan to address those risks. It must be an ongoing program; it cannot just be 
a one-off assessment or a one-off audit. We have updated the cybersecurity policy across government. We called 
in all the directors general, the Auditor General and the Government Chief Information Officer, and I addressed 
them on this issue. We made it clear to them that we expect some improvement in this area. We do not expect it 
to be an easy road, but we do expect improvement in this area. It is what people expect and, as a new government, 
we have identified this as a priority and we are going to get on with it. 
[11.20 am] 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I refer to note (a) on page 685 of budget paper No 2 . I refer to the lack of forward estimates 
for this office for the 2018–19 financial year and beyond, and the associated note (a) that states — 

At this stage, the Office will cease operations on 30 June 2018, pending a decision as part of the 
2018–19 Budget process. 

When will the 2018–19 budget process decision that will ultimately decide the future of this office be made? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: Again, on coming to office, one of the budget black holes, if you like, that we discovered was 
the lack of funding across the forward estimates for the Office of the Government Chief Information Officer. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Is that not what the minister has just done? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: If the member listens to the whole answer, we will get through some of these questions a bit 
quicker. 
When we came to government, one of the situations we confronted was that the Office of the Government Chief 
Information Officer was not funded past the end of the current financial year. Despite making a late run at this issue, 
all the previous government could do was fund the office for three years. We will have to make a decision in the 
2018–19 budget process on how we fund this function and how that looks. The member may be aware that a service 
priority review is in place, which includes a specific criterion to look at how the government delivers services 
digitally. It is likely that that service priority review will make some recommendations on digital services. We have 
made the decision that it is prudent to wait for the service priority review to do its work and make its decision. That 
decision will come to the government sometime in late 2017, and that will inform the 2018–19 budget process, when 
we will make a decision on how we fund this service, where it best sits in government and what it will look like. 
Obviously, I cannot pre-empt what the 2018–19 budget process will reveal. That decision will not be made until 
the budget is announced. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Given the minister’s answer, the lack of financial allocation for the office after 30 June 2018 
would appear to make it difficult, if not impossible, for the office to plan to remain operating past that date. Does 
the minister agree with that? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: I think the member was the minister for this area in the previous government. It was funded 
only up until June 2018. If he is saying that that makes the office unable to plan after that date, that is a criticism 
that he, as the former minister, would have been able to level at himself. The fact is that there is funding in the 
budget only up to 30 June 2018. We have made a decision to put in place a service priority review to look at 
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a range of issues across the government to see where we can get the best bang for the limited dollars left to us by 
the previous government. One of the areas we want to look at is digital service delivery. That service priority 
review will deliver its report sometime this calendar year. That will allow us to make a decision on this area in 
plenty of time as part of the 2018–19 budget process. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Further to that question, just to correct the record, I was not the responsible minister in 
the previous government. The responsible minister for this particular — 
The CHAIR: Do you have a question, member? 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I will just get to that. The responsible minister for this area was the Minister for Innovation. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: I will take that as read. My apologies. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: My further question is: will any of the staff who may not have a job after the 2017–18 
financial year be included in the government’s policy to encourage 3 000 redundancies from the public service to 
meet its pre-election commitments? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: I think the answer to this question is the same as when it was asked earlier about some of the 
other departments. The budget currently has a global savings figure around the 3 000 full-time equivalent 
voluntary severance package. In the budget, savings are not allocated to any particular department or office, either 
savings-wise or FTE-wise. We have said that those 3 000 potential redundancies will be targeted at areas that 
become evident after the service priority review hands down its report. This office, the same as any other 
department and agency in government, has not had any particular allocation made in the severance program, and 
those decisions will not be made until after the service priority review report is handed down. 
Ms E. HAMILTON: I refer to service summary 1 on page 686 of budget paper No 2, which reads — 

Establishment of a Platform for the Delivery of Better Government Services Through Efficient 
Development of ICT Strategy, Policies and Solutions 

What action has the McGowan government taken to improve internet connectivity in Western Australia for the 
benefit of the public sector and communities such as mine in Joondalup and more broadly across the state? 
[11.30 am] 
Mr D.J. KELLY: One of the constant complaints that has been raised with me as the minister is the poor rollout 
of the national broadband network, and the lack of internet access for many people around Western Australia. We 
held an industry forum in the agribusiness area. We would expect industry leaders in that area to be talking about 
rainfall and access to land, but the biggest issue that people raised around that table as holding us back in 
developing industries in regional areas was the lack of internet access. People are very unhappy about the rollout 
of the NBN, and the lack of connectivity that it is providing. We have made strong representations to the federal 
government to get it to improve the way it has been rolling that service out here in Western Australia. We made 
a good submission on the issue, prepared by the Office of the Government Chief Information Officer, to the Senate 
committee that came to Western Australia recently. We made it clear that there was a range of problems with the 
NBN rollout, one of which was just consultation between NBN Co Ltd and the state government. There had been 
very little to date. We are pointed to the rollout website to tell people where it is going to go and when. The trouble 
is that that changes without notice—so one day a person can think they are on the list and the next day they are 
not. We made that submission that has resulted in some greater contact between NBN Co and the state government, 
and there has been some improvement. 
I have also written to federal minister Mitch Fifield asking him to meet with us to discuss problems here in 
Western Australia. Unfortunately, at this point, he has not found time in his diary to do that, and I think that 
everyone in Western Australia would find that immensely disappointing. We recognise that this is a key issue for 
people, whether they are in Joondalup, Morley or Meekatharra. Connectivity is a key issue, essentially, around the 
poor rollout of the NBN, and we will continue to advocate on WA’s behalf with the federal government. 
The appropriation was recommended. 
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